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PREFACE

RITUALISM has very commonly been regarded by

English Church people as a system of ceremonial

practices supposed to enliven and brighten,the. Church

services. Looked at in this light, it has been con

doned by many to whose taste the practices did not

appeal, as harmless to congregations and as giving

to clergy who liked ceremony a greater interest in their

routine of work. They will get tired of it when the

novelty has worn off, laymen have thought with a half-

kindly, half-contemptuous smile, and meantime we

will let it alone. Of late, however, the Church has

awakened to the apprehension that the Ritualist cere

monialism has a very definite doctrinal meaning, and

that Ritualist ceremonies are not introduced as a

matter of aestheticism but to teach a faith. What is

that faith ? Is it the faith of the Church of England
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or is it something different ? Is it the faith deliberately

adopted by the Church and accepted by the State as

the Church s doctrine in the sixteenth century, or

does it go behind the Reformation? Lord Halifax

and the English Church Union do not allow us any

doubt on this point. They claim as their own the

doctrines and practices of the pre-Reformation Church

except where they elect to dispense themselves in

respect to a doctrine, such as the Papal Supremacy

in its extremest form, or a practice, such as the

celibacy of the clergy. They claim their right to hold

all doctrines which they think proper to designate as

Catholic ; but the one Mediaeval dogma around which

their whole ceremonial system clusters is that of the

Objective Presence of Christ in the Elements (as dis

tinct from His Presence at the Ordinance) in the

Lord s Supper. This they teach by word of mouth

in sermons, hymns, and children s Eucharists, and this

it is that gives a meaning and explanation to their

multiplied ceremonies, which fall into order only when

looked at from this point of view. But it was to

testify against this very doctrine that Cranmer, Latimer

and Ridley laid down their lives at the stake, and it
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was pre-eminently in opposition to it that the English

Reformation was founded. It is seen, moreover, that

this central doctrine of Mediaevalism brings with it

all other Mediaeval teaching and a contempt and

depreciation of the Reformation.

Have such sentiments as these ever prevailed in the

reformed Church of England before? Not in the

sixteenth century when Cranmer, Latimer and Ridley

died to resist them and the Elizabethan divines, repre

sented by Jewell, firmly repudiated them. Not in the

eighteenth century when the Church and nation had

settled down to an unimpassioned Protestantism. Not

in the seventeenth century, as, I believe, is proved to

demonstration by the following pages.

Then there is no precedent for the disloyalty to the

principles of the Reformation, the acceptance of

Mediaeval doctrines and the adoption of the ritual

and ceremonies naturally accompanying those doc

trines such as we see now prevailing and called by

the ill-chosen name of Ritualism.

Englishmen, lay and clerical, are firmly resolved

not to narrow the comprehension of the Church of

England, but they are equally resolved that the bound-
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aries which she has laid down in the direction of Rome

shall not be transgressed. They see that liberty has

passed into licence, to the danger of all that they

hold dearest, and they demand that that licence be

restrained and the Church freed from complicity

with teaching which has not been, and is not, hers.

F. M.



RICHARD HOOKER





OLD ANGLICANISM
AND

MODERN RITUALISM

CHAPTER I

WHEN the Tractarian movement first began, its

leaders had no idea of going beyond the standing-

ground of the English seventeenth - century

divines
;
but Dr. Newman, who resolutely seized

and held the direction of the movement, had

not a mind that was evenly balanced. Full of

enthusiasm, he embraced with all his heart certain

principles of thought and action, and he carried

them out to their extreme limit, regardless of

other principles, equally true, which should have

qualified them and restrained their application.

Pusey followed Newman up to a certain point

from personal love of the man, and so for a time

did Keble, till he found and acknowledged that

he was misled, and drew back. Newman s influ

ence pushed the older Tractarian movement
A
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beyond its original aim. As to the new

mediaevalist party, it looks with as much con

tempt on the Anglicanism of the seventeenth

century as on the Protestantism of the eighteenth

century; nevertheless, the defenders of medi-

aevalists, who, without being disloyal themselves,

throw their shield over mediaevalism, are to a

great degree induced to do so from a belief that

ritualism, as it exists at present, is historically

justified by being a legitimate successor to the

Caroline school of divinity. It will be the purpose

of the present volume to show that this is a

mistake
;

that the Caroline theology, while

fighting Puritanism, was, nevertheless, Protestant

to its core, and that, until the present day, there

has never been any ecclesiastical party or any

recognised theologian that did not firmly and

thankfully stand by the principles of the Refor

mation, or hesitated to regard and proclaim the

Church of England as a Protestant Church.

Of course, we must understand what the word

Protestant means. Protestant is in no way

opposed to Catholic in the proper sense of the

latter term, as it is used in our Creed and prayers,

but to Popery, which the true Protestant regards

as the corruption of genuine Catholicism. Pro

testantism, as understood in the seventeenth

century, was a positive faith, not merely a
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negation, as some would make it. It meant the

Christian faith cleared from the accretions of

mediasvalism. Owing to the growth of other

Protestantisms beside those of the Church of

England and of the Lutheran Church, the word

has now a double meaning : but so also has the

word Catholic, and there is no more reason for

our shrinking from one designation than the

other owing to ambiguities to which they are

both liable.

I shall begin with some proofs drawn from

Hooker. Hooker belongs more to the sixteenth

than to the seventeenth century ;
but the seven

teenth-century divines, without exception, take

their inspiration from him, and, indeed, after

Cranmer, Ridley, and Jewell, he is the father

of Anglican theology.

RICHARD HOOKER.

Hooker has no hesitation in speaking of the

heresy of the Church of Rome and Popish

heresy ;
and one of his sermons (Sermon II.)

has for its object to show that Papists may be

saved, just because they do not personally realize

the heresy of their Church, or because, in spite of

holding some of her heresies, they still cling to

Christ as the foundation, and at the bottom trust

3
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to Him for salvation. It would be a healthy

sign if we recovered this fashion of speech ;
if we

were not afraid of applying the word heresy

to Romish corruptions of the faith
;
and if we

did not shrink from the terms Popery and

Papist, and substitute some gentler appellation

for them. After the controversies in the Early

Church on the person of Christ, there are none,

says Hooker ( E. P., v. 3), so important as

those questions which are at this day between

us and the Church of Rome. Successful war

cannot be waged by remaining always on the

defensive, nor by an abundant application of

rose-water. Dr. Newman has himself told us

( Loss and Gain ) that always to c

speak gently

of our sister s fall is to lose half the battle before

it begins, and to give the attractive an over

whelming advantage over the repulsive power of

a mighty institution, which attracts by the truths

that it still retains, and repels by the false

doctrines by which it overthrows those truths.

In the sermon to which we have already re

ferred, Hooker, without professing to enumerate

them all, names the following as among the

Popish superstitions :

In the Church of Rome it is maintained that the same

credit and reverence which we give to the Scriptures of God

ought also to be given to unwritten verities : that the Pope

4
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is supreme head ministerial over the universal Church

militant ; that the bread in the Eucharist is transubstantiated

into Christ ; that it is to be adored and to be offered up unto

God as a sacrifice, propitiating for quick and dead ; that

images are to be worshipped, saints to be called upon as

intercessors, and such like (Serm. II. u).

Here we have mentioned as Popish supersti

tions the Roman doctrines on (i) Holy Scripture

and Tradition, (2) the Papal Supremacy, (3)

Transubstantiation, (4) Adoration of the Host, (5)

the Sacrifice of the Mass, (6) the Worship of

Images, (7) the Invocation of Saints. To these

elsewhere he adds (8) the Roman doctrine on

Justification, (9) on Confession and Absolution,

(10) on Satisfaction and Indulgences, (n) on the

Immaculateness of St. Mary; and still he does not

profess to have enumerated them all, for that was

not the object that he had in view. On each of

these and on the right and duty of reformation,

we will see what Hooker s teaching is:

i. Holy Scripture and Tradition.

When the question is whether we be now to

seek for any revealed law of God otherwhere than

only in the sacred Scripture ;
whether we do now

stand bound in the sight of God to yield to

traditions urged by the Church of Rome the same

obedience and reverence we do to His written law,

5
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honouring equally and adoring both as Divine

our answer is No. . . . What hazards the truth

is in when it passeth through the hands of report,

how maimed and deformed it becometh,they are not,

they cannot be, ignorant ! ( Eccl. Pol./ i. 13, 2).

They are induced either to look for new

revelations from heaven, or else dangerously to

add to the Word of God uncertain traditions,

that so the doctrine of man s salvation may be

complete, which doctrine we constantly hold in

all respects, without any such thing added, to

be so complete that we utterly refuse as much

as even to acquaint ourselves with anything

further. Whatsoever, to make up the doctrine

of man s salvation, is added, as in supply of the

Scripture s insufficiency, we reject it. Scripture,

purposing this, hath perfectly and fully done it

(ibid., ii. 8, 5).

Two opinions there are concerning the

sufficiency of Holy Scripture, each extremely

opposite unto the other, and both repugnant

unto truth. The schools of Rome teach Scrip

ture to be so insufficient as if, except tradi

tions were added, it did not contain all revealed

and supernatural truth which absolutely is

necessary for the children of men in this life

to know, that they may in the next be saved

(ibid., ii. 8, 6).

6
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2. Papal Supremacy.

What he (the Bishop of Constantinople)

challenged, and was therein, as then, refused by
the Bishop of Rome, the same the Bishop of Rome
in process of time obtained for himself; and

having gotten it by bad means, hath both upheld

and augmented it, and upholdeth it by acts and

practices much worse (ibid., vii. 8, 9).

Jesuits and Papists, hear ye me ! Ought ye

not to know that the Father hath given all power
unto the Son, and hath made Him the only Head

over His Church, wherein He dwelleth as a hus

bandman in the midst of His vineyard, manuring
it with the sweat of His own brows, not letting it

forth to others. . . . Neither will ever any Pope
or Papist under the cope of Heaven be able to

prove the Romish bishop s usurped supremacy
over all Churches by any one word of the

covenant of salt, which is the Scriptures. For

the children in our streets do now laugh them to

scorn when they force
&quot; Thou art Peter

&quot;

to this

purpose. . . . Jesus said not,
&quot; The Pope is

universal head of all Churches
&quot;

;
but &quot; Tu es

Petrus&quot;&quot;T:hou art Peter
&quot;

(Serm. V. 15).

3. Transubstantiation.

It followeth that nothing of Christ which is

7
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limited, nothing created, neither the soul nor the

body of Christ, and consequently not Christ as

man, or Christ according to His human nature,

can possibly be everywhere present. . . . The

manhood of Christ can neither be everywhere

present, nor cause the person of Christ so to be.

. . . The substance of the body of Christ hath

no presence, neither can have, but only local. . . .

If His majestical body have now any such new

property by force whereof it may everywhere

really even in substance present itself, or may at

once be in many places, then hath the majesty of

His estate extinguished the verity of His nature.

. . . We hold it a most infallible truth that

Christ as man is not everywhere present ( E. P./

v. 5 5,4-7)-

Nor doth anything remain doubtful but this,

whether, when the Sacrament is administered,

Christ be whole within man only, or else His body
and blood be also externally seated in the very

consecrated elements themselves
;
which opinion

they that defend are driven either to consub-

stantiate and incorporate Christ with elements

sacramental, or to transubstantiate and change
their substance into His

;
and so the one to hold

Him really but invisibly moulded up with the

substances of those elements, the other to hide

Him under the only visible show of bread and
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wine, the substance whereof, as they imagine, is

abolished and His succeeded in the same
&quot;1

room. . . . The bread and cup are His body
and blood because they are causes instrumental, \

upon receipt whereof the participation of His body
and blood ensueth. The Real Presence of Christ s

most blessed body and blood is not, therefore, to

be sought for in the sacrament (i.e., the elements)

but in the worthy receiver of the sacrament. As
for the sacraments, they really exhibit, but for

aught we can gather out of that which is written

of them, they are not really, nor do really contain

in themselves, that grace which with them or by
them it pleaseth God to bestow ( E. P., v. 67,

2-6).

Contrasting the Lutheran, the Popish, and the

Protestant or Anglican views, he states the last

as follows :

The last exposition made of &quot; This is My
body,&quot;

is &quot;This hallowed food, through concur

rence of Divine power, is in verity and truth, unto

faithful receivers, instrumentally a cause of that

mystical participation whereby, as I make Myself

wholly theirs, so I give them in hand an actual

possession of all such saving grace as My sacrificed

body can yield, and as their souls do presently

need
;

this is to them and in them My body
&quot;

(ibid., v. 67, 12).

9



**$ Old Anglicanism and

4. Adoration of the Host. 5. Sacrifice of the Mass.

These being the necessary results of the doctrine

of the objective presence in the elements which

Hooker has (as above) repudiated, he is content

with passing them by as Popish superstitions

(Serm. II. n).

6. The Worship of Images.

This, too, is a Popish superstition. It does

not fall in with Hooker s purpose to dwell any
more upon it (ibid.}.

7. Invocation of Saints.

Against invocation of any other than God

alone, if all arguments else should fail, the number

whereof is both great and forcible, yet this very

bar and single challenge might suffice : that

whereas God hath in Scripture delivered us so

many patterns for imitation when we pray, yea,

framed ready to our hands in a manner all, for

suits and supplications, which our condition on

earth may at any time need, there is not one

no, not one to be found directed unto angels,

saints, or any, saving God alone. So that if in

such cases as this we hold it safest to be led by
the best examples that have gone before, when

10
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we see what Noah, what Abraham, what Moses,

what David, what Daniel and the rest did, what

form of prayer Christ Himself likewise taught His

Church, and what His blessed Apostles did

practise, who can doubt but the way for us to

pray so as we may be undoubtedly accepted is

by conforming our prayers to theirs, whose sup

plications we know were acceptable ? (Serm.

VII. i).

8. Justification.

This is the point on which the difference be

tween the doctrine of the Church of Rome and

our own is the greatest and widest, excepting, if

we do except, the doctrine of the Sacrifice of

the Mass, and not excepting even Mariolatry.

Hooker has written a treatise upon it, from which

we make a few extracts. It is entitled A Learned

Discourse of Justification, Works, and how the

Foundation of Faith is overthrown.

Wherein do we disagree? We disagree about

the nature of the very essence of the medicine

whereby Christ cureth our disease. When they

are required to show what righteousness is whereby
a Christian man is justified, they answer that it

is a Divine spiritual quality, which quality re

ceived into the soul doth first make it to be one

of them that are born of God, and secondly, endue

ii
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it with power to bring forth such works as they

do that are born of Him
;
that it maketh the soul

gracious and amiable in the sight of God, in

regard whereof it is termed Grace; that it

purgeth, purifieth, washeth out all the stains

and pollutions of sins
;

that by it through the

merit of Christ we are delivered, as from sin, so

from eternal death, the reward of sin. This

grace they will have to be applied by infusion, to

the end that as the body is warm by the heat

which is in the body, so the soul might be

righteous by inherent graces ; which graces they

make capable of increase, the augmentation
whereof is merited by good works, as good works

are made meritorious by it. ... As grace may
be increased by the merit of good works, so it

may be diminished by the demerit of sins

venial
;

it may be lost by mortal sin. ... If

they work more and more, grace doth more and

more increase, and they are more and more

justified. To such as have diminished it by
venial sins, it is applied by holy water, Ave Marias,

crossings, Papal salutations, and such like, which

serve for reparation of grace decayed. To such

as have lost it through mortal sin, it is applied

by the Sacrament (as they term it) of Penance.

This is the mystery of the man of sin. This

maze the Church of Rome doth cause her

12
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followers to tread when they ask her the way of

Justification. They make the essence of it a

Divine quality inherent ; they make it righteousness

which is in us. If it be in us, then is it ours, as

our souls are ours though we have them from God.

But the righteousness wherein we must be found if

we will be justified is not our own ; therefore we can

not be justified by any inherent quality. Christ hath

merited righteousness for as many as are found in

Him. . . . You see, therefore, that the Church

of Rome, in teaching Justification by inherent

grace, doth pervert the truth of Christ, and that

by the hands of His Apostles we have received

otherwise than she teacheth (Serm. II. 5, 6).

Hooker proceeds to point out the difference

between the grace of justification and sanctifica-

tion, the latter of which is inherent, and admits

of increase and diminution, the grace of justifica

tion being perfect but not inherent, that of

sanctification inherent but not perfect (ibid.,

3), the one without us, which we have by

imputation, the other in us, which consisteth

of faith, hope, and charity, and other Christian

virtues
(ibid.&amp;gt; 21). God gives us the one by

accepting us for righteous in Christ
;

the other

by making Christian righteousness in us (ibid.}.
c Then what is the fault of the Church of Rome ?

Not that she requireth works at their hands

13
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that will be saved
;
but that she attributes unto

works a power of satisfying God for sin, and a

virtue to merit both grace here and in heaven

glory. ... If it were not a strong deluding

spirit which hath possession of their hearts, were

it possible but that they should see how plainly

they do herein gainsay the very ground of

Apostolic faith? (ibid., 32, 34).

Readily acknowledging that our forefathers

who were led into error by ignorance may be

saved (which the Puritans of his day denied),

Hooker warns modern Romanists that their

estate is dangerous (ibid., 38).

9. Confession and Absolution.

Hooker devotes almost the whole of the sixth

book of the Ecclesiastical Polity to the subject

of confession and absolution, distinguishing

between the public confession of the early

Church and the private confession of the later

modern Church, and between the judicial absolu

tion which forgives sin and the ministerial

absolution which declares its forgiveness by
/ God. Public confessions . . . being now not

1 held by the Church of Rome to be sacramental,

were the only penitential confessions used in the

Church for a long time ( Eccl. Pol., vi., 4, 6).

14
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If they did account any confession sacramental,

it was surely public, which is now abolished by
the Church of Rome (ibid., 13).

That extreme and rigorous necessity of

auricular and private confession which is at this

day so mightily upheld by the Church of Rome
we find not (in the Fathers). It was not then

the faith and doctrine of God s Church, as of _

the Papacy at present, (i) That the only remedy
for sin after baptism is sacramental penitence;

(2) that confession in secret is an essential part

thereof; (3) that God Himself cannot now forgive

sin without the priest ; (4) that because forgive

ness at the hands of the priest must arise from

confession in the offenders, therefore to confess

unto him is a matter of such necessity as, being

not either in deed or, at the least, in desire

performed, excludeth utterly from all pardon,

and must consequently in Scripture be com

manded wheresoever any promise of forgiveness

is made. No, no ! these opinions have youth
in their countenance

; antiquity knew them not
;

it never thought nor dreamed of them (ibid.}.

We stand chiefly upon the true inward con

version of the heart
; they more upon works

of external show. We teach, above all things,

that repentance which is one and the same from

the beginning to the world s end
; they a

15
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sacramental penance of their own devising and

shaping. We labour to instruct men in such

sort that every soul which is wounded with sin

may learn the way how to cure itself; they, clean

contrary, would make all sores seem incurable

unless the priest have a hand in them (ibid.,

6, 2).

What is, then, the force of absolution ? What
is it that the act of absolution worketh in a

sinful man? Doth it by any operation derived

from itself alter the state of the soul ? Does it

really take away sin, or but ascertain us of God s

most gracious and merciful pardon? The latter

of which two is our assertion, the former theirs

(ibid., 4).

The sentence, therefore, of ministerial absolu

tion hath two effects : touching sin, it only declareth

us free from the guiltiness thereof, and restored

into God s favour
;
but concerning right in sacred

and Divine mysteries, whereof through sin we

were made unworthy, as the power of the Church

did before effectually bind and retain us from

access unto them, so upon our apparent re

pentance it truly restoreth our liberty, looseth

the chains wherewith we were tied, remitteth

all whatsoever is past, and accepteth us no less,

returned, than if we had never gone astray. . . .

It doth not permit that, in the use of power
16
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over voluntary converts, to bind or loose, remit

or retain, should signify any other than only to

pronounce of sinners according to that which

may be gathered by outward signs ;
because

really to effect the removal or continuance of

sin in the soul of any offender is no priestly act,

but a work which far exceedeth their ability

(ibid,, 5).

The careless manner of their absolution hath

made discipline for the most part among them

a bare formality ; yea, rather a means of em

boldening unto vicious and wicked life than

either any help to prevent future, or medicine

to remedy present, evils in the soul of man

(ibid., 7).

10. Satisfaction and Indulgences.

Hooker points out that satisfaction, which is a

work which justice requireth to be done for con

tentment of persons injured/ has to be made (i)

to God, and (2) to man. As to the first, he

teaches that satisfaction is made to God by
Christ only. For because God was to be thus

satisfied and man not able to make satisfaction

in such sort, His unspeakable love and inclina

tion to save mankind from eternal death ordained

in our behalf a Mediator to do that which had

B 17
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been for any other impossible (ibid., vi. 2-5).

Satisfaction to man is made by restitution and

recompense when we have wronged others
;
and

there are cases where the Church must also be

satisfied, inasmuch as it has been wronged by the

ill-deeds of one of its members. We may pass

by the satisfactions made to man, but in respect

to those made to God by man, on the Roman

theory, the performance of penance is available.

They imagine, beyond all conceit of antiquity,

that when God doth remit sin and the punish

ment eternal thereunto belonging, He reserveth

the torments of hell fire (the fire of purgatory

being equal in intensity to hell fire), to be never

theless endured for a time, either shorter or

longer according to the quality of man s crime.

Yet so that there is between God and man a

certain composition, as it were, or contract by
virtue whereof works assigned by the priest to

be done after absolution shall satisfy God as

touching the punishment which He otherwise

would inflict for sin, pardoned and forgiven. . . .

If a penitent depart this life, the debt of satisfac

tion being either in whole or in part undischarged,

they steadfastly hold that the soul must remain

in unspeakable torments till all be paid. ... So

that by this postern-gate cometh in the whole

mart of Papal indulgences, a gain inestimable

18
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unto him (the Pope), to others a spoil ;
a scorn

both to God and man. . . . Such facility they

have to convert a pretended sacrament into a

true revenue (ibid., v. 9).

A strange and a strong delusion it is where

with the man of sin hath bewitched the world
;

a forcible spirit of error it must needs be which

hath brought men to such a senseless and un

reasonable persuasion as this is, not only that

men clothed with mortality and sin, as we our

selves are, can do God so much service as shall

be able to make a full and perfect satisfaction

before the tribunal seat of God for their own

sins, yea, a great deal more than is sufficient for

themselves : but also that a man at the hands

of a Bishop or a Pope, for such and such a price,

may buy the overplus of other men s merits,

purchase the fruits of other men s labours, and

build his soul by another man s faith. Is not

this man drowned in the gall of bitterness ?

(Serm. VI. 21).

ii. The Sinlessness of St. Mary.

There neither is, nor ever was, any mere

natural man absolutely righteous in himself that

is to say, void of all unrighteousness, of all sin.

We dare not except, no, not the Blessed Virgin
19
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herself. . . . We must answer with Eusebius

Emissenus,
&quot; The Mother of the Redeemer

herself, otherwise than by redemption, is not

loosed from the bond of that ancient sin
&quot;

(Serm.

II. 2). What would Hooker have said to the

dogma of the Immaculate Conception, arrived

at in our lifetime?

12. The Right and Duty of Reform.

1

They ask us where our Church did lurk, in

what caves of the earth it slept, for so many
hundreds of years together before the birth of

Martin Luther, as if we were of opinion that

Luther did erect a new Church of Christ. No,

the Church of Christ which was from the be

ginning is and continueth unto the end. Of which

Church all parts have not been at all times

equally sincere and sound. . . . To reform

ourselves is not to sever ourselves from the

Church we were before. In the Church we were

and we are so still. . . . The indisposition, there

fore, of the Church of Rome to reform herself

must be no stay unto us from performing our

duty to God
;

even a desire of retaining con

formity with them could be no excuse if we did

not perform that duty. . . . With Rome we dare

not communicate concerning sundry her gross
20



Modern Ritualism So*

and grievous abominations . . . and our hearty

prayer unto God Almighty is that . . . they may
at the length (if it be His will) so yield to frame

and reform themselves that no distraction remain

in anything, but that we &quot;

all may with one heart

and one mouth glorify God the Father of our

Lord and Saviour,&quot; whose Church we are ( Eccl.

Pol./ III. i-io).

Let it be remembered that the purpose of

Hooker s Treatise and Sermons is not to

counteract Romanist doctrine. The above

arguments fell from him, as it were, incidentally.

Looked upon in this light, they are a more

striking indication of the sound, wholesome

Protestantism pervading his mind, which looks for

union, if union there is to be, not through our

making light of the gross and grievous abomina

tions of Rome, but by her yielding to frame

and reform herself on the Primitive model.
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CHAPTER II

BISHOP ANDREWES

BISHOP ANDREWES and Archbishop Laud are the

two divines of the seventeenth century generally

selected by medievalists of the present day as

their patrons and protectors. They justify their

own extravagances by claiming the authority of

these learned theologians for them. The reason

of this, in the case of Bishop Andrewes, probably

is that most of his anti-papal polemics were written

in Latin, not in the form of treatises, but un-

systematically, in reply to Cardinal Bellarmine,

and consequently they have not been studied

or reproduced with care. They have never

been translated into English, and are chiefly

known by a few passages which, taken alone,

may appear to bear an ambiguous sense. It will

be the purpose of this chapter to show, by his

own words and teachings, that if the Bishop

was profoundly Catholic he was as profoundly

Protestant, and that, being a man of the gentlest

and most loving and devout spirit (as proved
25
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by his Devotions
), he, nevertheless, had no

sympathy and no tenderness for the mediaeval

and modern Roman corruptions which were re

pudiated at the Reformation. Here and there

the Bishop s arguments will be abridged, but

never in such a way as to make an alteration

in his meaning. The only difficulty is to know

how to omit or abridge without injury to the

cogency of the arguments which in their full

form would be too long for reproduction. We
will begin by seeing what was Andrewes

estimate of the Catholic faith, which was re

covered by the Church of England at the

Reformation, as opposed to Popery ;
and for

the present we will confine ourselves to

extracts from his Responsio ad Bellarminum.

Whether Papists or Protestants are the better

Catholics.

Right to reject the Catholic faith? The

Cardinal would be glad enough to hear us say

that; but he will never do so. It may be

right, however, to reject the Papal faith. It

were a &quot;vile thing&quot; to reject the Catholic faith

unless you add the word &quot;

Roman,&quot; and so cor

rupt the term &quot;Catholic.&quot; The Catholic faith

has suffered much injury at your hands in
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Rome, and has contracted grievous defilements.

It is no &quot;vile thing&quot; to reject these in order

to cling to the Catholic faith, while repudiating

your uncatholic corruptions ( Responsio ad

Bellarminum, p. 159, Oxford, 1856).

We declare aloud that we are Catholic,

but not Roman, the last of which words de

stroys the meaning of the first. We will never

confine words of so wide an import within the

narrow limits of one city or one man s breast.

The more that a man refuses to do that, the

more Catholic is he. What is sound we retain
;

what is old we restore
;
what is new, whether

it comes from Rome or Trent, we refuse to

acknowledge as Catholic (ibid., p. 163).

There is no part of the Catholic faith that

we do not hold
;

those tenets of yours are

patches on the faith, not parts of it (ibid.,

P- 485).

Prayers in a tongue not understanded of the

people, the refusal of the cup to the laity, the

celebration of the Eucharist without any com

municants, kneeling to images, the right of the

Roman Bishop to free subjects from their

fidelity and obedience to their sovereign, and

so on, were rejected and condemned by the

ancient Church, and are rejected and condemned

by us. For the first five hundred years there
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was no Christian Church or man who believed

what you now believe in Rome, or acknow

ledged and accepted what you acknowledge and

accept as your chief doctrines
; nay, the greatest

part of your dogmas were rejected by the

Fathers in the very sense that you attach to

them
;

if there are any that they accepted, it

was quite in a different sense from yours. There

is no important doctrine on which we are not

at one with the Fathers and the Fathers with

us. Wherever you differ from us, you differ

from the Fathers (ibid., p. 69).

We accept without hesitation Vincentius

Lerinensis definition :

&quot; That which has pre

vailed always and everywhere and among all,

that which has been believed always, every

where, and by all,&quot; let that be Catholic. That rule

of itself is the death of all your opinions which

have crept in surreptitiously. Your transubstan-

tiation is not
&quot;always,&quot;

for it did not exist for

twelve centuries. Your primacy is not &quot;every

where,&quot; for it is not throughout the East. But,

says the Cardinal, the very name of Protestant

was not heard for 1500 years. Well, the name

of Jesuit is still more modern. Circumstances

gave us the name of Protestants. For we pro

tested that we would not any longer endure errors

and abuses, but would remove them. If you
28
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would allow those things to be reformed in your
Churches in which you differ from us (and there

are very many in which we agree) peace would

return to the world. We retort the argument :

How can transubstantiation be Catholic that

is, always believed? and Concomitance? and

One kind? I refrain with difficulty from asking

this &quot;how&quot; regarding a number more of your
novelties (ibid., p. 25).

&quot; The Roman Church,&quot; says the Cardinal,
&quot; has

got the name of Catholic.
&quot; What ! a part got

the name of the whole an individual got the

name of the species? Let him tell that to his

own idiotce ! For anyone who has the least

smattering of learning recognises the claim at

once as having a sound of Donatus, who said

that Christ had deserted the rest of the world,

and was not to be found anywhere except in

Donatus party. Donatus assertion, however,

is the least objectionable of the two, for he did

leave a whole quarter of the globe to Christ, and

did not thrust Him into one ruined city. The

Cardinal is the worst, in so far as Rome is

smaller than Africa (ibid., p. 163).

It is contrary to the faith to make &quot; Roman &quot;

equal to &quot;

Catholic,&quot; and contrary to reason not to

acknowledge that the whole is greater than its

part (ibid., p. 218).
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Holy Scripture.

Our savour is of the Scriptures alone, but

everything with you is full of the fabricated

opinions of men, out of which your faith is

formed
;
so that what you cry up as a Rock is

nothing but a heap of sand
; they are only human

opinions that you cling to as your Rock (ibid.,

p. 452).

You never dreamed of translating the Holy
Bible till we undertook the task. You resisted

long ; you fought with fire. Wherever you
can and dare, you keep back the people from

the sacred books. But why, when Moses, Paul,

the Fathers, and especially Chrysostom, so

earnestly and frequently urged their diligent

reading, not only in church, but at home? Ay,
let them read, let them understand as much as

God enables them to comprehend, and if they

are in difficulty let them have recourse to theo

logians ! ( ibid., p. 369).

Don t accuse us for rejecting the Apocrypha
from the canon of Scripture ! We have received

our canon from the Fathers of the Council of

Laodicea. It is the same as that of Melito,

Origen, Athanasius, Hilary, Nazianzen, Amphi-

dochius, Epiphanius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Jerome,

Ruffinus, Damascene (ibid., p. 356).
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The Sacraments.

For more than a thousand years the number

of Seven Sacraments was never heard of. How,

then, can the belief in Seven Sacraments be

Catholic, which means, always believed? (ibid.,

p. 72).

The Eucharist.

We are willing enough to grant that there is a

Memory of the Sacrifice in it
;
but we will never

grant that your Christ, made of bread, is sacrificed

in it. The King knows that the Fathers used the

word &quot;

sacrifice,&quot; and doesn t count that a novelty,

but he ventures so to regard, and does so regard,

your
&quot;

Sacrifice of the Mass.&quot; Private masses he

asserts to have been unknown to the Fathers

ay, and masses not private, in which you worship

transubstantiated bread (ibid., p. 250).

It would have been better for you, as many
think, if you held the same faith that we hold

regarding the Sacrament, and had not touched

the giddy opinion of transubstantiation. For ever

since you introduced it into Christianity so many
thorny and knotty questions have been every

day occupying you and your schools, and their

treatment has met with such ill-success, that it
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would have been very well for Christendom if,

as the Fathers (by the acknowledgment of our

English Jesuits) knew nothing of it, so their

successors had never heard its name. Such are

questions about the quantity of Christ when in

the bread :

&quot; Whether Christ is there in His own

quantity or in the quantity of the bread &quot;

(Thomas

Aquinas) ;

&quot;

Supposing He is there in His own

quantity, whether it be in a manner that is not

quantitative
&quot;

(ibid.} ;

&quot; Whether Christ s substance

be there in the accidents without inherence&quot;

(ibid.), which is contrary to logic ;

&quot; Whether the

word frangitur (is broken) is to be regarded as

not in the passive voice, because Christ s body
cannot be broken &quot;

(ibid.), which is contrary to

grammar ;

&quot; Whether mice can live upon accidents&quot;

(ibid.); and &quot;whether worms can be generated

from accidents&quot; (ibid.), which is contrary to

physics ;

&quot; Whether Christ is at the same

moment resting still in the pyx in one place

and is moving on elevation in another place ;

&quot;

and &quot; whether at the same moment He goes up
when elevated by one priest and comes down
when another lowers Him &quot;

(ibid.) ;
and I don t

know how many more questions. We may say
about the whole matter: God made His Sacra

ment simple, &quot;but they have sought out many
inventions

&quot;

(Eccles. vii. 29). All this is, in fact
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the Tridentine, not the Christian, faith
; Christianity

existed long before it was preached or believed

(ibid., p. 14).

One Kind.

On this point error begets error on error.

Christ, says the Cardinal, instituted the Eucharist

in so far as it is a sacrifice in both elements

in so far as it is a Sacrament in either of the

two. For the essence of a sacrifice, he says,

both are required, neither can be absent
;

if one

be absent, the sacrifice is mutilated. For the

essence of a Sacrament either of them is enough ;

which you please of the two is sufficient
;

either

one or the other may be away, and yet the

Sacrament is not mutilated. This is magisterial

enough, but it is the arbitrary dictum of the

Cardinal. What Father says so? Where is the

appeal to the first five hundred years?

Under the species of bread, says the Cardinal,

the Sacrament is entire; under the species of wine

the Sacrament is also entire
;
and yet these two

entire Sacraments are not two entire Sacraments,

but only one entire Sacrament ! Nay, more sur

prising still, under the species of bread there is the

Sacrament, and under the species of wine there is

the Sacrament, and yet they are not two Sacra

ments, and nevertheless they are two Sacraments !
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They are not two, but one, if haste is used if a

man takes them together at one time
; they are

not one, but two, if there is delay if a man
takes them at two separate times, or if two people

take them at one time! When they are taken

together, they are two parts of a whole
;
neither

of them is itself a whole. When they are taken

separately, they are two wholes, neither of them

is a part and so a part is equal to the whole !

He receives as much who takes either element by
itself as he who takes both at the same time !

Who can understand this ?
&quot; One not one,&quot;

&quot; two

not two,&quot;

&quot; two wholes taken together are not two,&quot;

&quot; two are one if taken together,&quot;
&quot; two are not two

unless taken separately.&quot; Why should the Sacra

ment be affected so much by time, when it is not

affected by place ?

Then I have this inquiry to make : Why, on the

theory that the blood is always with the body and

the body with the blood, should the sacrifice be

regarded as mutilated unless both kinds are

present, and the Sacrament not ? What becomes

of the Cardinal s doctrine of concomitance? In

the sacrifice he rejects it
;

let him reject it, therefore,

in the Sacrament ! But he will not do so in the

Sacrament. &quot;

There&quot; he says,
&quot;

either one of the

two is sufficient
&quot;

; just as if concomitance were

kept at the door while the Cardinal was offering
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the sacrifice, and called in as soon as it had been

finished. How can these things hold together ?

The Apostle finds the symbol of the body in

&quot; the bread which we break
&quot;

;
of the blood in

&quot; the cup which we bless.&quot; Reception of the bread

is partaking of the body ;
the cup is the com

munication of the blood. A little below he says,
&quot; Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the

cup of devils,&quot; regarding the drinking of the cup
with as great solicitude as the eating of the bread.

But if the Sacrament is perfect, as you say,

under the species of bread, why is the priest,

when he comes to taking the Sacrament, not con

tented with that which is perfect? Why should

he take more than that which is already perfect ?

Why should that not be perfect for him which is

perfect for the people? Or, why should he not

be contented himself with what he desires them

to be contented with?

There is no analogy between this case and

single or trine immersion. There is but one act

of immersion in Baptism, but there are two acts

in the Eucharist of eating and drinking; and

there are two subjects bread and wine. Besides,

here there is a positive command
; there there is

none. Christ gave no command about the number

of immersions in baptism whether it should be

one or three
;
but He did give a command about
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both kinds in the Eucharist. He gave an express

command a command expressly obligatory on

all. He said &quot;Drink,&quot; as well as
&quot;Eat&quot;; and

when He said &quot; Drink &quot; He added &quot;

all of
you.&quot;

If the Saviour had used that word &quot;all&quot; after

&quot;eat,&quot;
it would have been a great help to the

Cardinal s argument. But when Christ gives a

command and uses the words of injunction, there

is no room for the Church s legislation, but only

in cases where, as in immersion, He leaves it un

decided. For if He had said &quot;

Dip once
only,&quot;

or

if He had said, &quot;Dip
three times,&quot; I suppose the

Church could not have changed the rule, nor would

the Cardinal maintain that it would have a right

to change it. But He did say,
&quot;

Eat,&quot; and He said

also &quot;Drink,&quot; and &quot;in like manner&quot;; and He said,
&quot; Do this

&quot;

in regard both to one act and the other.

By saying that, Christ closed the question ;
nor

has the Church the right of leaving open that

which Christ has closed
;
nor of ordering that one

kind only be received when Christ twice ordered

both kinds
;
nor when Christ enjoined,

&quot; Do this,&quot;

in respect of both, expunging His Words in respect

to one, and forbidding men to &quot; do it.&quot; We may
act as we please where no command has been

given ;
but when He gives the command,

&quot;

Drink,&quot;

&quot; Drink ye all,&quot;

&quot; Do
this,&quot;

it is no longer per

missible or justifiable to disobey (ibid., p. 251).
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Reservation.

That carrying about of yours is against Christ s

command, and Scripture nowhere favours it. It is

contrary to the purpose of the institution. A
sacrifice has to be consumed

;
a Sacrament to be

taken and eaten, not laid up and carried about.

Let that be done which Christ desired when He
said &quot; Do this,&quot;

and there will be nothing left for

the priest to expose, or the people to worship, in

the pyx (ibid., p. 267).

Purgatory.

1 Let those who believe in purgatory take very

good heed that they do not miss their road and

find themselves in hell instead of purgatory.
&quot; For

they are places near one another,&quot; if we are to

believe the Cardinal. The Pope, with his in

dulgences, has landed many of you in hell, while

duping you with the hope of only getting to

purgatory ; perhaps if they had had only the fear

of hell (and they would have had if they had not

been deluded by that hope) they might have

escaped hell (ibid., p. 222).

Supererogation.

Unless a man has done all that God commands
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him and has paid the whole debt (and who has

ever done that or can do, when the Apostles

themselves pray daily that their trespasses may
be forgiven ?) he is super-arrogant when he

dreams of supererogation (ibid., p. 268).

Saint-worship.

1 &quot; Come to Me,&quot; says the Saviour that is, ac

cording to Cardinal Bellarmine :

&quot;

Stay where you

are, and send some go-between to Me; that is

all that is wanted, though you don t come your

selves.&quot; So &quot; Come &quot; means :

&quot; Don t come, let

others come.&quot; You make approach to the saints

when you pray to them, the saints make approach
to Christ, and Christ to God. This would be

quite right if Christ had said :

&quot; Go to the saints
;

let them come in your place ;
don t yourselves

come to Me
;

it is just as good whether you come

yourselves or the saints come for
you.&quot;

But now,

as He has said :

&quot; Come to Me
;
come all of you,

and I will refresh you
&quot;

(by Myself surely, not by

My ministers), why do we not go straight to Him,

without a go-between, and ask of Him, but turn

off to them and ask of them that they would be

good enough to ask ? Are there any of the saintly

spirits with whom we can converse with greater

safety and joy than with our Jesus ? Is access to
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them easier ? Have they more indulgent moments

for speaking ? Do the saints know more of our

needs ? Are their bowels of mercy more enlarged

than Christ s? Is their goodwill towards us

greater than His, so that our confidence should be

greater when we are with them ? Should any

grace of theirs be more precious to us than Christ s

promise,
&quot;

I will refresh you
&quot;

? Should any near

ness to them be dearer to us than Christ s instruc

tion,
&quot; Come to Me &quot;

? When you thus invoke the

saints, you give them Christ s place ;
if you go to

them, you put them in the place of Christ, for them

to refresh you instead of Him. You take them

as mediators with God, to obtain His pardon for

you by their prayers. Paul and John never made

themselves that, and had they done so, faithful

Christians would not have endured it, as St.

Augustine (Contra Parmen., ii. 8, 1 5) teaches (ibid.,

p. 242).

A ngel-worship.

Chrysostom points out that there were some

who, from a spurious humility, said that we ought
not to draw nigh to God by Christ but by angels,

for it was too great a thing for us to go straight to

Christ without the intervention of the angels ;
it

was too much beneath the majesty of Christ that we
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should be brought nigh by Himself, and more

suitable to our littleness that angels should per

form that task for us. It was for this reason,

says Chrysostom, that the Apostle occupied him

self from beginning to end in the Epistle to the

Colossians with Christ, dwelling upon the blood

of His Cross, His passion, His love, in order to

drive out that vicious humility and show that we

might have access to Christ immediately and with

out angelic intervention (ibid., p. 245).

Image-worship.

1 Both are wrong to worship the creature

either for or with the Creator. We say plainly

that images are not to be worshipped, whether

of false gods or of holy men. Why, holy men

themselves are not to be worshipped, much less

their images ! The word &quot;

worship
&quot;

is taken from

the second commandment, and Christ Himself has

taught us that God alone may be worshipped.

Let the Cardinal explain to us how it is that he

gives to his images what the Law confines to God

alone. Images become idols ifthey are worshipped,

and the worship of idols is idolatry. The Law

says nothing about an &quot;idol,&quot;
but forbids any

&quot;likeness,&quot; which covers both images and idols.

Religious worship is due to God only. The
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Cardinal says that the worshipper does not

worship the image, but kneels before the image
and worships the saint whose image it is. The

Cardinal, being learned in metaphysics, may do so,

but what of the people ? And, after all, what

is this but the excuse of the heathen man in

Augustine (in Psa. cxiii.) who said that he did not

worship the image, but looked at the sign of that

which he had to worship ? Which of the ancient

Christians ever practised image-worship ? Which

of them has allowed that it ought to be practised ?

Which of them has said that an image is not a

&quot;likeness&quot;? But God s Law prohibits &quot;every

likeness
&quot;

;
be it an idol, be it an image, if it is a

&quot; likeness
&quot;

it is forbidden.
&quot; Thou shalt not

worship them &quot;

is prohibition, and there is no

restriction nor distinction about this or that

manner. Worship is declared proper to God alone.

&quot; Thou shalt not worship any likeness.&quot; Oh yes,
&quot; thou shalt worship some likeness,&quot; provided that

thou dost not worship it
&quot; as God,&quot; or that thou

worshippest it
&quot;

as a likeness, not as an idol
&quot;

are not these precepts absolutely contrary the one

to the other? Gregory I. says, &quot;Thou shalt not

worship,&quot; but what his piety forbade won its way

by the devil s deceit, and prevailed two hundred

years afterwards
(ibid.&amp;gt; p. 274).

Certainly the images of the saints are not idols,
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but you make them idols by worshipping them

and offering incense to them, as was done of old

to the brazen serpent and is being done by you

every day (ibid., p. 392).

Relics.

The saints themselves are not to be worshipped,

much less their relics. Not the saints &quot; God alone

is to be worshipped
&quot;

;
so says Origen in so many

words
(&quot;

Contra Cels.,&quot; viii. 26).
&quot; We have learnt

to worship God alone,&quot; says Eusebius
(&quot; Praep.

Evan.,&quot; iv. 5). &quot;The nature of the Godhead is

singular, and that alone may be worshipped,&quot; says

Cyril Alex.
(&quot; Thesaur.,&quot; ii. i).

&quot;

None, we read,

may be worshipped except God,&quot; says Ambrose

(&quot;
De Spin,&quot;

iii. 12).
&quot;

If it is an object of worship,

how is it not God?&quot; says Nazianzen (Orat.

XXXVI I.). Hardly would these Fathers worship

the saints, with the Cardinal
;

still more hardly

would they have worshipped their relics. Jerome

says :

&quot; We don t worship or adore, I will not say

the relics of saints, but not even the sun or the

moon, nor angels nor archangels, nor cherubim nor

seraphim
&quot;

(Ep. cix.). What can the Cardinal say

when the old Fathers of the Church cry out,
&quot; We

don t worship the relics of the martyrs
&quot;

? He is

caught and held fast so that he cannot escape.
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Angels and saints stand on the same footing, and

relics cannot be in better case than those whose

relics they are (ibid., p. 61).

The Cardinal will not allow the relics to remain

quietly in their coffin
;
he disturbs them, brings

them out, exhibits them, carries them about, pulls

them asunder for the profit of the priest and for

the cajoling of the people. What Fathers did that

for five hundred years ? (ibid., p. 274).

Worship of the Cross.

1

Worship of the Cross is a Pagan, not a Christian

practice, as stated in Minutius Felix s
&quot;

Octavius,&quot;

c. xxix. (ibid., p. 270).

Vicar of Christ.

Our desire is that the Holy Spirit should

occupy the post that belongs to Him, and the

Pontiffs come down from it and give up their

lying title, which fourteen hundred years ago
Tertullian ascribed to the Holy Ghost

(&quot;

De Prae-

script,&quot; xxviii.), and the Pontiff, with a few others,

ascribes to himself. Perhaps he won t quarrel with

Tertullian if he is granted the title of Vicar of God

(which he has long been aiming at) instead of

Vicar of Christ, so as to be able to dominate not

only Churches, but empires (ibid., p. 292).
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Papal Supremacy.

The Fathers understand by
&quot; Feed My sheep

&quot;

&quot; Receive again from My hands the office of feed

ing : be one of the shepherds, though you have

not deserved to be, after denying Me so often.

But your interpretation is a dream of your own,

your gloss, not theirs. You say
&quot; Feed &quot;

that is,

&quot;Be Supreme Pontiff and Ordinary Ruler&quot; &quot;My

sheep &quot;that is,
&quot; over Apostles.&quot; Or,

&quot; Feed &quot;

that is,
&quot; Be the visible Head in My place

&quot;
&quot; My

sheep
&quot;

that is,
&quot; Over the visible body of the

Church.&quot; Christ did not say that to Peter
;
much

less to Linus, or Cletus, or Clement did He say :

&quot; Feed My sheep
&quot;

that is,
&quot; Let John, My beloved

Apostle and Evangelist, be subject to you, Linus,

or Cletus, or Clement
; you are to be his visible

head
;
he is to recognise you as his superior and

pay you reverence
;
he must yield himself to you

to feed him &quot;

(ibid., p. 295).

Any primacy that Rome has came from the

Fathers, not from Christ
;
and because Rome was

the seat of the Emperor, not of Peter \ibid., p. 231).

Gregory I. said :

&quot;

I confidently declare that

whosoever calls himself Universal Bishop is worse

(prcecurrit) in his pride than Antichrist.&quot; Now the

name of Universal Bishop belongs to the Pontiff,

and that by the gift of Phocas (ibid., p. 386).
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And who is more covetous and thirsty for gold

than your Pontiff, by his indulgences, his jubilees,

his tax-book of the apostolic chancery ? Who is

more elated at being carried, not on the back of an

animal, but on the shoulders of men? Who
prouder, trampling on emperors and telling them

to lick the dust from his feet ? Who equals him

in pride, allowing himself to be written down,
&quot; Lord God &quot;

(&quot;
Extrav. Joan,&quot; xxii. 14), and not

having the words deleted
; admitting the titles

&quot; divine
&quot; and &quot;

omnipotent
&quot;

as his own (Marta,
&quot; In

Bed. Tract, ad Paul.
V.&quot;)? (ibid., p. 453).

Peter did not try to deprive Nero of his

dominions, for it was difficult for him to believe

that &quot; feed
&quot; meant &quot;

deprive of his dominions.&quot;

Nor did his successors deprive of their dominions

Domitian, Trajan, Decius, Diocletian. That is

Thomas Aquinas s teaching, and Hildebrand first

introduced the practice. Let who will follow

Thomas s teaching and Hildebrand s practice ;
we

follow the teaching of Paul and the practice of

Peter, and with them the teaching and practice of

the whole primitive Church (ibid., p. 101).

Regicide.

Did not the monk who took off Henry III.,

King of France, inquire of your theologians, and
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was not he sent away with the answer that it

might rightly be done ? Is not he praised for

his act in your books and letters ? And did not

the last most monstrous assassin, the murderer

of Henry IV., act purely from conscientious

motives, his conscience being informed by your

books? Why else were Mariana s books publicly

burnt? Why else did the Sorbonne condemn

them for heresy, and the Paris Court for treason ?

These things teach us not only that such

assassinations take place among you, but that

they are committed by your counsel and with

your approbation (ibid., p. 392).

Old and New Catholics

The Cardinal having expressed a hope that

James I. would return to the faith of his ancestor

Donald I., the Bishop writes :

It is very well that the Cardinal has named

Donald I. For Donald was a Catholic of the old

faith, and nothing could be more unlike these new

Catholics of yours. Donald never believed that

Pope Victor had any supreme right over things

temporal; why, he might have heard that Victor

was reproved by Irenaeus, not so far from here,

in France, for arrogating to himself more than

was right, even in things spiritual, by uttering too
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hasty a sentence against the Orientals. I will

venture to say that Donald never worshipped

painted or sculptured images of wood or stone.

He did not offer his prayers to God in a tongue

that he did not understand. He was not robbed

of the holy Cup. He would have shuddered

at transubstantiation, concomitance, quantitative

manner, indulgences, supererogations, as so many

spectres. He never heard mention of the fire

of Purgatory. He was not fed on accidents. He
did not ever see the Sacrament carried about.

These things of yours which now make a
&quot; Catholic

&quot;

(themselves uncatholic) he was totally

ignorant of. The King sought back to the foot

steps of his ancestors, and therefore especially of

Donald
;
he has returned to them, he is earnestly

entreating all others to return with him. He has

become altogether like what Donald was, and

what the kings his predecessors for many ages

after Donald were. It is certain that what things

the King rejects now were then unknown to them,

and that if anyone had so much as named them,

they would at once have been amazed at what

they heard. The King believes and confesses

everything that made them Catholics. For it is

quite certain that the Kings of Scotland, and not

the Kings of Scotland only, but all the other

Christian kings in succession for some centuries,

47



^&amp;gt; Old Anglicanism and

were Catholics by the singular blessing of God

without these modern inventions of yours, intro

duced so long afterwards. At length, indeed, but

after an interval of many years, owing to the sin

of Christians, those novelties were superinduced

by the craft of the Pontiff, and were sown while

men slept in evil times, and so men turned aside

from the way of their ancestors. Now the King
has returned into that way, and is inviting all

the rest to return with him. He hopes that they

will take care to have that which was from the

beginning preached to them
;

for those things

were not so from the beginning which have been

corrected by the King and the others. And from

the piety and charity of his father and grandfather

he has a confident presumption that, if they had

seen and known what he now sees and knows,

they would agree with him, and be of the same

mind, and stand in the same steps. And what

he assures himself respecting his ancestors, if

they were still alive, he does not refuse to hope
will be the case with the monarchs and princes

his brothers and cousins now existing ;
but he

desires and longs and prays God that they may
take these things into serious consideration, and

bring about on the first opportunity what he

trusts they are really in their hearts intending ;
so

that they, too, may go back to the steps of their
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ancestors, as the King has to his, and standing

firmly in them in this life, may come in the future

to where they have gone, crowned, together with

them, both here and in heaven, and enjoy a

blissful reign and everlasting life in heaven in

company with those first Christian kings who

were truly Catholics (ibid., p. 461).

The extracts already made are all taken from

one treatise, and it may perhaps be asked whether

that one treatise fully represents the mind of the

Bishop. Seeing that it is a professedly polemical

treatise, drawn up as an answer to an attack made

by Cardinal Bellarmine on King James I., may
not the Bishop have expressed himself more

vigorously than he would have done if he had

been writing uncontroversially ? and does not

this detract from the apparent strength of his

anti-papal convictions? To show that that is

not the case, I add extracts from his other

works, controversial and non-controversial.

Contrast of England and Rome.

Look at our religion in Britain primitive,

pure, purified, such as Zion would acknowledge.

What ! must we take the field to teach that

nowhere does there exist a religion more in
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accord with the true Zion, that is, with the

institutions of the Gospel and of the Apostles,

than ours? Look at our Confession contained

in the XXXIX. Articles
;
look at our Catechism :

it is short, but in spite of its shortness there is

nothing wanting in it. Look at the Apology of

our Church truly a Jewel. Whoso will, may
find our doctrines there

;
it would be too long

for me to go through them all here.

Walk about Zion and go round about her.

We have for our rule of religion one Canon given

us by God in writing, the two Testaments, the

three Creeds, the first four Councils, five Centuries,

three before and two after Constantine, and the

Fathers who lived in them. For those who are

not satisfied with the old Catholic Faith without

the new patches of Rome, those who are not con

tented unless by draining to the dregs they reach

the abuses and errors, not to say fables and fig

ments, which afterwards filled the Church, we

leave them to the enjoyment of their choice.

Let them betroth themselves to God with a

faith that is not written. Zion, certainly, was

not so betrothed (Hos. ii. 20). Let them worship

they know not what in their relics and in their

Host. That comes from the mountain of Samaria,

not from Zion. Let them pray in a tongue that

they do not understand, and celebrate their rites
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without understanding, and therefore without

fruit, if the Apostle knows anything of the

matter (i Cor. xiv. 15). These were not the

prayers or songs of Zion. Let them call on

those whom they have not been taught to believe

in (Rom. x. 14), and go to the Saints with greater

diligence and frequency than to Christ. That

was not done in Zion. Let them prostrate them

selves and bow before a painted or carved likeness.

Zion would rend her garments at such an act.

Let them mutilate the Eucharist by one-half;

in the upper chamber of Zion it was taken, not

in that way, but in its integrity. Let them
&quot;

worship the Deity, hiding there under the

species
&quot; made from the flour-mill. Zion would

shudder at this and utterly repudiate it. What!

when they adore their Pope placed and sitting

upon the altar; when they make a man, to say

the very least, encompassed with infirmities, often

illiterate, often of bad life, very often a mere

canonist, to be the pillar of their faith and religion,

unable, forsooth, to err ! Would Zion bear that ?

There is nothing here which has a savour of Zion

nothing at all, or of that primitive and true

faith which was once delivered to the saints.

These are not the betrothals of a chaste faith.

There is too much meretricious colouring. God
would not &quot;rejoice over&quot; these things (Isa. Ixii. 5).
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Look, too, at our ecclesiastical Order, which

even an Apostle might gladly see, and which I

dare to call plainly Apostolic. We have not

lay Presbyters and Deacons, nor is our ecclesi

astical order without Bishops, whom &quot;the Holy
Ghost has placed to rule the Church of God.&quot;

But we have Deacons and Presbyters of the

clergy, and above them Bishops, such as all

antiquity has recognised and respected (Sermon
on Frederick the Count Palatine s leaving England
in 1613).

You charge us with new opinions ? Nay, I

tell you, if they are new, they are not ours. We
appeal to the ancients, to the furthest antiquity ;

the newer a thing is, the less we like it
;
the less

new that it is, the more we are pleased with it.

Nor is any saying more agreeable to our ears

than that of our Saviour :

&quot; From the beginning

it was so.&quot; We have no better definition of heresy

than that which is contrary to the three old Creeds

or any of the four old General Councils. Is not

that to hate new opinions? We innovate in

nothing. We restore perhaps what those of

ancient time held, which you have innovated

upon. Who can bear to hear you complaining

of novelty, when you are every day turning out

from your workshop new sects, new glosses, new

opinions, which you have fabricated? If you
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retain anything that is old, you have so inter

polated it that not one of the ancients would

recognise it if he came to life again. Anyone
who should look for the old Roman Church in

your modern Roman Church would lose his

labour. To be subject to Rome and to depend

upon her is the sum of your religion ( Tortura

Torti, p. 96).

Wherever we have changed anything it has

been done because in your ritual you had gone

away from the pure and perfect worship of

God, and because it &quot;was not so from the

beginning
&quot;

;
for example, in the worship of

likenesses contrary to the Second Commandment,
of which you were so conscious that you used

to expunge the Second Commandment from your,

books
;
and in the Sacrament of the Eucharist,

which you have halved, contrary to the expressed

desire of Christ
;
and in the Liturgy not under-

standed of the people, contrary to the mind of

the Apostle. And then we have changed for

the better and reformed, whatever faults crept

into the Mass itself through evil times, or through

the carelessness or wrongfulness of men. When
our predecessors belonged to your communion,

they protested against these things, and acting

on that protestation, they separated from you
until those things were changed for the better.
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Whatever you have of the primitive faith and

religion remains untouched with us. The charge

of our being Calvinists is now given up. No
one here is bound to swear obedience to Calvin.

We rate him according to the value of his reason

ing and no more. If you were not more bound

to the Pope, you would not be what you are and

what you are rightly named Papists (ibid., p.

375).

You inquire about our King, and I about the

Pope. Which is the truer Catholic? Which of

the two regards the Church as spread throughout

the world, for that is the meaning of the word
&quot; Catholic

&quot;

? Which of them counts it as not

tied down to any spot? The King recognises

it as Catholic because it is everywhere dissemin

ated, not tied to any place, nor in any way
circumscribed

;
but your Pope does not dare to

use the name &quot; Catholic
&quot;

without the addition

of &quot;

Roman.&quot; But by adding
&quot; Roman &quot; he over

throws &quot;

Catholic,&quot; as if he should profess his

belief in it as confined to no place, and yet

confined to one special place.
&quot; Roman Catholic

&quot;

is just as if he said &quot;particular universal,&quot; or

&quot;

part whole,&quot; or as if he shut up the whole

world in one city. A man who thus believes is

not a Catholic : he is a Donatist
;

for in like

manner they used to believe in an African
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Catholic Church. You are just like them in

believing in a Roman Catholic Church
;
and as

their Church was not Catholic, but the Donatist

sect, because it was African, so yours is not

Catholic, but the Roman Pope s sect, because

it is Roman. Besides, why have you such a

bad conscience that you don t dare to use the

word &quot;Catholic&quot; by itself? Why do you add

Roman? What is the use of it if there is no

Catholic except what is Roman? The only use

of the word is to distinguish yours from some

other Catholic, which is not Roman. That which

is nothing but Catholic is really Catholic, but

yours is not, because of that addition-; you take

away the value of the first word &quot; Catholic
&quot;

by
the second Roman (ibid., p. 368).

The meaning of the word &quot;

Catholic
&quot;

may be

gathered from the Creed, where it is introduced

to distinguish the Church after Christ from that

before Him, the Christian from the Jewish Church.

The Jewish Church was confined to one nation,

the Christian Church is spread as far as the world

extends. There is no proper opposition between

Catholic and any heresy, except that of the

Donatists of old, who confined the Church to their

one African Church, and that of the Papists at

present, who shut it up in their single Roman

Church, and so from Catholic make it uncatholic
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Papists, I say, and any others who confine

the universality of the Church to one spot.
&quot; Universal

&quot; and &quot; a part of Africa
&quot;

&quot; universal
&quot;

and &quot;what is dependent on Rome,&quot; are properly

contrasted with one another. For both these

expressions refer to place, in one case every

place, and in the other only some place (ibid.,

P- 372).

Well, then, belong you to your Roman Catholic

Church, which is not found in the Creed. We
will belong to that in which we express belief in

the Creed
;
that which is simply Catholic and not

restricted to Rome, and is likewise orthodox
;

which does not worship any likeness, nor adore

it knows not what
;
which bids all drink from

Christ s Cup ;
which prays with the spirit, and no

less with the understanding ;
which does not call

upon those whom it has not been taught to believe

in (Rom. x. 14) ;
where Christ is the Head of the

Faith, and the Holy Ghost his Vicar. This is

the Church to which we belong, and which we

profess to be members of; but as you have still

among you many remains of the doctrines of the

Catholic Faith, although somewhat corrupted, we

can call you members of the Catholic Church,

though not sound members (ibid., pp. 4, 9, 6).

Let us pray God for the Catholic Church, that

it may be established and increase
;

for the
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Eastern Church, that it may be delivered and

made one; for the Western Church, that it may
be restored to its primitive estate and cease to be

aggressive (pacifice agaf] ; for the British Church,

that all things lacking may be supplied and all

else strengthened ( Devotions, Second Day ).

Interpretation of Scripture.

The Papists means are these : Beside prayer,

wherein they agree with us, they set down these

means also The Fathers, the Councils, the Pope
and the Church. They say all these are true

means of interpretation. We say, No. . . . The

means for interpretation, as we allege them, are

six : i. The first, wherein they and we agree, is

prayer. 2. Conference of places (comparison of

texts) ;
the less plain must be referred to the

more plain. 3. Inspectio fontium, to look to the

original, the Greek text or Hebrew. 4. Acquaint
ance with the dialect. 5. Oculus ad scopum, to

mark the end (purpose) of the writer. 6. Look to

antecedentia and consequentia, i.e., every circum

stance. Both jointly and severally their grounds
are false, and ours are the only true means of

interpretation. ... As to the Pope Damasus, a

Pope, as Hierome saith, subscribed to heresy ;

Liberius, an enemy to Arians, subscribed after to
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that heresy ;
Honorius was condemned in the sixth

General Council in seven canons and seven actions

for subverting the faith ( Catechistical Doctrine,

Part
I.).

Universal Bishop.

Baronius reports Phocas decree as follows :

&quot; That the Roman Pontiff alone is to be called

CEcumenical or Universal, and the Bishop of

Constantinople not.&quot; John and Cyriacus did no

more than use the name which, by Phocas decree,

the Roman Bishop has from that time claimed to

himself. Yet in a very short time a great change
was made in the character of the title. In the

Bishop of Constantinople it was &quot;foolish,&quot; &quot;proud,&quot;

(&amp;lt;

wicked,&quot;
&quot;

perverse,&quot;
&quot;

profane,&quot;
&quot;

blasphemous
&quot;

;

but within the space of two years in the Bishop of

Rome it was none of these. Strange that Phocas

should decree that a title which Gregory declared

wicked and blasphemous must not be allowed to

the Bishop of Constantinople, because it was

proper to the Bishop of Rome
;
and strange that

Boniface should have accepted it ! ( Tortura

Torti, p. 405).

Idolatry.

It is easy to see on which side idolatry is,
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and it is not ours. This is one article among

many on account of which Papists are accounted

by us, who are true Catholics, to be (on this

point) heretics. We do not call the images of

Christ or of the saints idols. They are not so

on their own part, but we say they may become

so on yours, just as much as the brazen serpent

was on the part of the Jews, namely, if they are

worshipped ;
for they are likenesses of things

that are in heaven, before which you &quot;bow

down to them and worship them,&quot; which in so

many words is forbidden by the Divine Law.

What are in themselves only images become

idols to the Cardinal as soon as he begins

to worship them. By doing which he and

all who do the like are idolaters (ibid.,

P- 378).

To take away all images God made sure

work by forbidding all manner of likeness in

heaven, earth, waters.

The Bishop then proceeds to refute the Papists

arguments on the other side: (i) From Fathers

and Councils
; (2) from the distinction of vpoexuvsTv

and Xargeiie/v; (3) from the allegation that

worship is given to the object signified, not

to the image; (4) from the needs of the

ignorant and illiterate ( Catechistical Doctrine,

Part III.).
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Relics,

Their worshipping the relics of their saints

and martyrs is mere gentilism, the ancient bait

of Satan ( Discourse of Ceremonies, Part III.).

Purgatory.

The popish Purgatory in scope and being

agreeth with the heathen purgatory mentioned

in Plato and Virgil (ibid.}.

The School-doctrine of Man s Merits.

Enter not into judgment with Thy servant,

O Lord. And why ? For no flesh is righteous

in Thy sight no flesh, no man, righteous or

justified ;
then surely no true merit. We deserve

nothing, but are unprofitable servants, and our

best works are imperfect, and fall short of that

perfection that law and justice do require. So

then, sacrifices of goodness and alms or distribu

tion there must be
; they are necessary to

salvation in them that have time and opportunity

and means. But there can be no trust or con

fidence placed in them, for they are imperfect

and defective, and therefore merit nothing at

God s hands out of justice, but only are accepted
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out of God s mercy and the infinite merits of

Christ
;

and therefore the greatest part of the

dignity (worth) of the best works of the best

men is to renounce all trust and confidence in

ourselves and our best works, and to repose all

our hopes in the mercy and merits of Christ

(Bishop Buckeridge s Funeral Sermon on Bishop

Andrewes
).

Oaths.

The Cardinal proclaims aloud that the Pope

may do away with every obligation of laws and

oaths, so that no one would be more secure with

a man that had taken an oath than with one

who had not. In this matter of binding and

releasing the Popes act like conjurers. They
allow their Bulls to bind at one time and not

at another. Gregory XIII. played in this way
a little while ago about the Bull of Pius V. It

bound the Queen and her heretical subjects,

but was not binding on her Catholic subjects. It

did not bind the Catholics under present circum

stances, but it would bind them when the Bull

could be openly executed. A wonderful con

triver ! By one and the same Bull he binds and

he does not bind. He binds heretics, he does

not bind Catholics, and though he does not

bind Catholics, yet he does bind them ! If
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the Pope has this power of releasing from oaths,

it is just the same thing whether Catholics swear

or do not swear
;
the Pope will take care, though

they may have taken an oath, that they shall

not be guilty of perjury ;
and such is his power

that he will first release them and then hedge
them in with his plenary indulgences, so thick

and so close one upon another, that perdition

itself will not be able to make them perish

( Tortura Torti, p. 72).

One Kind.

I see that we have an acknowledgment of the

mutilation of the Eucharist. For the Council of

Trent itself says that &quot;

Although Christ our Lord

at the Last Supper instituted this venerable

Sacrament in both kinds and delivered it to the

Apostles ; although the use of both kinds was

not uncommon from the beginning of the

Christian religion, nevertheless ... it approves

of the practice under one kind, which was intro

duced for grave and just reasons, and decrees

that it is to be held as law&quot; (Sess. xxi. 2).

That is to desert the law of God, which is

of Both kinds, and to introduce into its place

another law, which is of One kind
(ibid.&amp;gt;

P- 434).
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Attendance without Communicating.

1

It is an Eucharistic sacrifice (peace offering),

and the law of that kind of sacrifice is this

that the offerer must partake of it, and he must

partake of it by taking and eating, as the Saviour

enjoined ;
for your

&quot;

partaking by praying
&quot;

is

modern and new-fangled, newer even than your

private Masses ( Resp. ad Bell., p. 250).

The law of a peace-offering is : he that offers

it must take his part of it, eat of it, or it doth him

no good (Sermon IV. : Of the Resurrection ).

I see not how we can avoid that the flesh of

our Peace offering must be eaten in this feast by

us, or else we evacuate the offering utterly and

lose the fruit of it (Sermon VII.: Of the

Resurrection
).

Incense and Lights.

Their priests to have shaven crowns, to be un

married, to have frankincense offerings, fasts and

feasts, to have candles in them, and to carry them

up and down, in every respect is heathenish
;
and

Chemnitius in particular proveth this by variety

of authors. The placing of lights in churches at

some time is not altogether an heathenish cere

mony, although it appears by Seneca the Gentiles

had it
;

but their burning of tapers in their
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churches at noonday is altogether a pagan custom,

as Rhenanus well observes in his comment upon
Tertullian ( Discourse of Ceremonies, Part III.).

The Jesuits.

1

1 can see the Jesuits (the golden staves and

mattocks of the See of Rome, whose name

answereth Heraclitus Greek name of a bow.
&quot;

Thy name,&quot; said Heraclitus,
&quot;

J3i6s (a bow) is life

(frog), but thy work is
death,&quot;) in office resemble

the heathen priests of the Indians, called Brach-

mans, mentioned by Orosius. He saith :

&quot; These

heathen clergy-priests also study philosophy and

the mathematical arts, insomuch that by their

learning and counterfeit holiness they continue

all their lifetime the singular contrivers of all fraud

and villainy
&quot;

;
for my warrant I appeal to the

catastrophe of many houses of nobility of this

realm acted by the Jesuits (ibid.}

Babylon.

John is a true prophet and your Babylon will

fall, and it will fall for expunging the confession

of Christ, and in its place branding on its forehead

a name of manifold blasphemy, and that in large

letters, so that he that runs may read it ( Tortura

Torti, p. 223).

64



Modern Ritualism $&

Arrogant Claims of Rome,

Tell me this : Are there no Christians groaning

under the Turk? Are there no Churches of

Christians there? Are there no Christians in

Greece, Russia, Armenia, Ethiopia? He wipes

them all out And as he has fabricated the

Roman Catholic Church, so he now proposes a

Roman Christian religion ;
so that whoever is

not a Roman does not belong to the Church, has

no religion, is not a Catholic, no, nor a Christian.

It is folly for a man to proscribe with one stroke

so many kingdoms and nations, all massed to

gether, which do not follow the religion of the

Roman Pontiff, and to say that they are Pagans,

and to declare that they are not Christians. Then

the far greatest part of Europe is in heathendom !

But why are they not to be called Christians?

What is their so grave sin against the faith or

law of Christ that they are to be deprived of this

name of Christian ? Is it because they would

serve God with the understanding no less than

with the spirit, and not mutter their holy rites in

an unknown tongue ? Is it because they all drink

of the Cup and do not take only half the Sacra

ment, or because they do not &quot; make to themselves

any likeness to adore and worship
&quot;

? Or because

they believe in the Holy Catholic Church, accord-
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ing to the old Creed, and not in the Roman

Church, according to the new one ? Or is it that

they attribute too much to Christ, and do not

make the suffrages of the saints necessary adjuncts

in His office of Intercession, nor human merits in His

work of man s justification, nor Papal Indulgences in

His office of satisfying God s justice ? In that case

it would seem that they err on the side of excess

and are too much Christians (ibid., p. 370).

Is it possible that the man who penned the

above extracts (specimens of numberless others),

can be justly appealed to as favouring a modern

school of medievalists that aims at bringing back

tenets and practices which it is plain that he

abhorred from his soul? If Bishop Andrewes is

a representative of the Caroline divines, is it not

plain that a yawning abyss, which nothing can

span, lies between them and any school of men

that looks back longingly to pre-Reformation

doctrines and practices, and secretly or openly

prefers them to the Protestanism of the Church of

England ?
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CHAPTER III

ARCHBISHOP LAUD

THERE is no man who is regarded both by them

selves and by others as so much in accord with

the modern mediaeval school as Archbishop Laud.

The following passages will show how entirely un

founded is the belief that Laud looked with any
tenderness on the Roman Church, and how little

support can be derived from him for any prefer

ence of unreformed to reformed doctrines.

The Roman Church.

The Church of Rome neither is nor was &quot; the

right Church.&quot; A particular Church it is and was,

and in some times right and in some times wrong, and

then in some things right and in some things wrong ;

but &quot;the right Church&quot; or &quot;the Holy Catholic

Church
&quot;

it never was, nor ever can be, and, there

fore, was not such before Luther and others left

it or were thrust from it. A particular Church it

was. The Church of Rome both was, and was
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not, a &quot;

right
&quot;

or orthodox Church before Luther

made a breach in it. For the word before may
look upon Rome and that Church a great way off or

long before
;
and then, in the prime times of it, it

was a most right and orthodox Church. But it may
look also nearer home and upon the immediate times

before Luther, or some ages before that
;
and then

in those times Rome was a corrupt and a tainted

Church, far from being right. The word before

includes the whole time before Luther, in part of

which time that Church of Rome was right and in

other part it was wrong. It is no news that any

particular Church, Roman as well as another, may
once have been right and afterwards wrong and in

far worse case. And so it was in Rome after the

enemy had sown tares among the wheat. So,

though it was once right, yet the tares, which grow
thick in it, are the cause why it is not so now.

And then though that Church did not depart from

the Protestants Church, yet if it gave great and

just cause for the Protestant Church to depart

from the errors of it, while it in some particulars

departed from the truth of Christ, it comes all to

one for this particular, that the Roman Church,

which was once right, is now become wrong by

embracing superstition and error. ... I never

granted that the Roman Church either is or was

&quot;the right Church.&quot; It is too true that there is a
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miserable rent in the Church, and I make no

question but the best men do most bemoan it.

But I never said nor thought that the Protestants

made this rent. The cause of the schism is yours ;

for you thrust us from you, because we called for

truth and redress of abuses. For a schism must

needs be theirs, whose the cause of it is ( Confer

ence with Fisher, 21).

That there are errors in doctrine, and some of

them such as most manifestly endanger salvation

in the Church of Rome, is evident to them that

will not shut their eyes (ibid., 24).

The Church of Rome hath in all ages main

tained the faith unchanged in the expression of

the Articles themselves
;
but it hath in the ex

position both of the Creeds and Councils quite

changed and lost the sense and the meaning of

some of them. So the faith is in many things

changed both for life and belief, and yet seems

the same. Now that which deceives the world

is, that because the bark is the same, men think

this old decayed tree is as sound as it was at first,

and not weather-beaten in any age. But when

they make me believe that painting is true beauty,

I will believe too that Rome is not only sound but

beautiful (ibid., 37).

The Romanists dare not believe but as the

Roman Church believes
;
and the Roman Church
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at this day doth not believe the Scripture and the

Creeds in the sense in which the ancient Primitive

Church received them. For the Primitive Church

did not acknowledge a purgatory in a side part of

hell
;
nor did it ever interpret away half the sacra

ment from Christ s own institution (which to break,

Stapleton confesses expressly is a damnable

error); nor make the intention of the priest of

the essence of baptism; nor believe worship due

to images ;
nor dream of a Transubstantiation,

which at this day is a scandal to both Jew and

Gentile and the Church of God. I have men

tioned here more instances than one, in some of

which they have erred in the foundation or very

near it. But for the Church of England, let A. C.

instance, if he can, in any one point in &quot;which she

hath departed from the foundation (ibid., 38).

The truth is, you do hold new devices of your

own, which the Primitive Church was never ac

quainted with
;
and some of them, so far from

being conformable, as that they are little less

than contradictory to Scripture ;
in which par

ticulars and divers others the Scriptures are not

interpreted by
&quot; unanime consent of Fathers

&quot;

or

&quot;

definitions of Councils,&quot; unless perhaps by some

late Councils packed on purpose to do that ill

service. I pray, whose device was Transubstan

tiation, and whose, Communion under one kind,
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and whose, deposition and unthroning, nay killing,

of princes, and the like, if they were not yours ?

Neither is any Jesuit able to show any Scripture,

interpreted by
&quot; unanime consent of Fathers of

the Primitive Church,&quot; to prove any of these, nor

any
&quot;

definition of Councils,&quot; but only Lateran for

Transubstantiation, and that of Constance for the

Eucharist in one kind, which two are modern, at

least far downwards from the Primitive Church,

and have done more mischief to the Church by
those determinations than will be cured, I fear, in

many generations (ibid., 38).

Titles enough are given to the Roman Church,

and I wish she deserved them all, for then we
should have peace. But it is far otherwise.

&quot;One&quot; she is, as a particular Church, but not
&quot; the one.&quot;

&quot;

Holy
&quot;

she would be counted
;
but

the world may see, if it will not blind itself, of

what value holiness is in that court and country.
&quot; Catholic

&quot;

she is not in any sense of the word, for

she is not the universal, and so not Catholic in

extent
;
nor is she sound in doctrine, and in things

which come near upon the foundation too
;
so not

Catholic in belief; nor is she the &quot;

prime mother

Church&quot; of Christianity; Jerusalem was that; and

so not Catholic as a fountain or original or as the

head or root of the Catholic (ibid?).

Is there no superstition in adoration of images ?
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None in invocation of saints ? None in the adora

tion of the sacrament ? Is there no error in break

ing Christ s own institution of the sacrament, by

giving it but in one kind ? None about purga

tory? About common prayer in an unknown

tongue, none ? These and many more are in the

Roman religion. And it is no hard work to prove

every one of them to be error or superstition or

both. But these things which the Church of

England charges upon the Roman party to be

superstitious and erroneous, are not held or prac

tised in or by the Universal Church generally

either for time or place. The Bishop and Church

of Rome have in this particular of judging contro

versies taken that authority to themselves which

neither Christ nor His Church Catholic did ever

give them (ibid., 39).

While they seek to tie all Christians to Rome

by a divine precept, their ambition of sovereignty

is one main cause that Jerusalem, even the whole

Church of Christ, is not at unity in itself this

day (Sermon III.).

Infallibility.

Rome hath not the gift, nor her bishop neither

( Conference, 3).

If this company of men be infallibly assisted,
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whence is it that this very company have erred

so dangerously as they have, not only in some

other things, but even in this particular, by

equalling the tradition of the present Church

to the written Word of God ? Which is a doctrine

unknown to the Primititve Church, and which

frets upon the very foundation itself by jostling

with it. So belike, he that hath but half an

indifferent eye may see this assisted company
have erred, and yet we must wink in obedience

and think them infallible (ibid., 16).

For my own part I am clear of Jacobus
Almain s opinion :

&quot; And a great wonder it is to

me, that they which affirm the Pope cannot err,

do not affirm likewise that he cannot sin. And
I verily believe they would be bold enough to

affirm it, did not the daily works of the Popes

compel them to believe the contrary.&quot; For

very many of them have led lives quite contrary

to the gospel of Christ
; nay, such lives as no

Epicurean monster, storied out to the world, hath

outgone them in sensuality or other gross impiety,

if their own historians be true. Take your choice

of John XIII. about the year 966, or of

Sylvester II. about the year 999, or John XVIII.

about the year 1003, or Benedict IX. about the

year 1003, or Boniface VIII. about the year

1294, or Alexander VI. about the year 1492.
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And yet these and their like must be infallible

in their dictates and conclusions of faith. Do

your own believe it ? Surely no. Lyra says

expressly that many Popes, as well as other

inferiors, have not only erred but even quite

apostatized from the faith. And yet now nothing

but infallibility will serve their turns. ... I would

fain know, since this had been so easy a way
either to prevent all divisions about the faith,

or to end all controversies did they arise, why
this brief but most necessary proposition, &quot;The

Bishop of Rome cannot err in his judicial

determinations concerning the faith,&quot;
is not found,

either in letter or in sense, in any Scripture, in

any Council, or in any Father of the Church for

the full space of a thousand years and more

after Christ ? But certainly, as no divine of worth

did then dream of any such infallibility in him,

so is it a mere dream, or worse, of those modern

divines who affirm it now. Most certain it is that

the Pope hath no infallibility to attend his

cathedral judgments in things belonging to the

faith (#/., 33).

Supremacy.

1 The Popes grew under the Emperors till

they had overgrown them (ibid., 25).

The Pope in ancient Councils never had more
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power than any the other patriarchs ; precedency

perhaps for order s sake and other respects he

had. Nor had the Pope any negative voice

against the rest in point of differences. No,
nor was he held superior to the Council

;
there

fore, the ancient Church never accounted or

admitted him a judge; no, not with a Council,

much less without it (ibid.^ 39).

The Catholic Church.

c The Catholic Church of Christ is neither Rome
nor a conventicle. Out of that, there is no

salvation. I easily admit it. But out of Rome
there is, and out of a conventicle too

;
salvation

:s not shut up into such a narrow conclave

( Epist. Dedic. xvii.).
* In all the primitive times of the Church, a

man or a family or a national Church were

accounted right and orthodox as they agreed

with the Catholic Church, but the Catholic was

never then measured or judged by man, family

or nation. But now in the Jesuits new school,

the one holy Catholic Church must be measured

by that which is in the city or diocese of Rome,
or of those which agreed with it, and not Rome

by the Catholic ( Conference, 20).

We confess as well as you that out of the
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Catholic Church of Christ there is no salvation.

But what do you mean by
&quot; out of the Church &quot;

?

Sure, out of the Roman Church. Why, but the

Roman Church and the Church of England are

but two distinct members of that Catholic Church

which is spread over the face of the earth.

Therefore Rome is not the house where the

Church dwells, but Rome itself, as well as other

particular Churches, dwells in this great universal

house, unless you will shut up the Church in

Rome, as the Donatists did in Africa. When
did Christ give that power to an elder sister,

that she and her steward the bishop there should

thrust out what child she pleased, especially when

she herself is justly accused to have given the

offence that is taken in the house ? Salvation

need not be feared of any dutiful child, nor

outing from the Church, because this elder sister s

faults are discovered in the house, and she grown
froward for it against them that complained

(ibid., 36).

The Catholic Faith.

A man may believe the whole and entire

Catholic Faith, even as St. Athanasius requires,

and yet justly refuse for dross a great part of that

which is now the Roman faith. And Athanasius

himself, as if he meant to arm the Catholic Faith
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against all corrupting additions, hath in the

beginning of his Creed these words,
&quot; This is the

Catholic Faith,&quot; this, and no other
;

this and no

other than here follows. And again at the end

of the Creed,
&quot; This is the Catholic Faith,&quot; this

and no more than is here delivered (always pre

supposing the Apostles Creed, as Athanasius

did), and this is the largest of all Creeds
(ibid.&amp;gt;

38).

The Protestant Reformation.

There is no greater absurdity stirring this day
in Christendom than that the reformation of an

old corrupted Church, will we nill we, must be

taken for the building of a new. And were not

this so, we should never be troubled with that

idle and impertinent question of theirs :

&quot; Where

was your Church before Luther ?
&quot; For it was just

there where theirs is now one and the same

Church still
;
no doubt of that

;
one in substance,

but not one in condition of state and purity, their

part of the same Church remaining in corruption,

and our part of the same Church under reforma

tion. The same Naaman, and he a Syrian still,

but leprous with them and cleansed with us, the

same man still ( Epist. Dedic.,
1

xv.).

Is it, then, such a strange thing that a particu

lar Church may reform itself, if the general will
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not ? I had thought, and do so still, that in point

of reformation of either manners or doctrine, it

is lawful for the Church since Christ to do as the

Church before Christ did, and might do. Was
it not lawful for Judah to reform herself when

Israel would not join ? To reform what is amiss

in doctrine or manners is as lawful for a particular

Church as it is to publish and promulgate any

thing that is Catholic. What, should we have

suffered this gangrene to endanger life and all

rather than be cured in time by a physician of a

weaker knowledge and a less able hand? If this

were practised so often and in so many places,

why may not a national council of the Church of

England do the like as she did ? For she cast off

the Pope s usurpation, and, as much as in her

lay, restored the King to his right. That appears

by a book subscribed by the Bishops in Henry
VIII. s time, and by the records in the Arch

bishop s office, orderly kept and to be seen. In

the Reformation which came after, our Princes

had their parts and the clergy theirs, and to

these two principally the power and direction for

reformation belonged. That our Princes had

their parts is manifest by their calling together

of the Bishops and other of the clergy to con

sider of that which might seem worthy refor

mation. And the clergy did their part, for, being
So
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thus called together by regal power, they met in

the national Synod of 1 562, and the Articles there

agreed on were afterwards confirmed by Acts of

State and the royal assent. In this Synod the

positive truths which are delivered are more than

the polemics ;
so that a mere calumny it is, that

we profess only a negative religion. True it is,

and we must thank Rome for it, our Confession

must needs contain some negatives ;
for we

cannot but deny that images are to be adored,

nor can we admit maimed sacraments, nor grant

prayers in an unknown tongue ;
and in a corrupt

time or place it is as necessary for a religion to

deny falsehood as to assert and vindicate truth.

Indeed this latter can hardly be well and suffici

ently done but by the former, an affirmative verity

being ever included in the negative to a falsehood.

I make no doubt but that as the universal

Catholic Church would have reformed herself

had she been in all parts free of the Roman

yoke, so while she was, for the most, in these

western parts, under that yoke, the Church of

Rome was, if not the only, yet the chief hindrance

of reformation. And then, in this sense, it is

more than clear that if the Roman Church will

neither reform nor suffer reformation, it is lawful

for any other particular Church to reform itself

so long as it does it peaceably and orderly, and
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keeps itself to the foundation and free from

sacrilege (
(

Conference, 24).
1 The Protestants charge upon the Pope that he

hath governed, if not the whole yet so much of

the Church as he has been able to bring under

his power, so as that he hath given too just cause

of the present continued separation, and as the

corruptions in the doctrine of faith in the Church

of Rome were the cause of the first separation,

so are they at this present day the cause why
the separation continues. And further, I for my
part am clear of opinion that the errors in the

doctrine of faith which are charged upon the

whole Church, at least so much of the whole as

in these parts of Europe have been kept under

the Roman jurisdiction, have had their original

and continuance from this
;
that so much of the

universal Church (which indeed they account all)

hath forgotten her own liberty and submitted to

the Roman Church and Bishop ;
and so is in a

manner forced to embrace all the corruptions

which the particular Church of Rome hath con

tracted upon itself; and being now not able to

free herself from the Roman jurisdiction, is made

to continue also in all her corruptions. And for

the Protestants, they have made no separation

from the general Church, properly so called, but

their separation is only from the Church of Rome
32
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and such other Churches as by adhering to her

have hazarded themselves, and do now miscall

themselves the whole Catholic Church. Nay, even

here the Protestants have not left the Church

of Rome in her essence but in her errors
;
not in

the things which constitute a Church but only in

such abuses and corruptions as work toward the

dissolution of a Church (ibid., 25).

Romish Superstitions.

There is peril, great peril, of damnable both

schism and heresy and other sins by living and

dying in the Roman Faith, tainted with so many
superstitions, as at this day it is, and their tyranny

to boot. I do indeed for my part, leaving other

men free to their own judgment, acknowledge a

possibility of salvation in the Roman Church
;
but

so as that which I grant to Romanists is not as

they are Romanists, but as they are Christians;

that is, as they believe the Creed and hold the

foundation Christ Himself, not as they associate

themselves wittingly and knowingly to the gross

superstitions of the Romish Church. And I am

willing to hope there are many among them which

keep within that Church and yet wish the super

stitions abolished which they know, and which

pray to God to forgive their errors in what they
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know not, and which hold the foundation firm, and

live accordingly, and which would have all things

amended that are amiss, were it in their power.

And to such I dare not deny a possibility of

salvation for that which is Christ s in them, though

they hazard themselves extremely by keeping so

close to that which is superstition, and in the case

of images comes too near idolatry (ibid., 35).

Transubstantiation.

That was never heard of in the primitive

Church, nor till the Council of Lateran (1215), nor

can it be proved out of Scripture, and taken

properly cannot stand with the grounds of

Christian religion (ibid., 33).

Communion in One Kind.

Christ s institution is clear against that
;
and

not only the primitive Church, but the whole

Church of Christ kept it so till within less than

400 years, for Aquinas confesses that it was so in

use even to his times, and he was both born and

dead during the reign of Henry III. of England

(ibid.}.

Here their building with untempered mortar

appears most manifestly, for they have no show to
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maintain this but the fiction of Thomas of Aquin
that he which receives the Body of Christ receives

also His Blood by concomitancy, because the

blood goes always with the body ;
of which term

Thomas was the first author I can yet find (ibid.,

35)-

Invocation of Saints.

Though some of the ancient fathers have some

rhetorical flourishes about it for the stirring up of

devotion as they thought, yet the Church then

admitted not of the invocation of them, but only of

the commemoration of the martyrs, as appears

clearly in St. Augustine, and when the Church

prayed to God for anything, she desired to be

heard for the mercies and the merits of Christ, not

for the merits of any saints whatsoever
(ibid.&amp;gt; 33).

Adoration of Images.

The ancient Church knew it not, and the

modern Church of Rome is too like to Paganism
in the practice of it, and driven to scarce intelligible

subtleties in her servants writings that defend it,

and this without any care had of millions of souls

unable to understand her subtleties or shun her

practices. I heartily wish it were not, and that

men of learning would not strain their wits to spoil
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the truth and rend the peace of the Church of

Christ by such dangerous, such superstitious

vanities. For better they are not, but they may
be worse (ibid.}.

Purgatory.

1 The Council of Florence first defined purgatory,

to be believed as a divine truth and matter of faith.

The doctrine of Purgatory was not held ever in

the whole Catholic Church of Christ, therefore

purgatory is no matter of faith. Alphonsus a

Castro deals honestly and plainly, and tells us that

the mention of purgatory in ancient writers is

almost none at all, especially in the Greeks, and

he adds that hereupon purgatory is not believed

by the Grecians to this very day (ibid.}.

The Council of Trent.

Is that Council legal where the Pope, the chief

person to be reformed, shall sit President in it, and

be chief judge in his own cause against all law

divine, natural and human ? In a place not free

but in or too near his own dominion ? To which

all were not called that had deliberative or consul

tative voice? In which none have suffrage but

such as were sworn to the Pope and the Church of
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Rome and professed enemies to all that called for

reformation or a free council ? And the Pope

himself, to show his charity, had declared and

pronounced the appellants heretics before they were

condemned by the Council ? (ibid^ 27).

The Eucharist.

As Christ offered Himself up once for all a

full and all-sufficient sacrifice for the sin of the

whole world, so did He institute and command a

memory of the sacrifice in a sacrament even till

His coming again. Thus far these dissenting

(differing) Churches agree that in the Eucharist

there is a sacrifice of duty, and a sacrifice of

praise and a sacrifice of commemoration of Christ.

Therefore according to the former rule, and here

in truth too, it is safest for a man to believe the

commemorative, the praising, and the performing

sacrifice and to offer them duly to God, and leave

the Church of Rome in this particular to her

superstitions, that I may say no more (ibid.,

35).

We shall conclude by quoting some of Laud s

declarations in respect to his personal faith :

I have lived, and shall, God willing, die, in the

faith of Christ as it was professed in the ancient

primitive Church, and as it is professed in the
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present Church of England ; and for the rule

which governs me herein, if I cannot be confident

for my soul upon the Scripture, and the primitive

Church expounding and declaring it, I will be

confident upon no other. This can never deceive

me
; another, namely, the faith of the Roman

Church, may. Therefore I will venture my salva

tion upon the rule aforesaid, and not trouble

myself to seek another of man s making, to the

forsaking or weakening of this which God hath

given me
;
for I know they committed two evils

which forsook the fountain of living waters to

hew out for themselves cisterns, broken cisterns,

that can hold no water (ibid., 38).

I did never desire that England and Rome
should meet together, but with forsaking of error

and superstition, especially such as grate upon and

fret the foundations of religion. That I should

practise with Rome as now it stands, and to that

end should confederate with priests and Jesuits,

or hold secret intelligence with the Pope, or treat

with him or by any agents is utterly untrue.

I do here make my solemn protestation in the

presence of God and this great Court that I

am innocent of anything, greater or less, in this

Article or any part of it ( Troubles and Trial,

P- 413).

I have hindered as many from going to
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the Roman party and have reduced as many
from it, and some of great quality and some

of great learning and judgment, as, I believe,

any divine in England hath done (ibid.}.

I am as innocent in this business of religion,

as free from all practice or so much as thought of

practice for any alteration to Popery or any way

blemishing the true Protestant religion established

in the Church of England, as I was when my
mother first bare me into the world (ibid.}.

For my faith
;

I die as I have lived, in the

true orthodox profession of the Catholic faith of

Christ, foreshadowed by the prophets and preached

to the world by Christ Himself, His blessed

Apostles, and their successors
; and a true member

of His Catholic Church, within the communion

of a living part thereof, the present Church of

England, as it stands established by law ( Lasj;

Will and Testament
).

We may add that in Laud s Visitation Articles

there is no encouragement of vestments, but

there is a strict inquiry as to the zeal of the

minister in converting Popish recusants.

If even Archbishop Laud had such a firm hold

of Protestantism as is exhibited in the above

extracts, can those who look back with desire to

the doctrines and practices of the unreformed
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Church be regarded as legitimate successors of

the seventeenth-century divines ? Can even the

Laudian school be appealed to in justification

of their present claims? And if not in the

Laudian school, where else can they find a sanction

in the history of the Church of England since the

Reformation ?
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CHAPTER IV

BISHOP COSIN

No one has been more frequently quoted during

the last thirty years as favourable to mediaevalist

tendencies than Bishop Cosin. The reason of

this is that in the year 1855 Dr. Barrow, Principal

of St. Edmund Hall, Oxford, having been invited

to edit for the Anglo-Catholic Library the final

volume of Cosin s works, inserted into it some

notes on the Prayer-Book which he designated as

First Series of Notes. But these notes were not

Cosin s. Their existence had long been known.

They were written in an interleaved Prayer-Book
which fell into the hands of Hickes the Nonjuror
in 1707. Hickes made every effort to discover

who was the compiler of them, but was unsuccess

ful. Internal evidence, however, showed that the

compiler was the author of five sermons which

Cosin had not and could not have written, as at

the date of the compilation he was either a layman
or had only just been ordained. The notes were
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supposed to have been based to some extent on

some lectures of Bishop Overall, and therefore,

though they were not printed, several copies of

them were made by hand. One of these copies

was by Archbishop Sancroft, and to his copy he

prefixed a statement that he had transcribed them

out of Mr Hayward s book, of Coton. Mr

Hayward of Coton was a nephew of Bishop

Overall, and is thus proved almost with certainty

to be the compiler, though he might have been

only the owner, of the book. Cosin had nothing

whatever to do with them, but in his library,

which he bequeathed to Durham, there was a

copy of the book, which Dr. Barrow found while

seeking for material for the volume that he was

editing. In consequence of this the idea suggested

itself to Dr. Barrow, who was unaware of

Sancroft s statement, that these notes might be

Cosin s. He examined the handwriting, but they

were written in a large hand, whereas Cosin s

well-known handwriting is very small. He ex

amined the tone and tendency, but they were

very different from, and in marked contrast to,

those of a later series of notes acknowledged to

be Cosin s. Still, the Bishop s handwriting might

have changed as he grew older, and his principles

might possibly have changed too, owing to irrita

tion at his son having become a Romanist. So
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Dr. Barrow determined that they were Cosin s

compilation, and published them as such. There

are some valuable passages in the series, but on

the whole they are far more favourable to pre-

Reformation doctrines and practices than the

Bishop s genuine works, and further, being a

compilation, they contain long extracts from the

Jesuit Maldonatus, the originals of which are

honestly given by Dr. Barrow at the bottom of

the paper. These passages have again and again

been quoted, not as Maldonatus
,
but as Cosin s

and used to prove that Roman doctrine (e.g., the

propitiatory character of the sacrifice of the

Eucharist) is tenable in the Church of Eng
land because held by Bishop Cosin, who took

so active a part in the final revision of the

Prayer-Book. When Bishop Cosin is referred

to as authorising anything mediaeval, the reader

may feel sure that it is the First Series of

Notes that is appealed to i.e., Pseudo-

Cosin.

The following extracts from the Bishop s

genuine writings will show how thoroughly
Protestant he was in his rejection of all Papal

doctrine, and how he declined to see any

opposition between the term Protestant and
1 Catholic when each was properly under

stood.
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The Church of Rome s New Articles of Faith.

In the preface to his Scholastical History ofthe

Canon of Holy Scripture the Bishop enumerates

them as follows :

1. A new additional canon of Scripture, first

made in their late Council of Trent.

2. The Church of Rome the mother and mistress

of all other Churches.

3. The Pope of Rome monarch, or head, of the

universal visible Church, Vicar, or deputy, of

Christ.

4. Scriptures to be expounded according to the

sense of the Roman Church.

5. Seven Sacraments, neither more nor less,

instituted by Christ Himself.

6. Transubstantiation, and a prayer and pro

pitiatory sacrifice in the Mass offered up by the

Priest for the sins of the quick and dead.

7. Private Masses and Communion in one

kind.

8. Purgatory and Masses for the dead.

9. Invocation of saints.

10. Worship of relics and images.

11. Indulgences.

12. The Roman decrees to be received as the

Catholic faith.
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These are their traditions, wherein now

consisteth the very life and being of their peculiar

and proper religion, that differeth from ours and

the true Catholic religion of every Church and

every age before them, which, having been con

firmed by Pope Pius IV. s Bull, are made so

many new articles of faith. But all these new

traditions, as they have no ground in Scripture,

so have they as little testimony of antiquity to

be brought for them, out of both which we pre

scribe against them all. For it is but a vain

pretence of antiquity, and a mere abusing of the

world, when they go about to make simple people

believe that all which they profess and believe

hath the consent of all ages for them, and that

all the ancient Fathers and Bishops of the Church

never taught nor believed otherwise than they

do now (p. xxiv.).

Difference between Rome and England.

We that profess the Catholic faith and religion

in the Church of England do not agree with the

Roman Catholics in anything whereunto they
now endeavour to convert us. But we totally

differ from them in these points :
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i. The Church of Rome mother and mistress

of all other Churches.

2. The Pope of Rome Vicar-General of

Christ.

3. The Canons of the Synod of Trent to

be received as matters of Catholic faith.

4. Seven true and proper Sacraments in

stituted by Christ.

5. That the priests offer up our Saviour in

the Mass, as a real, proper, and propitiatory

sacrifice for the quick and dead.

6. Transubstantiation.

7. Communion under one kind.

8. That there is
(

a Purgatory after this life

in which the souls of the dead are punished,

and from whence they are fetched out by the

prayers and offerings of the living.

9. Invocation of saints,

10. Worship of relics.

ii. Worship of images.

12. Indulgences, as they are now practised

in the Church of Rome both for the living and

the dead.

13. Ceremonies, such as are spittle and salt

at Baptism, the five crosses upon the Altar and

Sacrament of the Eucharist, the holding of

that Sacrament over the priest s head to be

adored, the exposing of it in their churches to
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be worshipped by the people, the circumgesta-

tion and carrying of it abroad in procession

upon their Corpus Christi Day, and to their

sick for the same, the oil and chrism in Con

firmation, the anointing of the ears, the eyes

and noses, the hands and reins of those that

are ready to die, the giving of an empty chalice

and paten to those that are to be ordained

priests, and many others of this nature now in

use with them.

14. Ecclesiastical observations and constitu

tions, such as are their laws of forbidding all

priests to marry, the appointing several orders

of monks, friars and nuns in the Church, the

service of God in an unknown tongue, the

saying of a number of Ave Marias by tale upon
their chaplets, the sprinkling of themselves and

the dead bodies with holy water as operative

and effectual for the remission of venial sins,

the distinctions of meats to be held for true

fasting, the religious consecration and incensing

of images, the baptizing of bells, the dedicating

of divers holidays for the immaculate con

ception and the bodily assumption of the

blessed Virgin, and for Corpus Christi, or tran-

substantiation of the Sacrament, the making of

the Apocryphal books to be as canonical as

any of the rest of the Holy and undoubted
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Scriptures, the keeping of these Scriptures

from the free use and reading of the people,

the approving of their own Latin translation only,

and divers other matters of the like nature.

All which we hold, some to be pernicious,

some unnecessary, many false and many fond,

and none of them to be imposed upon any
Church or any Christians, as the Roman
Catholics do upon all Christians and all Churches

whatsoever, for matters needful to be approved
for eternal salvation ( Paper written for the

Countess of Peterborough ).

Romish Intolerance.

The Roman Catholics

i. Say and believe that we are all damned,
as by the Articles of their new Creed they are

bound to believe.

2. They call us heretics.

3. They excommunicate us.

4. Not long since they burned us, both alive

and dead, at their stakes, and when the edicts

of princes restrain them not, they do so still, as

by their own laws they have obliged themselves

to do, which laws, if civil respects suspend them

not for the time, they can put in execution at

an hour s warning when they please.
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5- They will allow us no other burial for

our dead than the burial of a dog, accounting

their churches and their churchyards to be

polluted if any of our people be there put into

a grave, and whoever it be among them (be it a

son that shall bury his father, or a wife her

husband) that die in our religion, if they

venture to make a grave there, and put the dead

corpse either of a father, of a husband, or other

the like into it, they are bound to scrape up that

corpse again with their own fingers, and carry it

away to be buried in a ditch or a dunghill, or

where else they can find room for it. Prince

and peasant are herein alike
;

if they be not

Roman Catholics, they shall be used no better

(Paper: On the State of Us who adhere to the

Church of England ).

Repudiation of Roman Superstitions.

4 The strange, new and unreasonable doctrines

and practices which in the lapse of time had crept

into our Church by inadvertence, or had been wil

fully introduced by Romish guile, have been re

formed and brought into accordance with the

Word of God in lawfully-assembled synods and

in Parliament.

We have no unwritten faith, as Rome has, and
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admit no innovations of any sort in religion, for

we have put aside the vain traditions of men and

new-born dogmas, unsupported by Holy Scripture

and by antiquity, and we rest in the one Catholic

truth, faith and religion, as handed down to us

from the first ages.

We do not bow down before a picture, or a

gaudily-dressed image.

We do not worship we know not what in relics,

hosts and images.

We do not hold Divine Service in a language

not understanded of the people.

We do not invoke those in whom we do not

believe (Rom. x. 14).

We do not mutilate the Holy Eucharist, and

lose one half of it.

We do not recognise the Roman Church as

the mother or mistress of all other Churches, or

of our own.
c We have utterly cut off from our Church, as

unhealthy excrescences on the ancient faith, the

figments of transubstantiation, purgatory, human

merits, the reiteration of the sacrifice of Christ

offered daily by the priests for the quick and dead,

the Divine authority of the Roman Bishop over

all Churches throughout the world, the decrees of

the Papal Councils, and the anathemas of the

Synod of Trent, which Pope Pius IV. was
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audacious enough to order to be received as

Articles of Faith under penalty of the loss of

eternal salvation. Thus we have restored our

Church to its native beauty and health ( Regni

Angliae Religio Catholica : Prisca, casta, defaecata,

vii.).

The Reformation.

Those men who do now so busily endeavour to

seduce the sons and daughters of the Church of

England from the grounds and truth of our re

ligion, which is no other than that which we have

received from Christ and His Universal Church,

termed, nevertheless, by them a new Church and a

new religion, which began in the days of King

Henry VIII. (which is as true as if they should

say a sick person began then to live when he

recovered from the disease and distemper that was

before upon him, for we are the same Church still

as he the same person that we were before,

though in a better state and health of our souls, in

a greater soundness and purity of religion than

indeed we were before when they had to

do with it and infected us), these men, I say,

who untruly term us novelists, are in truth

themselves the greatest novelists of any in

the world besides ( Canon of Holy Scripture,

xxxi.).
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It is clear from all this that we have introduced

no new religion into the world or into the Church.

On our principles none such could be introduced,

but the faith must remain in its completeness, and

unaltered. It is also clear that we retain in all

essentials the Christian and Catholic faith, which

existed formerly, by which we, as well as our

ancestors, were brought into the bosom of the

Church, and which alone could save us. For

abuses, corruptions, and erroneous doctrines,

whether introduced by ignorance and evil days,

by zeal which was not according to knowledge, or

too frequently by the avarice and ambition of men,
are no parts of true religion, and no more belong

to the essence or body of the Church than the

warts and tumours which grow upon a man s body
are parts of his body. When these excrescences

are removed, a body is not changed into another,

but remains the same, only restored to its previous

health and natural fair appearance. The sum of

the matter is this : All that could be plainly and

certainly proved by the testimony and consent of

Holy Scripture and of ecclesiastical traditions in

the first ages in subordination to Scripture has

been retained
;
the rest has fallen by its own weak

ness, and has been deliberately rejected by our

ancestors. As to rites and innocent ceremonies,

we have retained and instituted such as seem to
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conduce best to decency and order ( Regni

Angliae Religio, viii.).

( We have put away many of the idle ceremonies

with which our Church was overloaded, but we

have retained and still observe those which we

know to have been handed down from the Apostles,

and some others also which it seemed would not

harm the Church or injure religion, whilst we have

clean rejected all which are contrary to Scripture

and unworthy of sober men (ibid., xiv.).

Foreign Protestants.

In heart and affection we enjoy constant union

with all other Churches on the earth which bear

the title of Christian, and profess the Catholic

faith and religion, though our actual union may be

prevented by distance, or misunderstanding, or

persecution, and dispersion of the faithful. We
desire this to be particularly understood as re

ferring to the Protestant Churches, and we are

prepared to exhibit our Christian love when a

fair occasion offers, and we earnestly desire and

demand a reciprocal feeling on their part (ibid.}.

The reformed Churches allow us not only to

bury our dead among theirs in the churchyard
which they have purchased and peculiarly set

apart for that purpose, but they give us leave
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also to use our own office and order of burial (at

least, they hinder us not to do it if the Roman
Catholics permit it), and to set up our monuments

and inscriptions over the graves, hereby professing

unity with us, both alive and dead. In all which

regards we ought no less to acknowledge them,

and to make no schism between our Churches and

theirs, however we approve not some defects that

may be seen among them ( The State of Us who

adhere to the Church of England ).

I know it is the interest of the Pope and the

Jesuits with other of the like faction to cry down

thejus divinum of Episcopacy, and as I never was,

so by the grace of God I shall never be, of that

faction, but the question only is whether there be

such an absolute necessity and precept in thatjus

divinum in all places and at all times as where it

cannot be put in practice, then in such a case of

necessity the ordination of a presbyter by a college

of presbyters (though altogether against the ancient

and apostolic canons, for which they are to answer)

shall be utterly void and invalid to all effects what

soever. I could tell you of Bishop Overall s judg

ment herein, who was so great a patron of antiquity

and the Church of England as any Bishop or

priest that ever lived in it, and was wont to say,
&quot;

Though we are not to lessen the jus divinum of

Episcopacy where it is established and may be had,
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yet we must take heed that we do not, for want of

Episcopacy where it cannot be had, cry down

and destroy all the reformed Churches abroad,

both in Germany, France, and other places, and

say they have neither ministers nor Sacraments,

that all is void and null that they do &quot;

(Letter to

Gunning).

Holy Scripture.

Till some few men (of the Latin Church only)

met lately together at Trent, the new canon, in

such terms as they have devised it, was never

heard of ( Canon of Scripture, iv.).

Adhering to the ancient Catholic Faith and

doctrine of the Church, we cannot admit or approve

any such new decree as it has lately pleased the

Masters of the Council of Trent to make; who

have not only obtruded these books (the Apoc

rypha) upon their own people, to be received as

true and authentical parts of the Ancient Testa

ment, but have likewise damned all the world

besides that will not recede from the universal

conclusion of the Christian Church (ibid., xix.).

Form of Ordination.

He (Father Robinson) desired to know : I.

Whether our priests or ministers had any power
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to consecrate the Sacrament of the Altar, and by
what words that power was given them in our

form of ordination. 2. Whether they had any

power to offer the Sacrifice of the Altar, and by
what words that power, likewise, was with us

conferred upon them. I told him that, excluding

their pretended and vain sense of transubstantiat

ing the bread and wine, of a true and proper Altar,

and of a real sacrificing of the Body of Christ, all

which we rejected as unsound and uncatholic

doctrine, we had both the one and the other power

given us that is, a power to bless the elements,

and of common bread and wine to make them

become sacred symbols, or the Sacraments of the

Body and Blood of Christ
;
which was as certainly

given to the faithful as the Sacrament itself was

received by them
;
and a power to offer the sacri

fice of the Eucharist, which is a sacrifice of praise

and thanksgiving, made in the name of the Church

for the sacrifice that Christ made of Himself and

offered upon the altar of His Cross once for all

( Concerning Ordination
).

A power to consecrate the Sacrament, and to

make a memorial of the Sacrifice, we grant him

(Father Paul) ;
a power to transubstantiate and

really to sacrifice Christ upon the altar for the

quick and dead we shall never grant him, that

being a new doctrine which the Catholic Church
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never taught us ( Concerning the Ordination of

Priests
).

Transubstantiation.

Hence it is plain that the gangrene of transub-

stantiation had not yet (at the end of the tenth

century) eaten into the Churches of the Christian

world, but that sound doctrine was everywhere
retained about the Body and Blood of the Lord,

and His true, but spiritual and mystical, not

carnal, presence, together with the symbols of

Bread and Wine, which were regarded as remain

ing in their own substance after consecration

(
Historia Transubstantiationis

).

As soon as ever Transubstantiation was estab

lished, a foundation was laid for a number of

superstitions and errors, which God-fearing men
could not sanction or endure

;
and among the

believers in Transubstantiation themselves there

grew up a forest of questions, inextricable and

portentous, with which the schoolmen occupied

themselves to such a degree that it may be truly

affirmed that a perfectly new and monstrous

theology, unheard of by all the ancients, and the

adoration of the Host then took its birth. . . .

But who can believe that our Lord Christ willed

to institute a presence of His most holy Body in

His Church of such a nature that He Himself or
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His Body could be given into the hands of un

believing Jews and Turks, or could be swallowed

by dogs or mice, or cast into the fire, or burnt, or

used for magical incantation ? I cannot go on. I

shudder at what I have already quoted (ibid.}.

For the same purpose (because some men

thought the words might otherwise have imported

Transubstantiation) were the words in the Form of

Consecration altered from fiat nobis corpus et

sanguis Domini to what they now are. In like

sort, because the very term of offering and sacrifice,

though well used of old, and in a far different

meaning from that sense wherein the Papists use

them, seemed nevertheless to sound their meaning,
and therefore to give offence, it is altered into

another expression of &quot;

Christ s precious death
&quot;

only ( Notes on the Prayer-Book : Genuine

Series).

The Mass.

1 The word &quot; Mass &quot; was used by the ancients in

the Latin Church with quite a different meaning
than that which now prevails among the Papists.

But the old Latins used the expression :

&quot;

Go, it is

Mass
;

&quot;

that is,
&quot;

dismissal,&quot; and hence all the

sacred acts were called by the one name &quot;

Mass,&quot;

from a single act, and that the last of all. But the

word &quot;

Mass,&quot; as it is now used by the Papists for

no
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a true and proper sacrifice of Christ offered every

time to God the Father for the living and the dead,

is nowhere found among the ancients. And for

this reason the very word &quot;

Mass,&quot; in its new, not

in its ancient, signification, is rejected by the

English Church, which desired to abolish that

wrong opinion about the sacrifice of the Mass

(ibid.}.

He sits for ever at the right hand of God. And
therefore Christ can be no more offered, as the

doctors and priests of the Roman party fancy Him
to be, and plainly think that every time they say
Mass they offer up and sacrifice Christ anew, as

properly and truly as He offered up Himself in

His sacrifice upon the cross. And this is one of

the points of doctrine, and the chief one, whereof

the Popish Mass consisted, abrogated and reformed

here by the Church of England according to the

express Word of God. . . . Without shedding of

His blood, and killing Him over again, no proper

sacrifice can be made of Him
;
which yet in their

Masses the Roman priests pretend every day to

do (#*)
A true, real, proper and propitiatory sacrificing

of Christ every time the Sacrament is celebrated,

which is the Popish doctrine, and which cannot be

done without killing of Christ so often again, we

hold not; believing it to be a false and blasphemous
in
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doctrine
; founding ourselves upon the Apostles

doctrine that Christ was sacrificed but once, and

that He dieth no more (ibid.\

Elevation.

The priest was appointed by the first liturgy,

set forth in the second year of King Edward VI.,

to take the bread and cup into his hands (which is

still observed among us) ; but he was not appointed
to make any elevation of them as the new Roman
Catholics do at their Mass, when the priest, saying
Hoc est corpus Meum, suddenly lifts up the wafer

over his head and afterwards the chalice, that the

people may all fall down upon their knees and

worship them, which rite neither we nor any of the

Reformed or Protestant Churches observe, but, in

regard of the peril of idolatry, have wholly omitted.

Besides, it is but a novelty as the Roman priests

now use it, for in the ancient Fathers we do not

read of any such custom, and when afterwards this

rite of elevation came into the Church, it was not

a lifting up of the bread and wine as soon as they

were sacramentally hallowed over the priest s head,

nor were the people then appointed to fall down

and adore them as the very Body and Blood of

Christ held up between the priest s fingers and set

down again upon the table, which is more than
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any priest of them all can do, but this only was the

order or custom of the Church : After the elements

were consecrated the priest and the deacon to

gether held them in their hands and showed them

to the people, whom at the same time they ad

monished and invited to approach and communi

cate thereof, saying to them npots&dfTe, Sancta

sanctis, siquis dignus sit, accedat et participet. And
other elevation and ostension than this they had

none (Note on the Prayer-Book, based on

Calixtus).

Adoration.

1 In all which there is not a word tending to the

people s adoration of that bread and that cup ;

this being a late device of the New Roman
Catholics after they had brought in their novelty

of Transubstantiation (ibid.).

One Kind.

In this (affirming that it is enough to salvation

to receive Christ s Body and Blood under one

kind and form) they are not Catholics that affirm

it, for the Catholic Church of Christ ever holds

it necessary to follow Christ s institution and to

obey His precept, which precept they wilfully

neglect and break that do not only hold it
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sufficient to communicate under one kind, but

have also made a law to punish others for heretics

that is, to burn and damn them that hold it

their duty to keep Christ s order, and to com

municate under both. And this have the Roman
Catholics done in their late Council of Constance

and in their late Synod of Trent, wherein they

have not only departed from their own ancient

piety and practice, but likewise from the public

and universal order of the whole Catholic Church

of Christ for many ages before and since (them
selves only excepted), as may, if need be, be made

evident by many and clear evidences against

them (Letter about communicating in one

kind).

Remembrance.

4 &quot; Do this in remembrance of Me &quot;

that is, of

Christ put to death, and sacrificed for us upon the

Cross, which is the sacrifice that He truly and

perfectly once made, and whereof we only make

a commemoration or a representation, toties

quoties, as often as we celebrate this His Sacra

ment and observe the precept which He gave us

about it (Note on the office of the Holy

Communion).

Objective Presence.

Because that Body and Blood is neither
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sensibly present, nor otherwise at all present, but

only to them that are duly prepared to receive

them and in the very act of receiving them and

the consecrated elements together to which they

are sacramentally in that act united, the adoration

is then and there given to Christ Himself, neither

is, nor ought to be, directed to any external

sensible object, such as are the blessed elements

(ibid.}.

Reservation.

Of the bread and wine which the priest con

secrated for the Sacrament, if he be careful, as

he ought to be, to consecrate no more than will

suffice to be distributed unto the communicants,

none will remain (ibid.}.

Frequency in Communicating.

The Eucharist is religiously and reverently

celebrated by us on the greater festivals, and on

the first Sunday of every month. If any desire

it oftener, and are worthy to be communicants, it

may and ought to be celebrated at other times

also Sundays, festivals, or week-days ( Regni

Angliae Religio, xvii.).

Non-communicating A ttendance.

After this (the prayer for the Church Militant)

&quot;5
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those that are not about to communicate are

dismissed (ibid.}.

The Church s Sacrifice of Praise.

When all have communicated, the Lord s

Prayer is said by the priest and people. This is

accompanied by the Church s solemn Eucharist

or sacrifice of praise offered to God in com

memoration of the propitiatory sacrifice of Christ

once offered on the cross (ibid.*).

Malachi i. 10.

1 The prophecy of Malachi concerning the

Church under the New Testament,
&quot; My name is

great among the Gentiles, and they shall offer (or

sacrifice) unto Me a pure obligation,&quot; applied by
the doctors of the Roman Church to their proper

sacrifice, as they call it, of the Mass, is interpreted

and applied by the ancient Fathers sometimes in

general to all the acts of our Christian religion,

and sometimes in particular to the Eucharist

that is, the act of our praise and thanksgiving for

the sacrifice of Christ once made for us upon
the cross, as here we use in the Church of

England (Note on the office of the Holy Com

munion).
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Seven Sacraments.

The Papal invention that there are neither

more nor less than seven sacraments properly so

called, and that that must be held as part of the

Catholic faith, was certainly unknown to the

ancient Church and unheard of. For if it had

been received formerly in the Church some one

of the Fathers would have expressed it in his

writing, but not one out of so many has confirmed

by his authority the sevenfold number of the

Sacraments. That opinion did not prevail before

Hugo de St. Victor and Peter Lombard, and

there is no Council earlier than that of Florence

in which this sevenfold number was sanctioned,

A.D. 1439. These are the fine monuments of

antiquity by which this cause is defended by the

Papists against our Church (ibid.}.

Purgatory.

Of bringing souls out of purgatory, or relieving

them in their pains there, they (the Liturgies) say

nothing at all, for they knew of no such matter,

neither did the Church of old teach the people to

believe it (ibid.}.

Saint Worship,

We come to another impiety, the impiety of

some Christians, I mean the Papists, that are
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ready to persuade some of you to their own

errors, and say that this (Non habebis Deos

alias prater me) is none of God s command

ment, and that I know not what or how many
saints may be worshipped and prayed to as

well as He. ... It were infinite to number up

all, but I trow this is sufficient to show their

vanity, their impiety, their manifest contempt
and breach of this precept, when they have so

many gods to run to, so many helpers to trust

to, besides One. And let no man deceive you,

they that hold of this religion they hold of a

wrong one, and one that will deceive them all

at last (Sermon X.).

Confirmation.

The Romanists impose no hands, but hold

them up and over the child, so the ancient use

was abolished, and the new fashions brought in

without any example of the Apostles or the

primitive Church (Notes on the order of Con

firmation).

Confirmation is by the Church of Rome, that

now is corrupted with many errors and novelties

in religion, held to be a Sacrament ;
but we, who

by the grace of God are numbered among the

Reformed Churches, whereof this Church of
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England is, both for doctrine and discipline,

the most eminent and the most pure, the most

agreeable to Scripture and antiquity of all others,

we hold it to be none, and yet we hold it to be

a sacred and a solemn action of religion ( On
Confirmation ).

Confirmation is ministered by the Bishop ;

prayers and imposition of hands are alone used,

and none of the idle rites which in late times

have been invented by superstitious men ( Regni

Angliae Religio ).

His Profession of Faith.

Moreover, I do profess with holy asseveration

and from my very heart that I am now, and have

ever been from my youth, altogether free and

averse from the corruptions and impertinent,

new-fangled and papistical (so commonly called)

superstitions and doctrines, and new super-

additions to the ancient and primitive religion

and faith of the most commended, so orthodox

and Catholic Church, long since introduced,

contrary to the Holy Scripture and the rules

and customs of the ancient Fathers ( Last Will

and Testament
).

Can any who favour Romish doctrines or

practices derive sanction from Bishop Cosin ?
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CHAPTER V

BISHOP JEREMY TAYLOR

BISHOP TAYLOR is the most rhetorical of our

English divines the Chrysostom or Golden-

Mouth of the seventeenth century. In conse

quence of this characteristic an eloquent clause

here or a rhetorical flourish there lends itself

to a misrepresentation of the general views

of the writer, and this peculiarity is taken

advantage of by men of disloyal sentiments

to present Bishop Taylor as a supporter of

opinions which he was energetically combating.

We have seen an instance of this treatment of

the Bishop lately. A Declaration of Doctrine,

professing to be Catholic, but really Roman, was

issued. This Declaration was supported and

justified by a number of quotations, the majority,

if not all, of which were at once shown to mis

represent the authors quoted. Among them the

most striking was a passage from Jeremy Taylor,

the fallacious character of which was immediately

demonstrated by the Regius Professor of Divinity
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at Oxford, the Bishop of Edinburgh, and others.

The props on which the Declaration was sup

ported were struck away, and not one effort has

been made by those who issued the Declaration

to show either that they were honestly though

mistakenly trusted to at the first, or that other

props can be supplied in their places.

The following passages will show what were

Jeremy Taylor s real sentiments on points at

issue between the Roman Church and ourselves.

Holy Scripture.

If we inquire upon what grounds the primitive

Church did rely for their whole religion, we shall

find they knew none else but the Scriptures.

Ubi Scriptum? was their first inquiry. &quot;Do the

prophets and the Apostles, the Evangelists or the

Epistles, say so ?
&quot; Read it there, and then teach

it, else reject it
; they call upon their charges in

the words of Christ &quot;Search the Scriptures.&quot;

They affirm that the Scriptures are full, that they

are a perfect rule, that they contain all things

necessary to salvation, and from hence they

confuted all heresies. This I shall clearly prove

by abundant testimonies ( Dissuasive, Part II.,

I, ii. ;)

The Bishop then quotes Irenaeus, Clement of
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Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, Cyril of

Jerusalem, Basil, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Jerome,

Augustine. By the concourse of these testimonies

of so many learned, orthodox, and ancient Fathers

we are abundantly confirmed in that rule and

principle upon which the whole Protestant and

Christian religion is established. From hence we

learn all things, and by these we prove all things,

and by these we confute heresies and prove every

article of our faith. According to this we live,

and on these we ground our hope, and whatsoever

is not in these we reject from our canon {ibid.}.

That the Holy Scriptures of the Old and New
Testament do contain the whole will and law of

God is affirmed by the primitive Fathers and by
all the reformed Churches. That the Scriptures

are not a perfect rule of faith and manners, but

that tradition is to be added to make it a full

repository of the Divine Will is affirmed by the

Church of Rome ( Ductor Dubitantium, ii. 3,

14).

Interpretation of Scripture.

God hath made the Scriptures plain and easy

to all people that are willing and obedient. The

Fathers say that in things in which our salvation

is concerned the Scriptures need no interpreter,

but a man may find them out for himself. The
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way of the ancient and primitive Church was to

expound the Scriptures by the Scriptures. In

pursuance of this, the ancient Fathers took this

way, and taught us to do so too, to expound
difficult places by the plain. ... If you inquire

where or which is the Church, from human

teachings you can never find her; she is only

demonstrated in the divine oracles (ibid., ii. 3,

14).

Traditions.

Having stated that tradition is any way of

communicating the notice of a thing to us, the

Bishop points out that there may be a tradition

or handing down of things true, of things in

different, or of things false. All matters of

faith, he argues, are now delivered to us in

Scripture; indifferent things do not rest on

Apostolical authority, and need not be observed.

The third class of traditions he enumerates as

follows :

There are, indeed, a great many pretended to be

traditions, but they are false articles, or wicked

practices, or uncertain sentences at the best. I

reckon some of those which the Roman Church

obtrudes, such as are invocation of saints and

angels, adoration of them, and worshipping of

images, the doctrine of Purgatory, prayer in the
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unknown tongue, the Pope s power to depose

kings and to absolve from lawful and rate oaths,

the picturing of God the Father and the Holy

Trinity, the half-communion, the doctrine and

practice of indulgences, canon of the Mass, the

doctrine of proper sacrifice in the Mass, monastical

profession, the single life of priests and bishops.

Now, these are so far from being Apostolical

traditions that they are some of them apparently

false, some of them expressly against Scripture,

and others confessedly new, and either but of

yesterday, or like the issue of the people, born

where and when no man can tell (ibid., ii. 3, 14, 24).

Romish Innovations.

There are very many more things in which the

Church of Rome hath greatly turned aside from

the doctrine of Scripture and the practice of the

Catholic, Apostolic and Primitive Church. Such

are these : The invocation of saints
;

the in

sufficiency of Scripture without the tradition of

faith unto salvation
;
their absolving sinners before

they have by canonical penance and the fruits of

a good life testified their repentance ;
their giving

leave to simple presbyters by papal dispensation

to give confirmation of chrism
; selling Masses for

ninepence ; circumgestation of the Eucharist to be
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adored
;

the dangerous doctrine of the necessity

of the priest s intention in collating Sacraments,

by which device they have put it in the power of

the priest to damn whom he pleases of his own

parish ;
their affirming that the Mass is a proper

and propitiatory sacrifice for the quick and dead
;

private Masses, or the Lord s Supper without

communion, which is against the doctrine and

practice of the ancient Church of Rome itself, and

contrary to the tradition of the Apostles, if we

may believe Pope Calixtus, and is also forbidden

under pain of excommunication. . . . We have

done this the rather (verified the charge of novelty)

because the Roman emissaries endeavour to pre

vail amongst the ignorant, and prejudicate by boast

ing of antiquity and calling their religion the &quot; old

religion
&quot; and the &quot;

Catholic,&quot; so ensnaring others

by ignorant words, in which is no truth
;

their

religion, as it is distinguished from the religion of

the Church of England and Ireland, being neither

the old nor the Catholic religion, but new and

superinduced by arts known to all who with

sincerity and diligence have looked into their

pretences. But they have taught every priest

that can scarce understand his breviary (of which

in Ireland there are too many), and very many of

the people, to ask where our religion was before

Luther, whereas it appears by the premises that it is
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much more easy for us to show our religion before

Luther than for them to show theirs before Trent.

And although they can show too much practice of

their religion in the degenerate ages of the Church,

yet we can, and do, clearly show ours in the purest

and first ages, and can, and do, draw lines pointing

to the times and places where the several rooms

and storeys of their Babel was builded, and where

polished, and where furnished ( Dissuasive, I., i.

11).

Romish Superstitions.

Some of the Roman doctrines are a state of

temptation to all the reason of mankind, as the

doctrine of transubstantiation
;
some are at least

of a suspicious improbity, as worship of images
and of the consecrated elements, and many others

;

some are of a nice and curious nature, as the

doctrine of merit, of condignity and congruity ;

some are perfectly of human invention, without

ground of Scripture or tradition, as the forms of

ordination, absolution, etc. When men see that

some things can never be believed heartily, and

many not understood fully, and more not re

membered or considered perfectly, and yet all

imposed upon the same necessity, and as good
believe nothing as not everything this way is

apt to make men despise all religion or despair of

their own salvation (ibid., II., i. 7).
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Romish Impieties.

You are gone to a Church in which you are to

be a subject of the King so long as it pleases the

Pope ;
in which you may be absolved from your

vows made to God, your oaths to the King, your

promises to men, your duties to your parents in

some cases
;
a Church in which men pray to God,

and to saints in the same form of words in which

they pray to God
;
a Church in which men are

taught to worship images with the same worship

with which they worship God and Christ, or him

or her whose image it is
;
a Church which pretends

to be infallible, and yet is infinitely deceived
;

from receiving the whole Sacrament to receive it

but half; from Christ s institution to a human

invention
;
from Scripture to uncertain traditions,

and from ancient traditions to new pretences ;

from prayers which you understood to prayers

which you understand not
;
from confidence in God

to rely upon creatures
;
from entire dependence on

inward acts to a dangerous temptation to resting

too much in outward ministries, in the external

work of Sacraments and sacramentals
;

to a

Church where men s consciences are loaded with

a burden of ceremonies greater than that in the

days of the Jewish religion ;
to a Church that seals

up the fountain of God s Word, and gives you
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drink by drops out of such cisterns as they first

make, and then stain, and then reach out. It is

now become part of your religion to be ignorant,

to walk in blindness, to believe the man that hears

your confessions, to hear none but him, not to hear

God speaking but by him, and so you are liable

to be abused by him, as he please, without remedy.
You are taught to worship saints and angels with

a worship at least dangerous and in some things

proper to God
;

for your Church worships the

Virgin Mary with burning incense and candles to

her, and you give her presents, which by the con

sent of all nations used to be considered a worship

peculiar to God
;
and it is the same thing which

was condemned for heresy in the Collyridians,

who offered a cake to the Virgin Mary. A candle

and a cake make no difference in the worship

( Letter to a Gentlewoman seduced to the Church

of Rome ).

Universal Bishopric.

This doctrine, though it be not so scandalous

as their idolatry, so ridiculous as their super

stitions, so unreasonable as their doctrine of

transubstantiation, so easily reproved as their

half-communion and service in an unknown

tongue, yet it is as of dangerous and evil effect,

and as false, and as certainly an innovation, as
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anything in their whole congregation of errors

( Dissuasive, I., i. i).

Supremacy.

The Pope hath power in omnia, per omnia,

super omnia in all things, through all things,

over all things ;
and &quot; the sublimity and immensity

of the supreme bishop is so great that no mortal

man can comprehend it.&quot; This is not the private

opinion of a few, but the public doctrine owned

and offered to be justified to all the world (ibid.,

iii. 3).

Since the Bishop of Rome by acts which all

the world knows had raised an intolerable empire,

he used it as violently as he got it, and made his

little finger heavier than all the loins of princes.

. . . Every bishop hath from Christ equal power,

and there is no difference but what is introduced

by men that is, by laws positive, by consent, or

by violence. . . . From hence it must needs

follow that by the law of Christ one bishop is

not superior to another ( Duct. Dub., III., iv.

16).

Deposition of Kings.

It were an endless labour to transcribe the

horrible doctrines which are preached in the

Jesuits school to the shaking of the regal power
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of such princes which are not of the Roman
Communion. The whole economy of it is well

described by Bellarmine, who affirms that &quot;

it does

not belong to monks or other ecclesiastics to

commit murders, neither do the popes care to

proceed that way ;
but their manner is first

fatherly to correct princes, then by ecclesiastical

censures to deprive them of the communion, then

to absolve their subjects from the oath of

allegiance and to deprive them of their kingly

dignity ;
and what then ? the execution belongs

to others.&quot; This is the way of the popes, thus

wisely and moderately to break kings in pieces

( Dissuasive, I., iii. 3).

Transubstantiation.

The doctrine of transubstantiation is so far

from being primitive and apostolic that we know
the very time it began to be owned publicly for

an opinion, and the very Council in which it was

said to be passed into a public doctrine, and by
what arts it was promoted, and by what persons

it was introduced. For all the world knows that

by their own parties by Scotus, Ockam, Biel,

Fisher, Bishop of Rochester, and divers others

whom Bellarmine calls most learned and most

acute men, it was declared that the doctrine of
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transubstantiation is not expressed in the canon

of the Bible; that in the Scriptures there is no

place so express as (without the Church s de

claration) to compel us to admit of transubstantia

tion
;
and therefore at least it is to be suspected

of novelty. But, further, we know it was but a

disputable question in the ninth and tenth

centuries after Christ
;
that it was not pretended

to be an article of faith till the Lateran Council

in the time of Innocent III., twelve hundred years

and more after Christ
;
that since that pretended

determination divers of the chiefest teachers of

their own side have been no more satisfied with

the ground of it than they were before, but still

have publicly affirmed that the article is not

expressed in Scripture, particularly John de

Bassolis, Cardinal Cajetan, and Melchior Canus,

besides those above reckoned. And, therefore,

if it was not expressed in Scripture, it will be too

clear that they made their articles out of their

own heads
;
for they could not declare it to be

there, if it was not
;

and if it was there but

obscurely, then it ought to be taught accordingly,

and at most it could be but a probable doctrine,

and not certain, as an article of faith. But that

we may put it past argument and probability, it

is certain that as the doctrine was not taught in

Scripture expressly, so it was not at all taught
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as a Catholic doctrine or an article of the faith by
the primitive ages of the Church. Now for this

we need no proof but the confession and acknow

ledgments of the greatest doctors of the Church

of Rome. Having quoted Scotus, Peter Lombard,

Durandus, Alphonsus a Castro, and from the

first and best ages of the Church Tertullian,

Justin Martyr, Origen, Eusebius, Macarius, Ephrem,

Gregory Nazianzen, Chrysostom, Ambrose,

Augustine, Theodoret, Gelasius
;
and having put

aside the horrid and blasphemous questions, such

as, whether it may be said the priest is in some

sense the creator of God Himself/ and whether

a priest before he say his first Mass be the son

of God, but afterwards the father of God and the

creator of His body, against which a book was

written by John Hugo, he lays down five pro

positions, the first two of which are: I. That

what the Church of Rome teaches of transubstan-

tiation is absolutely impossible, and implies con

tradictions very many, to the belief of which no

faith can oblige us and no reason can endure.

For Christ s body being in heaven, glorious,

spiritual and impassible, cannot be broken. And
since by the Roman doctrine nothing is broken

but that which cannot be broken that is, the

colour, the taste, and other accidents of the ele

ments yet if they could be broken, since the
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accidents of bread and wine are not the substance

of Christ s body and blood, it is certain that on

the altar Christ s body naturally and properly

cannot be broken. 2. And since they say that

every consecrated wafer is Christ s whole body,

and yet this wafer is not that wafer, therefore

either this or that is not Christ s body, or else

Christ hath two bodies, for there are two wafers

(ibid., I., i. 5).

Objective Presence.

We may not render Divine worship to Him
as present in the blessed Sacrament according

to His human nature without danger of idolatry ;

because He is not there according to His human

nature, and therefore you give Divine worship

to a non ens, which must needs be idolatry ;
for

idolum nihil est in mundo, saith St. Paul, and

Christ, as present by His human nature in the

Sacrament, is a non ens ; for it is not true
;
there

is no such thing. He is present there by His

divine power and His divine blessing, and the

fruits of His body, the real effective consequents

of His passion ;
but for any other presence, it is

idolum, it is nothing in the world. Adore Christ

in heaven, for the heavens must contain Him
till the time of the restitution of all things
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( Fifth Letter to a Gentleman that was Tempted
to the Communion of the Roman Church ).

Adoration of the Sacrament.

Since by the decree of the Council of Trent

they are bound to exhibit to the Sacrament the

same worship which they give to the true God,

either this Sacrament is Jesus Christ or else

they are very idolaters
;

I mean materially such,

even while in their purpose they decline it. I

will not quarrel with (dispute against) the words

of the decree commanding to give Divine worship

to the Sacrament, which by the definition of their

own schools is an outward visible sign of an

inward spiritual grace, and so they worship the

sign and the grace with the worship due to God.

But that which I insist upon is this : that if they

be deceived in this difficult question, against

which there lie such infinite presumptions and

evidence of sense, and invincible reason and

grounds of Scripture, and in which they are

condemned by the primitive Church and by the

common principles of all philosophy, and the

nature of things and the analogy of the Sacra

ment
;

for which they had no warrant ever till

they made one of their own, which themselves

so little understand that they know not how to
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explicate it, nor agree in their own meaning,

nor cannot tell well what they mean
; if, I say,

they be deceived in their own strict article

(besides the strict sense of which there are so

many ways of verifying the words of Christ,

upon which all sides do rely), then it is certain

they commit an act of idolatry in giving Divine

honour to a mere creature, which is the image,

the sacrament, and representment of the body
of Christ. . . . The commandment to worship

God alone is so express ;
the distance between

God and bread dedicated to the service of God

is so vast
;

the danger of worshipping that

which is not God, or of not worshipping that

which is God, is so formidable, that it is infin

itely to be presumed that, if it had been intended

that we should have worshipped the Holy Sacra

ment, the Holy Scripture would have called it

God or Jesus Christ, or have bidden us in express

terms to have adored it
;
that either by the first,

as by a reason indicative, or by the second, as

by a reason imperative, we might have had

sufficient warrant, direct or consequent, to have

paid a Divine worship. Now, that there is no

implicit warrant in the sacramental words of
&quot; This is My body,&quot;

I have given very many
reasons to evince, by proving the words to be

sacramental and figurative.
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Add to this that supposing Christ present in

their senses, yet as they have acted the business,

they have made it superstitious and idolatrical
;

for they declare &quot; the Divine worship does also

belong to the symbols of bread and wine as being

one with Christ&quot; they are the words of Bellar-

mine
;
that

&quot; even the species also with Christ are

to be adored
&quot;

so Suarez. But then let it be

considered that since these species or accidents

are nor inherent in the holy body, nor have their

existence from it, but wholly subsist of themselves

(as they dream), since between them and the holy

body there is no substantial, no personal, union, it

is not imaginable how they can pass Divine wor

ship to those accidents which are not in the body,

nor the same with the body, but (by an impossible

supposition) subsist of themselves, and were proper

to bread and now not communicable to Christ;

and yet not commit idolatry.

At the best we may say to these men, as our

blessed Saviour to the woman of Samaria,
&quot; Ye

worship ye know not what
;
but we know what

we worship.&quot; For concerning the action of adora

tion, this I am to say, that it is a fit address in the

day of solemnity, with a sursum corda, with our

hearts lift up to heaven, where Christ sits (we are

sure) at the right hand of the Father; for Nemo

digne manducat nisi prius adoraverit, said St.
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Austin
(&quot;
No man eats Christ s body worthily

but he that first adores
Christ&quot;). But to ter

minate the Divine worship to the Sacrament, to

that which we eat, is so unreasonable and un

natural, and withal so scandalous, that Averroes,

observing it to be usual among the Christians with

whom he had the ill-fortune to converse, said these

words : Quandoquidem Christiani adorant quod

comedunt, sit anima mea cum philosophis (&quot;
Since

Christians worship what they eat, let my soul be

with the philosophers&quot;). If the man had con

versed with those who better understood the

article and were more religious and wise in their

worshippings, possibly he might have been invited

by the excellency of the institution to become a

Christian. But they that give scandal to Jews by
their images and leaving out the Second Com
mandment from their Catechisms, give offence to

the Turks by worshipping the Sacrament, and to

all reasonable men by striving against two or three

sciences and the notices (observation) of all man
kind. We give no Divine honour to the signs;

we do not call the Sacrament our God ( Real

Presence, xiii.).

This is a thing of infinite danger. God is a

jealous God. He spake it in the matter of ex

ternal worship and of idolatry, and therefore do

nothing that is like worshipping a mere creature,
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nothing that is like worshipping that which you
are not sure it is God. And if you can believe

the bread, when it is blessed by the priest, is

God Almighty, you can, if you please, believe

anything else.

If it be transubstantiated, and you are sure of

it, then you may pray to it and put your trust in

it, and believe the holy bread to be co-eternal with

the Father and with the Holy Ghost ( Fifth

Letter ).

Spiritual Presence.

&amp;lt;

By
&quot;

spiritually
&quot;

they mean &quot;

present after the

manner of a
spirit&quot;; by &quot;spiritually&quot;

we mean
&quot;

present to our spirits only
&quot;

that is, so as Christ

is not present to any other senses but that of faith

or spiritual susception. But their way makes His

body to be present no way but that which is

impossible and implies a contradiction
;
a body

not after the manner of a body; a body like a

spirit ;
a body without a body ;

and a sacrifice of

body and blood without blood
; corpus incorporeum&amp;gt;

cruor incruentus. They say that Christ s body is

truly present there as it was upon the cross, but

not after the manner of all or any body, but after

that manner of being as an angel is in a place.

That s their
&quot;spirituality&quot;; but we by the &quot;real

spiritual presence&quot; of Christ do understand Christ
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to be present, as the Spirit of God is present in the

hearts of the faithful, by blessing and grace. And
this is all which we mean, besides the typical and

figurative presence ( Real Presence, i.).

We think it our duty* to give our own people

caution and admonition. First, that they be not

abused by the rhetorical words and high expres

sions alleged out of the Fathers calling the Sacra

ment &quot; the body
&quot;

or &quot; the flesh of Christ,&quot; for we all

believe it is so, and rejoice in it
;
but the question

is after what manner it is so, whether after the

manner of the flesh, or after the manner of spiritual

grace and sacramental consequence. We with the

Holy Scriptures and the primitive Fathers affirm

the latter
;
the Church of Rome, against the words

of Scripture and the explication of Christ and

the doctrine of the primitive Church, affirm the

former. Secondly, that they be careful not to

admit such doctrines under the pretence of being

ancient; since, although the Roman error hath

been too long admitted and is ancient in respect

of our days, yet it is an innovation in Christianity,

and brought in by ignorance, power, and supersti

tion very many ages after Christ. Thirdly, we

exhort them that they remember the words of

Christ when He explicates the doctrine of giving

us His flesh for meat and His blood for drink, that

He tells us &quot;the flesh profiteth nothing, but the
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words which He speaks are spirit and they are

life.&quot; Fourthly, that if these ancient and primitive

doctors above cited say true, and that the symbols

still remain the same in their natural substance

and properties, even after they are blessed and

when they are received, and that Christ s body
and blood are only present to faith and to the

spirit, that then whoever tempt them to give

Divine honour to these symbols or elements (as

the Church of Rome does) tempts them to give to

a creature the due and incommunicable propriety

of God, and that then this evil passes further

than an error in the understanding, for it carries

them to a dangerous practice, which cannot

reasonably be excused from idolatry ( Dissua

sive, I., i. 5).

I have manifested the nature and operations

and the whole ministry to be spiritual ;
and that

not the natural body and blood of Christ is

received by the mouth, but the word and the

spirit of Christ by faith and a spiritual hand
;

and upon this account have discovered their

mistake who think the secret lies in the outside,

and suppose that we tear the natural flesh of

Christ with our mouths.

This (His natural body) He gave us but once

then, when upon the Cross He was broken for

our sins
;

this body could die but once, and it
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could be but at one place at once, and heaven was

the place appointed for it.

This body, being carried from us into heaven,

cannot be touched or tasted by us on earth
;
but

yet Christ left to us symbols and Sacraments of

this natural body ;
not to be or to convey that

natural body to us, but to do more and better for

us to convey all the blessings and graces procured

for us by the breaking of that body and the effusion

of that blood ; which blessings, being spiritual,

are therefore called
&quot; His body

&quot;

spiritually, be

cause procured by that body which died for us,

and are therefore called our food, because by
them we live a new life in the Spirit, and

Christ is our bread and our life, because by Him
after this manner we are nourished up to life

eternal.

The sum is this : The Sacraments and symbols,

if they be considered in their own nature, are just

such as they seem water, and bread and wine
;

they retain the names proper to their own

natures
;
but because they are made to be signs

of a secret mystery, and water is the symbol of

purification of the soul from sin, and bread and

wine of Christ s body and blood, therefore the

symbols and Sacraments receive the names of

what themselves do sign (are signs of) ; they are

the body and they are the blood of Christ they
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are metonymically such ( The Worthy Com

municant, i. 3).

One Kind.

They innovate in their doctrine of the half-

communion. For they deprive the people of the

chalice, and dismember the institution of Christ,

and prevaricate His express law in this particular,

and recede from the practice of the Apostles ;
and

though they confess it was the practice of the

primitive Church, yet they lay it aside and curse

those who follow Christ and His Apostles and

His Church, while themselves deny to follow

them. Now for this we need no other testimony

but their own words in the Council of Constance.

Here is the acknowledgment both of Christ s

institution in both kinds, and Christ s minister

ing it in both kinds, and the practice of the

primitive Church to give it in both kinds, yet the

conclusion from these premisses is :

&quot; We com

mand under the pain of excommunication that

no priest communicate the people under both

kinds of bread and wine.&quot; The opposition is

plain : Christ s testament ordains it, the Church

of Rome forbids it; it was the primitive custom

to obey Christ in this, a later custom is by
the Church of Rome introduced to the contrary.

To say that the first practice and institution
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is necessary to be followed is called heretical,

to refuse the latter subintroduced custom incurs

the sentence of excommunication. And this they
have passed not only into a law, but into an

article of faith
;
and if this be not teaching for

doctrines the commandments of men, and wor

shipping God in vain with men s traditions, then

there is, and there was, and there can be, no such

thing in the world ( Dissuasive, I., i. 6).

It is too much that any part of the Church

should so much as in a single instance administer

the Holy Sacrament otherwise than it is in the

institution of Christ, there being no other warrant

for doing the thing at all but Christ s institution,

and therefore no other way of learning how to

do it but by the same institution by which all of

it is done. But if a man alters what God

appointed, he makes to himself a new institution,

for which in this case there can be no necessity

nor yet excuse. That men are not suffered to

receive it in Christ s way, that they are driven

from it, that they are called heretic for saying it

is their duty to receive it as Christ gave it and

appointed it, that they should be excommunicated

for desiring to communicate in Christ s blood by
the symbol of His blood, according to the order

of Him that gave His blood this is such a

strange piece of Christianity that it is not easy to
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imagine what Antichrist can do more against

it unless he take it all away. I only desire those

persons that are here concerned to weigh well

the words of Christ and the consequents of them :

&quot; He that breaketh one of the least of My
commandments, and shall teach men so (and

what if he compel men so?), shall be called the

least in the kingdom of God&quot; (ibid., II., ii. 4).

The Insecurity of the Roman Religion.

I have already instanced in some particulars in

which the Church of Rome hath suffered infirmity

and fallen into error, and the errors are such

which the Fathers of the Church (for we meddle

not with any such judgment) call damnable. As
for example :

i.
&quot; To add anything to Scriptures or to intro

duce into the faith anything that is not written,&quot;

or &quot; to call anything divine that is not so on the

authority of the holy Scriptures,&quot; which Tertullian

says whoever does &quot;

may fear the woe pronounced
in Scripture against adders and detracters

&quot;

;
and

St. Basil says &quot;is a manifest note of infidelity and

a most certain sign of pride
&quot;

;
and others add &quot;

it is

an evil heart of immodesty and most vehemently
forbidden by the Apostles.&quot; . . .

2. The same is the case in their aproXdrpfia wor-
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shipping of consecrated bread, in which if they be

not deceived, all the reason and all the sense of

all the men in the world are deceived
;
and if

they be deceived, then it is certain they give

Divine worship to what they naturally eat and

drink
;

and how great a provocation of God

that is, they cannot but know by the whole

analogy of the Old and New Testament, and even

by natural reason itself and all the dictates of

religion which God hath written in our hearts. . . .

3. The like of this is the practice of the Church

of Rome in worshipping angels ; which, as it is

nowhere commanded in the New Testament, so it

is expressly forbidden by an angel himself twice

to St. John, adding an unalterable reason,
&quot; for I

am thy fellow-servant
; worship God.&quot; . . .

4. And of the like danger is invocation of

saints, which if it be no more than a mere desire

to them to pray for us, why is it expressed in

their public offices in words that differ not from

our prayers to God? If it be more, it creates in

us, or is apt to create in us, confidence in the

creature
;

it relies upon that which St. Paul used

as an argument against worship of angels, and

that is,
&quot;

intruding into those things we understand

not
&quot;

; for it pretends to know their present state,

which is hid from our eyes ;
and it proceeds upon

the very reason upon which the Gnostics and the

148



Modern Ritualism &&

Valentinians went that is, that it is fit to have

mediators between God and us, that we may
present our prayers to them, and they to God. . . .

5. What good does the worship of images do to

the souls of Christians? What glory is done to

God by being represented in little shapes and

human or fantastic figures ? What Scripture did

ever command it ? What prophet did not reprove

it ? Is it not in all appearance, and grammatical
and proper understanding of words, forbidden by
an express commandment of God ? Is there any

duty incumbent on us to do it? Certainly, all

the arts of witty men of the Roman side are little

enough, and much too little to prove that it is

lawful to make and worship them
;
and the dis

tinctions and elusions, the tricks and artifices, are

so many that it is a great piece of impertinent

learning to remember them, and no small trouble

to understand them, and they that most need the

distinction that is, the common people cannot

use them
;
and at the best it is very hard to think

it lawful but very easy to understand that it is

forbidden, and most easy to be assured it is very

innocent to let it alone. . . .

6. Thus also it must needs be confessed that

it is more safe for the Church of God to give the

Holy Communion in both kinds than in one; and

Bellarmine s foolish reason, of the wine sticking to
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laymen s beards, is as ridiculous as the doctrine

itself is unreasonable. The thing itself is no small

matter, but of greatest concernment. It is the

sacramental blood of Christ. The holy bread

cannot be the Sacrament of the blood
;
and if

Christ did not esteem it as necessary to have a

Sacrament of His blood as of His body, He would

not have done it
;
and if He did think it as neces

sary, certainly it was so. ...

7. What a strange uncharitableness is it to

believe and teach that poor babes, descending from

Christian parents, if they die unbaptized, shall

never see the face of God, and that of such is not

the kingdom of heaven ! The Church of England

enjoins the parents to bring them, and her priests

to baptize them, and punishes the neglect when it

is criminal, and yet teaches no such fierce and

uncharitable proposition, which can serve no end,

but what may with less damage and affrightment

be very well secured. . . .

I shall add no more
; only I profess myself to

wonder at the obstinacy of the Roman prelates,

that will not consent that the Liturgy of their

Church should be understood by the people. If

the Church of England be not in this also of the

surer side, then we know nothing, but all the

reason of all mankind is fallen asleep.

For professing these things according to the
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Scriptures and Catholic tradition and right reason,

they call us heretics and sentence us with damna

tion
;
with damnation, I say, for not worshipping

of images ;
for not calling the sacramental bread

our God and Saviour ;
for not teaching for

doctrines the commandments of men
;

for not

equalling the sayings of men with the sayings of

God
;
for not worshipping angels ;

for not putting

trust in saints and speaking to dead persons who

are not present ;
and for offering to desire to re

ceive the Communion as Christ gave it to His

disciples, and they to all to whom they preached.

If these be causes of damnation, what shall become

of them that do worship images, and that do take

away half of the Sacrament from the people to

whom Christ left it, and keep knowledge from

them and will not suffer the most of them to pray

with the understanding, and worship angels, and

make dead men their guardians, and erect altars

and make vows, and give consumptive offerings to

saints, real or imaginary? Now truly we know

not what shall become of them
;
but we pray for

them as men not without hope ; only as long

as we can, we repeat the words of our blessed

Saviour :

&quot; He that breaks one of the least

commandments, and teaches men so, shall be

called the least in the kingdom of heaven &quot;

(ibid., II., i. 8).
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Roman Corruptions of the Faith.

The case is this : The religion of a Christian

consists in faith and hope, repentance and charity,

Divine worship and celebration of the Sacraments,

and finally in keeping the commandments of God.

Now in all these, both in doctrines and practices,

the Church of Rome does dangerously err, and

teaches men so to do.

They do injury to faith by creating new Articles,

and enjoining them as of necessity to salvation.

They spoil their hope by placing it upon creatures

and devices of their own. They greatly sin against

charity by damning all that are not of their opinion

in things false or uncertain, right or wrong. They
break in pieces the salutary doctrine of repentance,

making it to be consistent with a wicked life and

little or no amendment. They worship they know
not what, and pray to them that hear them not,

and trust on that which helps them not. And as

for the commandments, they leave one of them out

of their catechisms and manuals, and while they
contend earnestly against some opponents for the

possibility of keeping them all, they do not insist

upon the necessity of keeping any in the course of

their lives till the danger or article of their death.

And concerning the Sacraments, they have egregi-
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ously prevaricated on two points. For, not to

mention their reckoning of seven Sacraments

(which we only reckon to be an unnecessary and

unscholastical error), they take the one half of the

principal away from the laity, and they institute

little Sacraments of their own
; they invent rites

and annex spiritual graces to them, what they

please themselves, of their own head, without a

Divine warrant or institution
;
and at last persuade

these people to that which can never be excused,

at least from material idolatry (ibid., I., iii. 13).

Worship of the Elements.

The same also is the case in their worshipping
the consecrated bread and wine

;
of which how

far they will be excused before God by their

ignorant pretensions and suppositions we know

not
;
but they hope to save themselves harmless

by saying that they believe the bread to be their

Saviour, and that if they did not believe so

they would not do so. We believe that they

say true, but we are afraid that this will no

more excuse them than it will excuse those who

worship the sun and moon and the queen of

heaven, whom they would not worship if they
did not believe to have divinity in them. And
it may be observed that they are very fond of
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that persuasion by which they are led into this

worship. The error might be some excuse if

it were probable, or if there were much tempta
tion to it

;
but when they choose their persuasion,

and have nothing for it but a tropical expression

of Scripture, which rather than not believe in the

natural, useless, and impossible sense, they will

defy all their own reason, and four of the five

operations of their soul seeing, smelling, tasting,

and feeling and contradict the plain doctrine

of the ancient Church, before they can consent

to believe this error, that bread is changed into

God and the priest can make his Maker
; we

have too much cause to fear that the error is too

gross to admit an excuse
;

and it is hard to

suppose it invincible and involuntary, because

it is so hard and so untempting and so unnatural

to admit the error. We do desire that God may
find an excuse for it and that they would not

(ibid., 12).

Image Worship.

If to give honour to a creature be idolatry,

then the doctors of the Church of Rome teach

their people to commit idolatry ;
for they affirm

that the same worship which is given to the

prototype or principal, the same is to be given

to the image of it. As we worship the Holy
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Trinity and Christ, so we may worship the images
of the Trinity and Christ ;

that is, with latria, or
&quot; Divine honour.&quot;

This is the constant sentence of the divines.

&quot; The image is to be worshipped with the same

honour and worship with which we worship those

whose image it
is,&quot;

said Azorius, their great

master of casuistical theology. And this is the

doctrine of their great St. Thomas, of Alexander

of Ales, Bonaventure, Albertus, Richardus,

Capreolus, Cajetan, Coster, Valentia, Vasquez,
the Jesuits of Cologne, Triers, and Mentz,

approving Coster s opinion (ibid., I., 12).

Purgatory.

1 We complain greatly that this doctrine, which

in all the parts of it is uncertain, and in the

additions to it in Rome is certainly false, is yet,

with all the faults of it, passed into an Article

of faith by the Council of Trent. Besides what

hath been said, it will be more than sufficient

to oppose against it these clearest words of

Scripture :

&quot; Blessed are the dead which die in

the Lord from henceforth
;

even so saith the

Spirit, that they may rest from their labours.&quot;

If all the dead that die in Christ be at rest, and

are in no more afflictions or labours, then the
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doctrine of the horrible pains of Purgatory is as

false as it is uncomfortable. If the servant of

Christ passeth from death to life, then not from

death to the terminable pains of a part of hell

(ibid., 4).

When the soul is gone out of the body, as

death finds them, so shall the Day of Judgment
find them. And this was the sense of the whole

Church ;
for after death there is no change of

state before the general trial, no passing from pain

to rest in the state of separation, and therefore

there are either no purgatory pains, or, if there

be, there is no ease for them before the Day of

Judgment, and the prayers and the Masses of

the Church cannot give remedy to one poor soul

(ibid., II., ii. 2).

Indulgences.

If penances be never so great or never so

little, yet it may be all supplied by indulgences,

of which there are such a store in the Vatican

at Rome that, as Pope Boniface said, no man is

able to number them
; yet he confirmed them

all. ... A little alms to a priest, a small

oblation to a church, a pilgrimage to the image

or relics of a saint, wearing St. Francis s cord,

saying over the beads with an hallowed

appendent, entering into a fraternity, praying at
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a privileged altar, leaving a legacy for a soul-

Mass, visiting a privileged cemetery, and twenty

other devices, will secure the sinner from suffering

punishment here or hereafter, more than his

friendly priest is pleased gently to impose. . . .

The noise of penances need not trouble the

greatest criminal, unless he be so unfortunate

as to live in no country, and near no church,

and without priest, or friend, or money, or notice

of anything that is so loudly talked of in

Christendom. If he be, he hath no help but one:

he must live a holy and a severe life, which is

the only great calamity which they are com

manded to suffer in the Church of England ;
but

if he be not, the case is plain : he may by their

doctrine take his ease. . . . There is no founda

tion of truth in these new devices
;
but even the

Roman doctors themselves, when they are pinched
with an objection, let their hold go, and to escape,

do in remarkable measures destroy their own

new building ( Dissuasive, I., ii. 3).

It is so wholly new, so merely devised, and

forged by themselves, so newly erected out of

nothing, from great mistakes of Scripture and

dreams of shadows from antiquity, that we are

to admonish our charges that they cannot

reasonably expect many sayings of the primi

tive doctors against them, any more than against
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the new fancies of the Quakers which were born

but yesterday (ibid., i. 3).

Penance an Encouragement of Evil Life.

1 Attrition (which is a low and imperfect de

gree of sorrow for sin, or, as others say, a

sorrow for sin commenced upon any reason of

a religious hope, or fear, or desire, or anything

else) is a sufficient disposition for a man in the

Sacrament of Penance to receive absolution,

and be justified before God by taking away
the guilt of all his sins and the obligation to

eternal pain. So that already the fear of hell

is quite removed upon conditions so easy that

many men take more pain to get a groat than

by this doctrine we are obliged to for the

curing and acquitting all the great sins of a

whole life of the most vicious person in the

world. And but that they affright their people

with a fear of Purgatory, or with the severity

of penances in case they will not venture for

Purgatory (for by their doctrine they may
choose or refuse either), there would be nothing

in their doctrine or discipline to impede or

slacken their proclivity to sin. But then they

have as easy a cure for that too, with a little

more charge sometimes, but most commonly
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with less trouble, for there so many confrater

nities, so many privileged churches, altars,

monasteries, cemeteries, offices, festivals, and

so free of concession of indulgences appendent
to all these, and a thousand fine devices for

taking away the fear of Purgatory, to commute

or expiate penances, that in no sect of men do

they with more ease and cheapness reconcile a

wicked life with the hopes of heaven than in

the Roman communion ( Liberty of Prophesy

ing 20).

Ritualism an Encouragement of Evil Life.

1 My quarrel with the Church of Rome is

greater and stronger upon such points that

are not usually considered than it is upon the

ordinary disputes, which have to no very great

purpose so much disturbed Christendom
;

and

I am more scandalized at her for teaching the

sufficiency of attrition in the Sacrament, for

indulging penances so frequently, for remitting

all discipline, for making so great a part of

religion to consist in externals and ceremonials,

for putting more force and energy, and exacting

with more severity the commandments of men

than the precepts of justice and internal religion ;

lastly, besides many other things, for promising
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heaven to persons after a wicked life upon
their impertinent cries and ceremonials trans

acted by the priests and the dying person. I

confess I wish the zeal of Christendom were a

little more active against these and the like

doctrines, and that men would write and live

more earnestly against them than as yet they

have done (ibid.}.

Probable Opinions a Warrant for Evil Life.

There is a proposition which indeed is new,

but is now the general doctrine of the leading

men in the Church of Rome, that if an opinion

or speculation be &quot;

probable,&quot; it may in practice

be safely followed, and if it be inquired what is

sufficient to make an opinion &quot;probable,&quot; the

answer is easy. The opinion of any one grave

doctor is sufficient to make a matter &quot;

probable,&quot;

nay,
&quot; the example and practice of good men,&quot;

that is, men who are so reputed ;
if they have

done it, you may do so too and be safe. This

is their great rule of conscience. And that is it

which we complain of. And we have reason.

For they suffer their casuists to determine all

cases severely and gently, strictly and loosely,

that so they may entertain all spirits, and please

all dispositions, and govern them by their own
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inclinations and as they list to be governed

by what may please them, not by that which

profits them
;
that none may go away scandalized

or grieved from their penitential chairs. But

upon this account it is a sad reckoning which

can be made concerning souls in the Church of

Rome. Suppose one great doctor amongst them

(as many do) shall say it is lawful to kill a king

whom the Pope declares heretic. By the

doctrine of
&quot;probability,&quot;

here is his warranty.

And though the Church do not declare that

doctrine that is, the Church do not make it

certain in speculation yet it may be safely

done in practice; here is enough to give peace

of conscience to him that does it
; nay, if the

contrary be more safe, yet if the other be but
&quot;

probable
&quot;

by reason of authority, you may
do the less safe and refuse what is more. For

that also is the opinion of some grave doctors.

If one doctor says it is safe to swear a thing as

of our knowledge which we do not know, but

believe it is so, it is therefore &quot;

probable
&quot;

that it

is so lawful to swear it because a grave doctor

says it, and then it is safe enough to do so

( Dissuasive, I., ii. 7).

Equivocation.

&quot; To him that asks you again for what you have
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paid him already, you may safely say you never

had anything of him, meaning so as to owe it him

now.&quot; It is the doctrine of Emanuel Sa and

Sanchez, which we understand to be a great lie

and a great sin. If a man asks his wife if she be

an adulteress, though she be, she may say she is

not, if in her mind she secretly say,
&quot; Not with a

purpose to tell you
&quot;

;
so Cardinal Tolet teaches.

And if a man swears to a thief that he will give

him twenty crowns, he may secretly say,
&quot; If I

please to do so,&quot;
and then he is not bound. . . .

Now, by these doctrines a man is taught how to be

an honest thief, and to keep what he is bound to

restore, and by them we may not only deceive our

brother, but the law
;
and not the law only, but

God also, even with an oath
;

if the matter be but

small, it never makes God angry with you or puts

you out of the state of grace ;
but if the matter be

great, yet to prevent a great trouble to yourself,

you may conceal a truth by saying that which is

false, according to the general doctrine of the late

casuists. ... A man may do these vile things

(for so we understand them to be) and find justifi

cation and warranty, and shall not be affrighted

with the terrors of damnation, nor the imposition

of penances ;
he may for all these things be a

good Catholic, though, it may be, not a very

good Christian (ibid., 3).
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Papal Dispensations.

&quot; The Pope can dispense supra jus, contra jus,

above law and against law and
right,&quot;

said Mar-

conius in his book &quot; Of the Majesty of the Militant

Church &quot;

;

&quot;

for the Pope s tribunal and God s is

but one, and therefore every reasonable creature

is subject to the Pope s empire,&quot; said the same

author. ... As the Pope by his dispensations

undertakes to dissolve the ordinances of God, so

also the most solemn contracts of men. . . . And

now, if it be considered what influence these

doctrines have upon societies and communities of

men, they will need no further reproof than a mere

enumeration of the mischiefs they produce. They

by this means legitimate adulterous and incestuous

marriages and disannul lawful contracts
; they give

leave to a spouse to break his or her vow and

promise, and to children to disobey their parents,

and perhaps to break their mother s heart or to

undo a family. No words can bind your faith,

because you can be dispensed with; and if you
swear you will not procure a dispensation, you can

as well be dispensed with for that perjury as the

other
;
and you cannot be tied so fast but the Pope

can unloose you. So that there is no certainty in

your promise to God or faith to man
;

in judi-

catories to magistrates, or in contract to merchants
;
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not the duty of children to their parents, of husbands

to their wives, or wives to their contracted hus

bands
;
of a Catholic to a heretic

; and, last of all,

a subject to his prince cannot be bound so strictly,

but if the prince be not of the Pope s persuasion,

or be by him judged a tyrant, his subjects shall

owe him no obedience (ibid., iii.).

Language of Prayer not understood.

As the Church of Rome does great injury to

Christendom in taking from the people what Christ

gave them in the matter of the Sacrament, so she

also deprives them of very much of the benefit

which they might receive by their holy prayers if

they were suffered to pray in public in a language

they understand
;
but that is denied to the common

people, to their very great prejudice and injury,

concerning which, although it is as possible to re

concile adultery with the seventh commandment

as service in a language not understood to the

fourteenth chapter of the First Epistle to the Cor

inthians, and that therefore, if we can suppose that

the apostolical age did follow the apostolical rule,

it must be concluded that the practice of the Church

of Rome is contrary to the practice of the primitive

Church
; yet, besides this, we have thought fit to

declare the plain sense and practice of the succeed-
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ing ages in a few testimonies, but so pregnant as

not to be avoided.

The Bishop then quotes Origen, Chrysostom,

Ambrose, Basil, Augustine, and refers to the trans

lations of Jerome and Ulphilas, and continues:

Now, if the words of the Apostle and the

practice of the primitive Church, the sayings of the

Fathers, and the confessions of wise men among
themselves, if the consent of nations and the piety

of our forefathers, if right reason and the necessity

of the thing, if the needs of the ignorant and the

very inseparable conditions of holy prayers, if the

laws of princes and the laws of the Church, which

do require all our prayers to be said by them that

understand what they say, if all these cannot pre

vail with the Church of Rome to do so much good
to the people s souls as to consent, they should

understand what in particular they are to ask of

God
; certainly there is a great pertinacity of

opinion, and but a little charity to those precious

souls for whom Christ died, and for whom they

must give account (ibid., i. 7).

Irish Romanism.

They believe as their priest bids them, and

go to Mass, which they understand not, and reckon

their beads to tell the number and the tale of their
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prayers, and abstain from eggs and flesh in Lent,

and visit St. Patrick s well, and leave pins and

ribbons, yarn or thread, in their holy wells, and

pray to God, St. Mary and St. Patrick, St.

Columbanus and St. Bridget, and desire to be

buried with St. Francis s cord about them, and to

fast on Saturdays in honour of Our Lady. These

and so many other things of like nature we see

daily that we, being conscious of the infinite

distance which these things have from the spirit

of Christianity, know that no charity can be

greater than to persuade the people to come to

our churches, where they shall be taught all the

ways of godly wisdom, of peace and safety to

their souls, whereas now there are many of

them that know not how to say their prayers, but

mutter, like pyes and parrots, words which they

are taught, but they do not pretend to understand

. . . for the numerous companies of priests and

friars amongst them take care they shall know

nothing of religion but what they design for them.

They use all means to keep them to the use of

the Irish tongue, lest if they learn English, they

might be supplied with persons fitter to instruct

them. The people are taught to make that also

their excuse for not coming to our churches to

hear our advices, or converse with us on religious

intercourses, because they understand us not
;
and
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they will not understand us, neither will they

learn that they may understand and live. And
this and many other evils are made greater and

more irremediable by the affrightment which their

priests put upon them
; by the issue of ecclesiasti

cal jurisdiction (they are now exercising it too

publicly) they give them laws not only for religion,

but even for temporal things. So that as it is

certain that the Roman religion, as it stands in

distinction and separation from us, is a body of

strange propositions, having but little relish of

true primitive Christianity ;
so it is here amongst

us a faction and a State party, and design to

recover their old laws and barbarous manner of

living, a device to enable them to live alone, and to

be a people of one language and unmingled with

others. And if this be religion, it is such a one

as ought to be reproved by all the severities of

reason and religion, but the people perish, and

their souls be cheaply given away to them that

make merchandize of souls, who were the purchase

and price of Christ s blood (Preface to Dis

suasive
).

English Reformation.

When the keepers of the field slept and the

enemy had sown tares, and they had choked the

wheat and almost destroyed it when the world
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complained of the infinite errors in the Church,

and being oppressed by a violent power, durst not

complain so much as they had cause . . . then it

was that divers Christian kingdoms, and particularly

the Church of England, being ashamed of the

errors, superstitions, heresies, and impieties which

had deturpated the face of the Church, looked in

the glass of Scripture and pure antiquity, and

washed away those stains with which time and

inadvertency and tyranny had besmeared her, and

being thus cleansed and washed, is accused by the

Roman parties of novelty, and condemned because

she refuses to run into the same excess of riot and

deordination. But we cannot deserve blame who

return to our ancient and first health by prefer

ring a new cure before an old sore ( Dissuasive,

I.,i. ii).

The English Liturgy.

To the Churches of the Roman communion we

can say that ours is reformed
;

to the reformed

Churches we can say that ours is orderly and

decent
;
for we were freed from the imposition and

lasting errors of a tyrranical spirit, and yet from

the extravagancies of a popular spirit too. Our

reformation was done without tumult, and yet we

saw it necessary to reform
;
we were zealous to

throw away the old errors, but our zeal was
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balanced with consideration and the results of

authority ; but, like women or children when they

are affrighted with fire in their clothes, we shaked

off the coal indeed, but not our garments, lest we

should have exposed our Churches to their naked

ness which the excellent men of our sister Churches

complained to be among themselves. And indeed

it is no small advantage to our Liturgy that it was

the offspring of all that authority which was to

prescribe in matters of religion. The King and

the priest, which are the antistites religionis and the

preservers of both the tables, joined in this work,

and the people, as it was represented in Parliament,

were advised withal in authorising the form after

much deliberation
;
for the rule,

&quot;

Quod spectat ad

omnes ab omnibus tractari debet
&quot; was here

observed with strictness (Preface to Apology
for Authorized and Set Forms of Liturgy ).

Modern Romanism.

If these things can consist with the duty of

Christians not only to eat what they worship,

but to adore those things with divine worship

which are not God
;

to reconcile a wicked life

with certain hopes and expectations of heaven

at last, and to place these hopes upon other

things than God, and to damn all the world
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that are not Christians, at this rate, then we

have lost the true measure of Christianity ;
and

the doctrine and discipline of Christ is not a

natural and rational religion, not a religion that

makes men holy, but a confederacy under the

conduct of a sect; and it must rest in forms

and ceremonies and devices of man s invention.

And although we do not doubt but that the

goodness of God does so prevail over all the

follies and malice of mankind that there are

in the Roman communion many very good

Christians, yet they are not such as they are

Papists, but by something that is higher and

before that, something that is of an abstract or

more sublime consideration. And though the

good people among them are what they are

by the grace and goodness of God, yet by all

or any of these opinions they are not so
;

but the very best suffer diminution and alloy

by these things, and very many more are

wholly subverted and destroyed ( Dissuasive,

I., i. 2).

Bishop Jeremy Taylor, speaking of St. Augus
tine s teaching on the Holy Communion, says

that it is so evident that he was a Protestant

in this article that truly it is a strange boldness

to deny it
;

and upon equal terms no man s
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mind in the world could be known
;

for if all

that he says in this question shall be reconcil

able to transubstantiation, I know no reason

but it
may&quot;

be possible but a witty man may
pretend when I am dead that in this discourse

I have pleaded for the doctrines of the Roman
Church ( Real Presence, xii. 30). What the

good Bishop thought so impossible has come

about. Not merely a witty man, but a society,

professing to consist of men, women, and children,

communicants or members of the Church of

England, has pretended that in this discourse

the Bishop has pleaded for the doctrines of the

Roman Church, namely, that in the Sacrament

of the Lord s Supper the Bread and Wine

through the operation of the Holy Ghost become,

in and by consecration, verily and indeed the

Body and Blood of Christ, and that Christ

present in the same Most Holy Sacrament of

the altar under the form of Bread and Wine, is

to be worshipped and adored. Being shown that

they have misrepresented Bishop Taylor (as

they have misquoted Bishop Andrewes and

misrepresented other authorities whom they

cite), they have made no apology, no ex

planation, no sign. They allow judgment to

go by default. How entirely opposed the

Bishop is to the doctrine of the E.C.U. Declara-
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tion (which doctrine in several places he pro

nounces idolatrous) may be seen from the ex

tracts given in this chapter. Further proof may
be found in sections iv. to vii. of the treatise on

the Real Presence.
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CHAPTER VI

BISHOP BULL

BISHOP BULL was one of the most learned of the

seventeenth-century divines. His greatest work

was the Defence of the Nicene Creed, written in

Latin, and published in 1685, the purpose of which

was to show that no change of faith was intro

duced by the Nicene Council, but that the doctrine

there expounded was the doctrine of the Church

from the beginning. This was followed by his

Judgment of the Catholic Church of the First

Three Centuries on the Necessity of Believing

that our Lord Jesus Christ is very God, published

in 1694. A copy of this work having been sent

to Bossuet by Robert Nelson, the Bishop returned

a warm letter of thanks, together with the un

feigned congratulations (to the author) of all the

clergy of France assembled in this place (St.

Germain-en-Laye, July, 1700) for the service that

he does the Catholic Church in so well defending

her determination of the necessity of believing the
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Divinity of the Son of God. At the same time

he expressed his astonishment that Bull did not

join the Catholic Church. This led to a reply by

Bull, to which, when published, he gave the name

of the Corruptions of the Church of Rome.

From this treatise and from his sermons the

following extracts are taken :

The Primitive Church.

Of the Catholic Church of the three first

centuries I do indeed speak with great deference.

To her judgment (next to the Holy Scriptures)

I appeal against the oppugners of our Lord s

divinity at this day, whether Arians or Socinians.

The rule of faith, the Symbols or Creeds, the

profession whereof was in those ages the con

dition of communion with the Catholic Church

(mentioned by Irenaeus, Tertullian, and others), I

heartily and firmly believe. This primitive

Catholic Church as to her government and

discipline, her doctrine of faith and her worship
of God, I think ought to be the standard by
which we are to judge of the orthodoxy and

purity of all other succeeding Churches, accord

ing to that excellent rule of Tertullian,
&quot; De

Praescript. adv. Haer.,&quot; cap. xx., xxi. ( Corrup

tions, etc.).
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The Catholic Church.

If the Bishop asks me what I mean by the

Catholic Church, speaking of it as now it is, I

answer, By the Catholic Church I mean the

Church Universal, being a collection of all the

Churches throughout the world who retain the

faith once delivered to the saints (Jude 3) ;
that

is, who hold and profess, in the substance of it,

that faith and religion which was delivered by
the Apostles of Christ to the first original

Churches, according to Tertullian s rule above

mentioned. Which faith and religion is contained

in the Holy Scriptures, especially of the New

Testament, and the main fundamentals of it

comprised in the canon or rule of faith universally

received throughout the Primitive Churches, and

the profession thereof acknowledged to be a

sufficient tessera or badge of a Catholic Christian.

All the Churches at this day which hold and

profess this faith and religion, however distant in

places, or distinguished by different rites and

ceremonies, yea, or divided on some extra-

fundamental points of doctrine, yet agreeing in

the essentials of the Christian religion, make up

together one Christian Catholic Church under the

Lord Christ, the supreme Head thereof.

I wonder why M. de Meaux [Bishop Bossuet]
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should ask me whether by the Catholic Church I

mean the Church of Rome or the Church of

England. He knows full well I mean neither the

one nor the other. For to say either of the

Church of Rome, or the Church of England, or of

the Greek Church, or of any other particular

Church, of what denomination soever, that it is

the Catholic or Universal Church would be as

absurd as to affirm that a part is the whole

(ibid.).

The Church of Rome

The Church of Rome hath quite altered the

primitive ecclesiastical government, changed the

primitive canon or rule of faith, and miserably

corrupted the primitive liturgy or form of divine

worship.

The Church of Rome hath changed the

primitive canon or rule of faith by adding new

articles to it, as necessary to be believed in order

to salvation. Look to the confession of faith

according to the Council of Trent.

It seems no other union of the Church will

satisfy the Bishop but an union of all the Churches

of Christ throughout the world under one visible

Head, having a jurisdiction over them all, and

that head the Bishop of Rome for the time being.

But such an union as this was never dreamed of
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amongst Christians for at least the first six

hundred years.

I verily believe they are in great danger of

their salvation who live in her communion
;
that

is, who own her erroneous doctrines and join in

her corrupt worship (ibid.}.

Papal Supremacy.

The government of the Catholic Church was

in the primitive times distributed among the

several chief bishops or primates of the provinces,

neither of them being accountable to the other,

but all of them to an CEcumenical Council, which

was then held to be the only supreme visible

judge of controversies arising in the Church, and

to have the power of finally deciding them. The

universal pastorship or government of the Catholic

Church was never claimed by any Bishop till

towards the end of the sixth century, and then it

was thought to be challenged by John, Patriarch

of Constantinople, assuming to himself the title of

CEcumenical or Universal Bishop : when Gregory
the Great, Bishop of Rome, vehemently opposed,

pronouncing him the forerunner of Antichrist who
durst usurp so arrogant a title. . . . And yet this

&quot; name of vanity,&quot;
this

&quot; new and profane title
&quot;

of

Universal Bishop, was afterwards accepted by
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Boniface III., Bishop of Rome, when it was offered

him by that bloody miscreant Phocas the

Emperor ;
and the same title hath been owned

by the succeeding Bishops of the Roman Church

and that, as due to them by divine right. Nay,
the universal pastorship and jurisdiction of the

Roman Bishop over all Bishops and Churches is

now no longer a mere Court opinion, maintained

only by the Pope s parasites and flatterers, but

is become a part of the faith of the Church

of Rome. ... for the Court is entered into the

Church of Rome, or rather, the Court and Church

of Rome are all one J
(ibid.}.

The Mass.

This proposition, that in the Mass there is

offered to God a true, proper and propitiatory

sacrifice for the living and the dead, having that

other of the substantial presence of the Body and

Blood of Christ in the Eucharist immediately

annexed the meaning of it must necessarily be

this, that in the Eucharist the very Body and

Blood of Christ are again offered up to God as a

1 The universal bishopric of the Pope of Rome, after

centuries of growth, due chiefly to the False Decretals, was

finally adopted for the Roman Communion by the Vatican

Council of 1870.
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propitiatory sacrifice for the sins of men : which is

an impious proposition, derogatory to the one full

satisfaction of Christ made by His death on the

Cross and contrary to express Scripture, Heb. vii.

27; and ix. 12, 25, 26, 28; and x. 12, 14. ...

The Eucharistical sacrifice is a reasonable sacrifice,

widely different from that monstrous sacrifice

of the Mass, taught in the Church of Rome

(ibid.}.

Transubstantiation.

( That in the Eucharist there is made a conver

sion of the whole substance of the bread into the

Body and of the whole substance of the wine into

the Blood of Christ is a proposition that bids de

fiance to all the reason and sense of mankind.

Nor (God be praised) hath it any ground or foun

dation in Divine Revelation. Nay, the text of

Scripture on which the Church of Rome builds this

article, duly considered, utterly subverts and over

throws it. She grounds it upon the words of the

institution of the holy sacrament by our Saviour.

But these words could not be true in a proper

sense
;
for our Saviour s body was not then given

or broken, nor was there one drop of His Blood

yet shed. The words therefore must be under

stood in a figurative sense
;
and then what be

comes of the doctrine of Transubstantiation ? As
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little foundation hath this doctrine of Transub-

stantiation in the ancient Church (ibid.}.

One Kind.

This article of the sufficiency of the Sacrament

of the Eucharist, taken only in one kind, as it

refers to and is designed to justify the practice of

the Roman Church in the constant and public

administration of the sacrament to all the laity only

in one kind, viz., the bread, denying them the cup,

is manifestly against our Saviour s first institution

of the sacrament, against Apostolical practice and

the usage of the universal Church of Christ for a

thousand years, as is confessed by divers learned

men of the Roman communion. And yet, atcord-

ing to the Trent Creed, all men are damned that

do not assent to the insolent and (as I may justly

term it) antichristian decree of the Roman
Church in this point (ibid.}.

Purgatory.

The true rise and growth of the doctrine of

Purgatory is plainly this. About the middle of

the third century Origen, among other Platonick

conceits of his, vented this, that all the faithful

(the Apostles themselves not excepted) shall at
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the Day of Judgment pass through a purgatory

fire, the fire of the great conflagration, which they

shall endure for a longer or shorter time according

as their imperfections require a greater or lesser

purgation. And in this conceit, directly contrary

to many express texts of Scripture, he was

followed, for the greatness of his name, by some

other great men in the Church of God. But how

different this Purgatory is from the Roman, every

man of sense will presently discern. Afterwards,

about the end of the fourth or the beginning of

the fifth century, St. Austin began to doubt

whether this imagined purgation were not to be

made in the interval between death and the

resurrection, at least as to the souls of the more

imperfect Christians. And tis strange to observe

how he is off and on in this question. And yet it

is not strange neither, considering how easily he

may, nay, how necessarily he must, be at a loss,

that leaves the plain and beaten track of the Holy

Scriptures and primitive tradition, to hunt after

his own conceits and imaginations. Towards the

end of the sixth century Pope Gregory, a man
known to be superstitious enough, undertook

dogmatically to assert the problem, and with

might and main set himself to prove it, chiefly

from the idle stories of apparitions of souls coming
out of Purgatory. Four hundred years after, Pope
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John XVIII., or as some say XIX., instituted a

holy day wherein he severely required all men to

pray for the souls in Purgatory ;
as if the Catholic

Church before him had been deficient in charity

and had forgotten the miserable souls in that

place of torment. At length the cabal at Florence,

in the year 1439, turned the dream into an article

of faith, so that now they are damned to hell that

will not believe in a Purgatory. And the Pope s

vassals still tenaciously hold and fiercely maintain

the doctrine, not so much for the godliness as for

the gain of it (Sermon III.).

Speculum Trinitatis.

As to what the Romanists tell us of the Glass

of the Trinity and extraordinary revelations, they

are bold, presumptuous conjectures, destitute of

any ground or colour from reason or Scripture,

and indeed are inconsistent with one another. To
be sure, that Glass of the Trinity would never

have passed with the Fathers of the first ages, for

they generally held that the souls of the righteous

(some indeed excepted the souls of the martyrs)

do not presently after death ascend to the third

heaven, but go to a place and state of inferior bliss

and happiness (which they commonly call by the

name of Paradise, though where it is situated they
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do not all agree), and there remain till the

resurrection of their bodies; after which they

shall enter into the kingdom of heaven, and there

for ever enjoy the consummate bliss and happiness

which consists in that clear vision of God which

the Holy Scripture calls &quot;seeing Him face to

face.&quot; And indeed their distinction of Paradise

(the receptacle of holy souls presently after death)

from the third heaven seems to have firm ground
in the New Testament. However, this was a

current doctrine in the Christian Church for many
ages, till at length the Popish Council of Florence

boldly determined the contrary, defining that

those souls, which having contracted the blemish of

sin, being, either in their bodies or out of them,

purged from it, are presently received into heaven,

and there clearly behold God Himself, one God
in three Persons, as He is. This decree they

craftily made, partly to establish the superstition

of praying to saints deceased, whom they would

make us to believe to see and know all our

necessities and concerns in speculo Trinitatis, and

so to be fit objects of our religious invocation
;

partly and chiefly to confirm the doctrine of

Purgatory, and that the prayers of the ancient

Church for the dead might be thought to be

founded upon a supposition that the souls of some,

nay most, faithful persons after death go into a
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place of grievous torment
;
out of which they may

be delivered by the prayers, Masses, and alms of

the living ( Corruptions, etc.).

Invocation of Saints.

For the worship and invocation of saints

deceased there is no ground or foundation in the

Holy Scripture, no precept, no example. Nay,

it is by evident consequence forbidden in the

prohibition of the worship and invocation of

angels, Col. ii. 18. Now if we must not pray to

angels, then much less may we pray to saints.

Against the invocation of angels and saints we

have the concurrent testimonies of all the Catholic

Fathers of the first three centuries at least (ibid.,

etc.).

Mariolatry.

The expression of &quot; the blessed Virgin
&quot; doubt

less signifies but the same thing, though in wider

extent, with that of Leah upon the birth of her

son Asher, Gen. xxx. 13, where the LXX. hath

it,
&quot;

Happy am I, for the daughters shall call me
blessed.&quot; No man can be so foolish as to imagine

she meant that the daughters should pray to her

and worship her, but only that they should think

and acknowledge her a happy woman. So here
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when the holy Virgin saith,
&quot; All generations shall

call me blessed,&quot; she means no more than that

all generations should, upon the account of her

bringing into the world the common Saviour,

esteem and proclaim her the most blessed woman.

We abominate the impious imposture of those

who have translated the most humble and holy

Virgin into an idol of pride and vanity, and

represented her as a vain-glorious and aspiring

creature, like Lucifer (I tremble at the comparison),

thirsting after Divine worship and honour and

seeking out superstitious men and women, whom
she may oblige to her more especial service, and

make them her perpetual votaries. For what

greater affront than this could they have offered

to her humility and sanctity ? (Sermon IV.).

Relics.

Hear the judgment of the learned and pious

Cassander: &quot;It seems to me much more proper

that all such ostentation of miracles were forborne

and the people were invited to worship the true

relics of saints : that is, the examples of piety

and virtue they have left behind them for our

imitations, as is recorded in what has been

written either by them or of them ( Corrup

tions, etc.).
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Image-worship.

Is this really an article of the Catholic Christian

faith, without belief whereof there is no salvation ?

What then is become of the Catholic Church of

the first three centuries and downwards ? For it

is certain that the Church of those days never

allowed the use of images in her oratories or

conventicles, much less the adoration or worship

of them. The words of Epiphanius are these :

&quot;At my entrance into the church to pray, I saw

there a veil hanging within the doors of the same

church, dyed, and painted, and having the image
as it were of Christ or some saint, for I do not

well remember whose it was. When therefore I

had seen this image of a man hanging in the

church of Christ, against the authority of the Scrip

tures, I tore it in pieces and advised the keepers

of the place to wrap therewith a poor dead man
and carry him to burial in it. ... And I beseech

thee [the Bishop of Jerusalem] to command for

the future that no such veils as are contrary to our

religion be hung up in the Church of Christ.&quot;

What good use at all can be made of these

images and this image-worship? The answer of

the Romanist here is that these images are books

fit to instruct the ignorant laity that cannot read
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the Holy Scriptures, and apt to raise devotion in

them. But to this plea for image-worship, made

use of by Wading, a Jesuit of Antwerp, his learned

antagonist returns this excellent answer :

&quot;

I deny
not but images may be of use to the stupid vulgar,

who are led only by their senses, for raising their

devotion at the sight ofthem
;
but see, I pray you,

whether many more and greater disadvantages are

not to be feared from the use and worship of them &quot;

(ibid.}.

Indulgences.

Purgatory and Papal Indulgences are both of

them later inventions. But I think when men

were first seduced to a belief of Purgatory, they

were not yet presently so foolish as to think that

any one mortal man had power by his pardons

to deliver men out of it. Antichristianism in the

Roman Church did not presently come to that

maturity, nor was the Papal power so soon ad

vanced to that prodigious height and greatness.

And if the men that influenced and governed

the Trent Convention had had any true sense of

religion, they would have denounced an anathema

against this vile doctrine and practice, and not (as

they have done) decreed, and that as an article of

faith without any restriction or qualification,
&quot; that

the use of Indulgence is highly conducive to the
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salvation of Christians.&quot; But they were the Pope s

vassals, and received their instructions from Rome
not to repress anything, though never so much

amiss, that tended to the grandeur and gain of that

see (ibid.}.

Corruptions in Worship.

So corrupt a faith could not but produce as

corrupt a worship. The prayers of that Church

are in a tongue generally not understood by the

people, contrary to reason, which of itself dictates

that when we pray to God we ought to understand

our own prayers ; contrary to the plain declaration

of Scripture, I Cor. xiv.
; contrary to the practice of

the Catholic Church in the first ages. Now there are

no such Common Prayers in the Church of Rome
;

the priests say and do all, the people being left to

gaze about, or to whisper one to another, or to look

upon their private manuals of devotion, according

as their inclination leads them.

The Liturgy of the present Church of Rome is

interspersed with supplications and prayers to

angels and saints. It is visible to all men with

what zeal these silly deluded souls run to the

shrines of the saints. I do affirm that there are

still such addresses and forms of prayer to the

blessed Virgin either enjoined or allowed by

authority to be used in the Church of Rome as no
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man who hath a due concern for the honour of his

Redeemer can read or hear without abhorrence

and detestation. Sure I am most of the arguments

Epiphanius useth against the Collyridians may
serve every whit as well against the Papists.

To pass by the worship of images . . . she hath

taken from the laity the blessed cup, contrary to

our blessed Saviour s express command, as ex

pounded by the practice of the Apostles and of

the universal Church of Christ for the first ten

centuries.

Besides, the whole administration is so clogged,

so metamorphozed and defaced by the addition of

a multitude of ceremonies, and those some of them

more becoming the stage than the Table of our

Lord, that if the blessed Apostles were alive and

present at the celebration of the Mass in the

Roman Church, they would be amazed and wonder

what the meaning of it was. Sure I am they
would never own it to be that same ordinance

which they left to the Churches (ibid.}.

Elevation,

The worst ceremony of all is the Elevation of

the Host, to be adored by the people as very
Christ Himself under the appearance of bread,

whole Christ, God and Man, while they neglect the
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old Sursum corda, the lifting up of their hearts to

heaven, where whole Christ indeed is. A practice

this is which nothing can excuse from the grossest

idolatry but their gross stupidity, or rather infatua

tion, in thinking that a piece of bread can by any
means whatsoever, or howsoever consecrated and

blessed, become their very God and Saviour a

very sad excuse indeed (ibid.}.

Processions and Solitary Masses.

f

By what reason, by what Scripture, by what

example or practice of the primitive Churches

can the Romanists defend their carrying about

the holy sacrament in procession, or the mockery
of their solitary Masses ? (ibid?).

Attrition.

The Church of Rome teacheth and avoweth

such doctrine as evidently and utterly destroys

the necessity of a holy life and encourageth men

to hope they shall reap in mercy though they

sow not to themselves in righteousness. Such

is that doctrine of theirs, that a man by Attrition,

or such a sorrow for sin as ariseth only from fear

and is void of charity and the love of God above

all things, with the help of the sacrament of
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Penance, that is, of confession to and absolution

from a priest, may obtain the pardon of his sins,

justification and eternal life. This dangerous

proposition the Council of Trent doth plainly

enough assert. The sum of their doctrine then

is plainly this, that true Contrition, joined with

the love of God above all things, is indeed a

thing very desirable and most acceptable to God

even without the sacrament of Penance
;

but

because very few have this true contrition, that

therefore God out of His infinite mercy and

indulgence hath provided for the common salva

tion of men in a more easy way (they are the

very words of the Catechism) ;
and that therefore

He hath appointed the sacrament of Penance as

a help or crutch to a lame and defective repent

ance, as a supply to their contrition and sorrow

for sin wherein the love of God above all things

is wanting.

Need I show the danger of this doctrine ? It

is indeed a doctrine so dangerous, so damnable,

that it seems of itself sufficient to unchristian and

unchurch any society of men that shall teach and

maintain it. It razeth the very foundations of

the Gospel : it takes away those two great hinges

upon which all the law and prophets depend and

turn, viz., the love of God above all things and of

our neighbour as ourselves for God s sake. For
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these, according to this doctrine, are not

necessary. The rare device of the sacrament of

Penance can reconcile men to God without them,

and by this expedient men that have never loved

God with all their hearts in all their days on earth

may for ever enjoy God in heaven. People may
expiate their sins, at this rate of a servile

Attrition, as often as they commit them, and

so be saved without ever having loved God
above all things in their lives.

But the danger of this doctrine will more

evidently appear if we apply it to such as are at

the point of death. Suppose a man to have

lived in a course of wickedness for fifty or sixty

years, and, being now upon his death-bed, to be

attrite for his sins, that is, heartily to grieve for

them only out of the fear of hell, and in that fear

to purpose amendment of life if God restore him,

and to have a hope of pardon (and in so com

fortable a Church as the Roman, who hath any
reason to despair?), this man according to the

doctrine of the Council of Trent, though he cannot

be saved without the sacrament of Penance, yet

with it he may. If he have but breath enough
to tell the priest the sad story of his vicious life,

and beg absolution, he can do wonders for him,

more than God Himself ever promised. He can,

by pronouncing only a few words over him,
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presently translate him from death to life, and

make him that was all his life before a child of

the devil in one moment the child of God and an

heir of salvation.

It is evident that the Church of Rome, in

teaching this vile doctrine, aims only at her own

interest and advantage, and hath no regard at

all to the honour of God and the good of souls.

It is absolutely necessary, she saith, for a sinner

to make an auricular confession to, and be

absolved by, a priest, though God hath nowhere

said so. But it is not necessary for him to be

contrite or to repent of his sins out of the love

of God, though God Himself in His own Word

hath an hundred times said it is (Sermon I.).

Not Godliness, but Gain.

The trade of auricular confession must by any
means be kept up, because from thence they reap

no small gain ;
and besides, by it they govern

not only the silly common people but great

men and kings and princes by becoming masters

of their secrets. What can the doctrine of men s

playing an after-game for their salvation in

Purgatory be designed for but to inhance the

price of the priests Masses and Dirges for the

dead ? Why must a solitary Mass, bought for a
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piece of money, performed and participated by
a priest alone in a private corner of the Church,

be, not only against the sense of Scripture and

the Primitive Church but also against common
sense and grammar, called a Communion, and be

accounted useful to him that buys it, though he

never himself receive, the sacrament or but once

a year ;
but for this reason, that there is great

gain but no godliness at all in this doctrine ?

Why in their public Eucharists must the priest

only receive in both kinds, and the people be

put off with a piece of a sacrament, against the

plainest texts of Scripture and the practice of

the Catholic Church for at least a thousand years

after Christ, but that this tends to the advance

ment of the honour and estimation of the priest

as being alone qualified to offer up an entire

sacrifice of Christ s Body and Blood ? The

sacrilegious practice indeed came in first upon
the pretence of the doctrine of Transubstantiation,

but interest afterwards confirmed the practice.

Nay, their very monstrous doctrine of Tran

substantiation, though it seems to be fallen on

by chance in a most ignorant age, evidently

serves the same design. Again, to what purpose

is there feigned a treasury of the merits of saints

in the Church of Rome, and that under the Pope s

lock and key, but to fill his treasury with
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money? And who hath not heard of their

Indulgences of pardon to the greatest sins and

sinners openly set to sale and made a trade of?

This is sufficient to show that gain, not godliness,

is the design of the Roman Church (ibid.).

External Works.

They vehemently urge people to their beads

and the repeating of Ave Marias and Pater

Nosters, to external abstinences and penances (if

they find them apt to receive their discipline), to

pilgrimages and offerings at the shrines of saints,

to the endowments of monasteries and religious

houses, as they call them, to a multitude of super

stitious fopperies and ceremonies that require so

much time and care for their performance as to eat

out the very heart and life of true piety. And
those that will do this drudgery of theirs (and

what will not men do to be freed from the hard

task of inward piety ?) they can easily excuse from

the truly good and essential works of religion, yea,

and persuade them to a presumption of meriting

heaven, though in the meanwhile they are ap

parently men of unmortified affection and vicious

lives, especially if they are zealous for the Catholic

cause, and against those whom they are pleased
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to call heretics. Nay, if they have this zeal they

will forgive them all the rest (ibid.}.

The Reformation.

Let us bless God that we live in a Church

wherein no other name is invocated but the Name
of God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, nor

divine worship given to any but to the one true

God through Jesus Christ the only Mediator. O
happy we, if we knew and valued our own happi

ness ! But alas! alas! many of us do not. . . .

God grant that we do not provoke Him to recal

that mercy, which ourselves indeed throw back in

His face, as if it were not worth our acceptance,

and to cause a dark night of Popery to return on

us, wherein a superstitious and idolatrous worship

shall be thrust upon us, yea, and we shall be

compelled to forbidden and idolatrous worship or

to death
;
wherein our Bibles, that we now not only

with liberty but encouragement carry about us,

shall be snatched out of our hands, and fabulous

lying legends put in the room of them
;
wherein

our excellent Liturgy in a tongue we all under

stand shall be abolished, and the abominable

Roman Mass placed in its stead
;
wherein the Cup

of blessing in the holy Eucharist shall be sacri

legiously taken from us, which is now openly and
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freely held forth to us all, and that in so excellent

a way of administration that the whole Christian

world beside is not able at this day to show the

like. . . . We should then cast back a kind and

mournful eye upon our dear mother, the Church of

England, whose very bowels we now tear and rip

up by our wicked schisms. We should then wish

ourselves in the safe arms of her communion once

again and resolve never more to depart from it.

Let us do that now whilst it is seasonable, which

we shall then wish we had done, but cannot do

(Sermon IV.).

According to this rule [of Tertullian] the Church

of England will be found the best and purest

Church at this day in the Christian world. Upon
which account I bless God that I was born, baptized,

and bred up in her communion, wherein I firmly

resolve by His grace to persist as long as I live 1

( Corruptions, etc.).

1 Robert Nelson, in his Life of Bull, relates the following
anecdote : While Mr Bull was Rector of Suddington, the

providence of God gave him an opportunity of fixing two

ladies of quality in that neighbourhood in the Protestant

Communion, who had been reduced to a very wavering state

of mind by the acts and subtleties of some Romish mission

aries. Their specious pretences to antiquity were easily de

tected by this great master of the ancient Fathers, and by
his thorough acquaintance with Scripture and the sense of

the Catholic Church, in matters of greatest importance he
was able to distinguish between primitive truths and those
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Can men disloyal to the reformed Anglican

Church claim to be the successors of Bishop
Bull?

errors which the Church of Rome built upon them. He
had frequent conferences with both these ladies, and answered
those objections which appeared to them to have the greatest

strength, and by which they were very near falling from their

steadfastness. For one of them he writ a small treatise

which she had requested from him, but nothing remaineth

of it but the remembrance that it was written, and that he
did thereby succeed in establishing the lady in the com
munion of the Church of England. Both the ladies always
owned with greatest sense of gratitude the signal service

they received from the learning and capacity of Mr Bull.

The method, indeed, they took was prudent and Christian,

to seek for knowledge at those lips which are appointed to

preserve it, and to bring their doubts to their own pastors
before they submit to the authority of others. And I question
not but for this reason among many God thought fit to give
them the satisfaction they sought for, and if others who are

assaulted after this manner would take the same course, I

doubt not but that they would find the same success (p. 79).
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CHAPTER VI I

BISHOP BEVERIDGE

BISHOP BULL and Bishop Beveridge are two of

the latest of the Caroline divines, as Bishop

Andrewes and Archbishop Laud are among the

earliest of them. Bull and Beveridge carry us

over into the eighteenth century, as Hooker, the

originator of the school, with whom our series

began, belongs in part to the sixteenth. From

the first to the last no difference is to be found in

the seventeenth-century divines in their attitude

towards Rome. It was an attitude of open

hostility, which nothing but a reformation of the

Roman Church in its head and its members, in its

doctrine and its discipline, could remove or appease.

Beveridge was born in 1638, and died Bishop of St.

Asaph in 1708. His two greatest works are his

Pandectae Canonum SS. Apostolorum et Con-

ciliorum and his Codex Canonum Ecclesiae

Primitivae. No fewer than 128 of his sermons

have been preserved, most of which might be
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preached in our pulpits of the present day. The

following extracts are taken from his Discourse

upon the Thirty-nine Articles :

Holy Scripture.

(

Holy Scripture containeth nothing but the will

of God, so that there is nothing necessary to be

believed concerning God, nor done in obedience

unto God by us, but what is here revealed to

us
;
and therefore all traditions of men which

are contrary to this Word of God are necessarily

to be abhorred, and all traditions of men not re

corded in this Word of God are not necessarily

to be believed. What is here written we are

bound to believe, because it is written
;
and what

is not here written we are not bound to believe,

because it is not written ( Discourse, etc., p. 191).

The Sacraments.

Whatsoever other things the Papists would

obtrude upon us as sacraments, it is certain that

we find our Saviour solemnly instituting two, and

but two, sacraments in the New Testament to

wit, Baptism and the Lord s Supper. And there

fore, when the Apostle compares the law with the

Gospel, he instanceth in these two sacraments only,
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and none else (i Cor. x. 2, 3). And he again joins

these two together (xii. 13). And if we look into

the Fathers, we shall find them, when speaking of

the sacraments ofthe New Testament, still mention

ing neither fewer nor more than two, even Baptism
and the Lord s Supper (ibid., p. 441).

Objective Presence in the Elements.

Scripture and Fathers holding forth so clearly

that whosoever worthily receives the sacrament

of the Lord s Supper doth certainly partake of

the body and blood of Christ, the devil thence

took occasion to draw men into an opinion that

the bread which is used in that sacrament is

the very body that was crucified upon the cross,

and the wine, after consecration, the very blood

that gushed out of His pierced side. The time

when this opinion was first broached was in the

days of Gregory III., Pope of Rome. The

persons that were the principal abettors of it

were Damascen in the Eastern, and afterwards

Amalarius in the Western Churches. But

Rabanus Maurus, Ratramnus or Bertramnus,

as also Johannes Scotus Erigena, not only
stuck at it, but refused it, and wrote against

it as a poisonous error. And after them

Berengarius, too, who was not only written
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against by Lanfranc, Archbishop of Canterbury,

but condemned for it. But in the Lateran

Council, held an. 1215, the opinion of the real

or carnal presence of Christ was not only con

firmed, but the word &quot;

transubstantiated
&quot; was

newly coined to express it by (ibid., p. 470).

Transtibstantiation.

Now, as Bellarmine himself acknowledgeth,

this proposition,
&quot; This is My body,&quot; cannot

possibly be taken any other ways than signifi-

catively, so as that the sense should be, &quot;This

bread signifies My body, is a sign or sacrament

of
it,&quot;

it being absolutely impossible that bread

should be the very body of Christ (Bell,
&quot; De

Euchar.,&quot; i. i); for if it be bread and yet the

very body of Christ too, then bread and the

body of Christ would be convertible terms. So

that the very words of institution themselves are

sufficient to convince any rational man, whose

reason is not darkened by prejudice, that that of

which our Lord said
&quot; This is My body

&quot; was real

bread, and so His body only in a figurative or

sacramental sense
;
and by consequence, that the

bread was not turned into His body, but His

body was only represented by the bread (ibid.,

p. 477)-
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Corpus Christi.

The sacramental bread and wine being vainly

fancied to be changed into the very body and

blood of Christ, it was presently conceived that

something more than ordinary honour should

be conferred upon it yea, that it was not only

to be eaten, but laid up privately yea, carried

about publicly, lifted up and worshipped, too,

and that with the same worship which is due

to the true and living God ;
and therefore have

they appointed a certain holy day too, which

they call Corpus Christi day, whereon the sacra

mental bread might be annually carried about

and religiously worshipped. Now we having

proved that this bread is not the very body of

Christ, but bread still, after as well as before

consecration, we have overthrown the very

foundations of their gross superstition (ibid.,

p. 487).

One Kind.

When our Lord Christ instituted the sacra

ment of His Supper, He was pleased to ordain

two signs to be used in the administration of it,

bread and wine, the one to represent His body,
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the other His blood. But about four hundred

years ago the Church of Rome, for reasons best

known to herself, thought good to make a

countermand, that bread and wine should not be

administered to all communicants, but that the

lay people should be content with the bread only

without the wine yea, and the clergy, too, if

there were any present besides him that con

secrated it. So that in few words they ordained

and still use to deny the cup, and to administer

the bread only to all the communicants, the

priest that consecrates it reserving every drop of

the wine for himself. Now against this wild

practice of the Church of Rome our Church of

England is pleased to set herself, determining

that the cup of the Lord is not to be denied to

the lay people. . . . We see how from our

Saviour s time, for thirteen or fourteen hundred

years together, the cup was administered as well

as the bread to all; and therefore we may well

conclude it ought to be denied to none (ibid.,

p. 496).

The Mass.

The Papists avouch that in this Mass they

offer up a true and perfect sacrifice to God, pro

pitiatory for the sins of the people, even as
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Christ did when He offered up Himself to God

as a propitiation for our sins. This is that

which the Church of Rome confidently affirms,

and which our Church doth as confidently deny.

And that, first, because it is contrary to the

Scriptures ;
for the Scriptures plainly hold forth

Christ only as offering up Himself, and that once

for all. . . . And as this doctrine is contrary to

Scripture, so is it repugnant to reason too, there

being so vast a difference between a sacrament

and a sacrifice : for in a sacrament God offereth

something to man, but in a sacrifice man offers

something to God. What is offered in a sacrifice

is wholly or in part destroyed (Bell.,
&quot; De Miss.,&quot;

i. 2), but what is offered in a sacrament still re-

maineth. . . . To which we might also add that,

according to this opinion, Christ offered up Himself

before He offered up Himself; I mean He offered

up Himself in the sacrament before He offered up
Himself on the Cross

;
which offering up Himself

in the sacrament was either a perfect or an im

perfect sacrifice or oblation. To say that Christ

should offer up an imperfect sacrifice to God is

next door to blasphemy ;
but yet a perfect one

that sacrifice could not be, for then it need not

have been repeated on the Cross. . . . If they will

still call it a sacrifice, they must acknowledge it is

such a sacrifice wherein there is nothing but bread
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and wine offered to God, and by consequence no

propitiatory sacrifice. But neither is this doctrine

contrary to Scripture and reason only, but to the

Fathers also. . . . By this we may see in what

sense the ancients called the Eucharist a sacrifice
;

not as if it was a true or proper sacrifice itself, but

only the commemoration or representation of that

one and only true and proper sacrifice offered up

by Christ Himself. And so all the sacrifices of

Mass are at the best but dangerous deceits (ibid.,

P- 505).

Supererogation and Indulgences.

Although both Scripture, reason and the

Fathers determine that we cannot merit any

thing of ourselves from God, but that we are

justified by Christ s merits imputed to us, not

by any works performed by ourselves, yet there

are a sort of people in the world that would per

suade us that we may not only merit for ourselves,

but do and suffer more than in justice can be here

required of us
;
and what we thus do or suffer

more than we are bound to, though it be super

fluous as to ourselves, being abundantly supplied

by our other good works, yet it is not superfluous

as to others : but whatsoever anyone thus doth or

suffereth more and above his duty, it is thrown
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into the common stock or treasury of the Church,

out of which such as lack may be supplied. And
out of this common treasury or magazine it is

that their Church doth fetch all their Indulgences,

which are indeed nothing else but the distribution

of the several satisfactions made by the superero

gatory works of others to such as themselves see

fit, viz., to such as will give most money for them.

If I commit a great sin for which I must do great

penance, this penance can by no means be

pardoned or remitted to me, unless I make com

plete satisfaction for the sin committed some

other ways. Now seeing there are several in the

world (as they pretend) that have performed

more works and suffered more penances and more

punishments than were due to their own sins, if

I will sue out for them, these supererogatory

works and sufferings undergone and performed

by them may be granted out to me; and so I,

being looked upon as undergoing this penance
in others, am freed from it in myself. They have

done more than was required ;
I am loath to do

as much as is required : and therefore what they

have done more than is required of them, I buy,

to satisfy for what I do less than is required

of me. And so my defect is cured by their

excess. Art XIV. is composed to awake us out

of these profitable and pleasant but sinful dreams,
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it being both an arrogant, proud, and impious

thing for anyone to say he can do more than

God commands, and so be able to satisfy for

others as well as for himself (ibid., p. 318).

We find it said in the Books of Indulgences or

Pardons that &quot;

in the Chapel of the Saints there

are twenty-eight stairs that stood before the house

of Pilate in Jerusalem : whosoever shall ascend

those stairs with devotion hath for every sin nine

years of pardons; but he that ascends them

kneeling shall free one soul out of Purgatory.&quot;

So that it seems the Pope can not only give me
a pardon for sins past, but to come

; yea, and not

only give me a pardon for my own sins, but

power too to pardon other men s sins, else I could

not redeem a soul from Purgatory.

I have been the larger in opening this great Romish

mystery because I need do no more than open it
;

for it being thus opened shows itself to be a

ridiculous and impious doctrine utterly repugnant

to the Scriptures. For this doctrine thus explained

is grounded upon works of supererogation ;
for it

is from the treasury of these good works that the

Romish Church fetcheth all her pardons. Now,
this is but a bad foundation, contrary to Scripture,

reason, and the Fathers
;
and if the foundation be

rotten, the superstructure cannot be sound. Again,

this doctrine supposes one man may and doth
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satisfy for another, whereas the Scripture holds

forth Christ as our only propitiation. Lastly,

this doctrine supposes that a Pope, a priest, a

finite creature, can pardon sins, whereas the

Scripture holds forth this as the prerogative only

of the true God (ibid., p. 406).

Image Worship.

I cannot see but that the heathens might have

as much to say for their worshipping of idols as

the Papists can have for their worshipping of

images, for the heathens idols were most of them

images ;
and so are the Papists images all idols.

And as images are not to be worshipped simply
in themselves, so neither ought they to be wor

shipped relatively, as they represent that which

we ought to worship, for it is impossible that

anything which we ought to worship should be

represented by an image ;
for there is no person

or thing in the world that ought to be religiously

worshipped but only God. . . . And if they will

not stand to Scripture or reason, let them consult

the Fathers. ... Or if they will not stand to

the determination of the Fathers, let them refer

it to the Councils. ... It is no new thing that

our reverend Convocation did, when they deter

mined that the worshipping of images is a fond
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thing, and repugnant to the Word of God (ibid.,

p. 411).

Relics.

Let them tell me, Are these Relics creatures or

no? If they will assert and prove them to be no

creatures, they may well be worshipped ;
and if

they worship them, they do in that assert them to

be no creatures
;
for certainly none but God ought

to be worshipped, and whatsoever may be truly

worshipped is God. . . . Certainly, if there be

any doctrines in the world repugnant to the Word
of God, this and the former (image worship) are to

be reckoned as the principal of them all
; whereby

not only creatures but the very images and relics

of creatures are held to have the worship of the

true God due unto them (ibid., p. 416).

i

Invocation of Saints.

It is God that is the only Person in the world

that ought to be religiously worshipped ;
thence it

plainly follows, that God is only to be prayed to
;

for invocation is the principal part of religious

worship, insomuch that it is sometimes put for

the whole. He alone may be worshipped that is

to be called upon ;
and he alone may be called

upon who may be worshipped. And so he that
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may not be worshipped ought not to be called

upon ;
and therefore seeing it is not lawful to

worship the saints, it cannot be lawful to call upon
them. . . . Certainly we can do no less than

conclude it to be a fond thing and repugnant to

the Word of God, and say with the ancient

Council of Frankfort (Can. 42), That no saints

should be either worshipped or invocated or

prayed to by us (ibid., p. 420).

A Tongue not Understood.

First, they decree Mass should be so performed
that the people might not hear it, and then that it

should be so performed that, if they did hear it,

they might not understand it. Now against this

vain and sinful custom and practice of the Church

of Rome our Church doth set down Art. XXIV.,
that those public services should be administered

in a language understood by the people, and that

the contrary is repugnant to the Word of God and

the practice of the Primitive Church. . . . But we

have a generation now sprung up that think them

selves wiser than their Maker and Redeemer, and

know better what language His sacraments are to

be administered in than Himself did. . . . By
their own confession, it is a thing repugnant to the

custom of the Primitive Church to have public
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prayers or the sacraments administered in an

unknown tongue (ibid., p. 430).

Celibacy.

St. Ambrose saith,
&quot; All the Apostles are said

to have had wives except St. John and St. Paul.&quot;

But Ignatius, that &quot; Peter and Paul and others of

the Apostles were married.&quot; St. Basil,
&quot; Peter and

the other Apostles.&quot; . . . And if we consult the

primitive Church in this particular we shall find it

following of the Apostles steps. . . . The first

that set himself against it was Pope Siricius, after

him Innocent I., John XIII., Leo IX., and others
;

but the most implacable enemy was Gregory VII.,

or Pope Hildebrand, about the year 1073, about

which time also it began to be prohibited here in

England ;
after him Calixtus II., Alexander III.,

and others of the same rank
;
and as one of them

succeeded another in the See of Rome, so still one

excelled another in inveighing against this sacred

truth, till they are now come to that height as not

to be ashamed to say,
&quot; Sacerdos si fornicetur aut

domi concubinam foveat, tametsi gravi sacrilegio

se obstringat, gravius tamen peccat si matri-

monium contrahat.&quot; . . . This doctrine they

stand so stiff for is but the doctrine of devils

(i Tim. iv. 2), which we who desire still to
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stand fast to the doctrine of God dare not but

deny (ibid., p. 511).

Universal Bishop.

Though they that went before St. Gregory in

this bishopric had refused the title of Universal

Bishop and himself had said so much against it

(a &quot;foolish, frivolous, proud, new, profane, pesti

ferous, superstitious, perverse, wicked, yea a

blasphemous name &quot;

Greg.,
&quot;

Epist.&quot;), yet they

that came after him both sought for it and at

length attained to it. For after that Gregory and

his immediate successor Sabinian (who sat in the

chair not wholly two years) were dead, Boniface

III., his next successor, obtained of Phocas the

Emperor (and murderer of Mauritius) that the

Church of Rome should be called the head of all

Churches and so the Bishop of that place an

universal or oecumenical Bishop. And ever since

that time hath the Church of Rome pretended to

an universal authority over all the Churches in the

world, her Bishop looking upon himself as an

universal Bishop. The Bishop of Rome having
thus stretched his name beyond his power, he

presently labours to extend his power as far as

his name, and having once got name of Universal

Pope, he takes occasion from that to endeavour
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after an universal power. And for an accomplish

ment of his design, as the Emperor s power grew
weaker and weaker in the East, he made his grow

stronger in the West, till at the length, about the

year 680, Benedict II. wholly shook off the

Emperor s jurisdiction ;
and afterwards by the

help of the French Kings he much enlarged the

territories both of his spiritual and temporal

dominions : and at length, amongst other nations

he had got footing in England too, yea so far that

in the days of King John he had gotten an

absolute surrender both of England and Ireland

to himself, which were granted back again by him

to the King, to hold of him and his successors in

the see of Rome, in fee farm and vassalage. And
so the Bishop of Rome for a while kept this nation

in slavery, till at last his yoke grew so heavy that

neither King nor people could endure it any

longer, but both endeavoured to shake it off.

And to this end were there laws made in the

time of Edward I., II., III., Richard II., Henry
IV. against this foreign usurpation ;

but it was

not totally abolished till the time of Henry VI II.,

in whose days there were several statutes made

whereby all ecclesiastical as well as temporal

power was reduced within his Majesty s dominion,

and no foreign power whatsoever suffered to have

any jurisdiction in any of the territories belonging
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to him : which statutes were afterwards reviewed

and confirmed again in the days of Queen Eliza

beth
;
and for the further confirmation of it, we

have it also inserted amongst our Articles that
&quot;

the Bishop of Rome hath no jurisdiction in this

realm of England.&quot; He hath no jurisdiction,

neither spiritual nor temporal (ibid., p. 573).

The above extracts are sufficient to show how

Bishop Beveridge felt towards Rome. As an

appendix I add a few passages taken from one

and another of the remaining seventeenth-century

theologians, indicative of their sentiments.

ARCHBISHOP BRAMHALL, PRIMATE OF IRELAND.

The Reformation.

1

1 make not the least doubt in the world but

that the Church of England before the Reformation

and the Church of England after the Reformation

are as much the same Church as a garden before

it is weeded and after it is weeded is the same

garden ;
or a vine before it be pruned and after it

be pruned and freed from the luxuriant branches

is one and the same vine ( Just Vindication, i. 2).

It is not only the abuse of some preachers of

Indulgences, but much more the abuse of In-
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dulgences themselves which we complain of: that

a treasury should be composed of the Blood of

Christ and the sufferings and supererogatory works

of the saints, to be disposed of by the Pope for

money. What is this but to mingle heaven and

earth together, the imperfect works of man with

the sacrificed blood of Christ ? Neither was it the

doctrine and abuse of Indulgences alone, but the

injunction to adore the sacrament also, and Com
munion in one kind, and the new Creed of Pius

IV. or the new articles since comprised in the

Creed, and the monarchy of the Pope by Divine

right and sundry other abuses and innovations all

put together, which gave just cause to some

Protestants to separate themselves, so far as they

were active in the separation. But we in England
were first chased away by the Pope s Bull

( Replication to the Bishop of Chalcedon, i. 3).

ARCHBISHOP USSHER, PRIMATE OF IRELAND.

The Church.

The Church of Rome by infidelity may be cut

off, as well as any other congregation, and yet the

Catholic Church subsist for all that, as having for

her foundation neither Rome nor Rome s Bishop,

but Jesus Christ the Son of the living God. And
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yet this proud dame and her daughters, the

particular Church of Rome I mean, and that which

they call the Catholic Roman (or the faction,

rather, that prevaileth in them both) have in these

latter ages confined the whole Church of Christ

within themselves, and excluded all others, that

were not under the Roman obedience, as aliens

from the commonwealth of Israel and strangers

from the covenants of promise. . . . Popery is

nothing else but the botch or the plague of the

Church, which hazardeth the souls of those it

seizeth upon, as much as any infection can do the

body. And therefore if anyone will needs be so

fool-hardy as to take up his lodging in such a

pest-house, after warning given of the present

danger, we in our charity may well say,
&quot;

Lord, have

mercy on him &quot;

;
but he in the meantime hath great

cause to fear that God in His justice will inflict

that judgment upon him which in this case He had

threatened against such as will not believe the

truth, but take pleasure in unrighteousness.
&quot; Where was your Church before Luther?&quot;

Even there where it now is. In all places of the

world, where the ancient foundations were retained,

and these common principles of faith, upon the

profession whereof men have ever been wont to be

admitted by baptism into the Church of Christ,

there we doubt not but our Lord had His subjects
221



**3 Old Anglicanism and

and we our fellow-servants ; for we bring in no new

faith nor no new Church. That which in the time

of the ancient Fathers was accounted to be &quot;

truly,

and properly Catholic,&quot; namely,
&quot; that which was

believed everywhere, always, and by all,&quot;
that in the

succeeding ages hath evermore been preserved, and

is at this day intirely professed by our Church

( The Universality of the Church of Christ
).

BISHOP HALL.

The Church of England.

The Church of England, in whose motherhood

we have all just cause to pride ourselves, hath

in much wisdom and piety, delivered her judg

ment concerning all necessary points of religion

in so complete a body of divinity as all hearts

may rest in : these we read, these we write under,

as professing not their truth only, but their

sufficiency also. The voice of God our Father in

His Scriptures, and (out of them) the voice of

the Church our mother in her Articles, is that

which must both guide and settle our resolutions
;

whatsoever is besides these is but either private

or unnecessary and uncertain. Let us hate to

think ourselves either wiser than the Church or

better than our superiors ;
and if any man think
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that he sees further than his fellows in these

theological prospects, let his tongue keep the

counsels of his eyes ;
lest while he affects the

fame of deeper learning, he embroil the Church

and raise his glory upon the public ruins. . . .

Salvation consists not in a formality of profession,

but in a soundness of belief. A true body may
be full of mortal diseases

;
so is the Roman

Church of this day, whom we have long pitied

and laboured to cure in vain. If she will not

be healed by us, let us not be infected by her;

let us be no less jealous of her contagion than

she is of our remedies. Hold fast that precious

truth which hath been long taught you by faith

ful pastors, confirmed by clear evidences of

Scriptures, evinced by sound reasons, sealed

up by the blood of our blessed martyrs ! ( The

Old Religion ).

BISHOP PEARSON.

The Roman Church and the Anglican Reformation.

In the Roman Church, which prides itself

on the specious title of antiquity and succession,

ignorance derived from the barbarous ages, sup

ported by the authority of one or two Councils,

occupies the citadel where truth ought to be
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supreme. A piety made up of the pettiest

observances and a vain desire of meriting God s

favour by the use of ill-conceived formulas, and

an excessive admiration of a holiness invented

by themselves, have introduced into Divine

worship a veneration of angels and of men and of

images, and have overwhelmed simple piety, by
its association with novel religious practices

and an infinite heap of ceremonies. The ex

travagant power of one chief Bishop has robbed

all the other prelates of their rights and ab

sorbed them, has diminished the rightful

authority of the ancient canons by novel de

cretals, and has irremediably corrupted the

wholesome discipline of the Church.

Happy was the Anglican Church in her

Reformation, which, as impatient as others of a

foreign yoke and tyranny, as warm in her love

of truth, as quick-sighted for corruptions and

errors, yet was not driven forward by a rash

impetuosity or lust of novelty, but without

tumult and without war, supported by the

highest authority in the realm, and conscious

of the importance and necessity of the work in

hand, was no less concerned to preserve than

to take away and alter. . . . Here, then, the

mind that is zealous for the faith once delivered

to the saints can freely, securely, and happily
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exert itself. Here the decrees of the Apostles,

the discipline of the primitive Church, the un

interrupted succession of Bishops, the vigils and

fasts of the earliest times and their very prayers,

prevail ;
the courage of confessors, the glorious

sufferings of martyrs, the disputes of the Catholics

with heretics, are honoured and remembered. We
accept whatever is redolent of the piety of the

earliest Christians : we reject nothing except in

novation, barbarism, and false sanctity (Oration

at Cambridge).

It would not be difficult to select other passages ;

but I have done enough to show that till the

present day there was no unwholesome tender

ness towards the Church of Rome and her

doctrines among the Highest Churchmen of the

Anglican Communion.
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CHAPTER VIII

OLD ANGLICANISM IN CONFLICT WITH
RITUALISM

THE series of extracts from the works of the

seventeenth-century divines given above define

their attitude towards the Church of Rome.

Those divines represent the historical school of

Anglican High Churchmen. There have always

been two schools of thought in the Church of

England, and each of these schools has a

standing-ground within her which none would

care to dispute. They do not differ in funda

mentals. They hold the same creeds and are

faithful to the same Prayer-Book, the Articles,

and the other standards of belief, while they

have an equal reverence for the authority of

Holy Writ. One school leans more to one

set of favourite doctrines, the other school to

another set. Evangelicals love to dwell on the

great truth of the Atonement and on the need

of faith
; High Churchmen, professing that they

do not undervalue these fundamental principles
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of Christianity, treat more copiously of the

means of grace. Neither party denies the

truths urged by the other, though each loves

to occupy itself with one side rather than the

other of a complex truth. The Church is wide

enough for both, and she holds both in her

embrace and love, and calls them both her

children.

A new party has arisen, which claims forbearance,

and to which forbearance is extended, on the

hypothesis that it is the modern representative

of the historical High Church school of the

seventeenth century. Men who do not belong
to it throw their shields over its members on

that score. To know whether this claim is

just or unjust, it is necessary to make an induc

tion on a large scale. This I have attempted

above. Hooker, Andrewes, Laud, Cosin, Taylor

Bull, Beveridge, Bramhall, Hall, Pearson, are

adequate specimens of the class whose tenets

we desire to arrive at. It may be fairly argued

that what they held in common is tenable in

the Church of England by High Churchmen

now
;
but that must be admitted with this further

corollary, that what they rejected must be rejected

now by any who appeal to their authority as

justifying themselves.

I do not propose to cull statements made by
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members of the modern school which are in

contrast with the statements of the seventeenth-

century divines. And for this reason : My
purpose is not to convict so much as to convince.

I am not anxious to pin down Lord Halifax

or anyone else to an extravagant statement,

made perhaps in the excitement of oratory,

or in anger, or in disappointment, or in pain.

Better that these ebullitions should be forgotten

and forgiven, provided that those who uttered

them show themselves willing to draw back to

the standing-ground of the High Churchmen

of the seventeenth century.

It is only necessary to read the early Tracts

for the Times to see that there was no intention

on the part of the Tractarians at first to go a

step beyond that point. They believed that

principles, held two centuries ago, had been to

a great extent forgotten in the eighteenth century,

and that it was necessary to recur to those prin

ciples to defend the position of the Church, which

could no longer rely on the external protection

of the State as an Establishment, and, if it was

to stand, must stand by its own intrinsic strength.

But John Henry Newman s mind was one of

great restlessness. Seizing the direction of the

movement with a firm hand, he guided it more

and more in the direction of Rome, to which
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he at length himself submitted. It was probably

the sceptical tendency of his own disposition

that led him backwards to this consummation.

He must have an authority with which to silence

his doubts not only authority, it must be infalli

bility ; nothing less was sufficient. Where was

it to be found? In the Church diffusive, said

Pusey. But the Church diffusive could not

speak, and, being split into several sections,

would not be able to speak. This was not

enough for Newman. He must have a living

voice to tell him, You are to believe this, and

you are not to believe that, after which pro

nouncement he would never speculate again.

Where was such a voice ? No Protestant Church

claimed it
;

if it existed at all, it could only be

in the Roman part of the Church and its Bishops.

So Newman succumbed to Rome, having led his

special followers to the brink of the precipice

down which he himself leapt. Some of his

disciples followed their master. Some gave up

religion as a failure. Some recurred to the old

Anglican position, and congratulated themselves

on emancipation from their late intellectual

thraldom.1 Some remained in the Church of

1 Even Keble wrote in 1858 : I look now upon my time

with Newman and Puscy as a sort of parenthesis in my life,

and I have now returned again to my old views, such as I
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England, and set themselves the task of intro

ducing into her the principles and the dogmas
of the Church to which Newman had seceded.

Through a trustful but weak toleration, the

last-named party was singularly successful, and

out of it has grown the Ritualistic movement,

a movement as ill-named as it is misdirected.

What is it that sober-minded men complain of

in the Ritualist party? The following points in

particular :

1. A depreciation of the Reformation and dis

loyalty to its principles.

2. A tenderness towards Rome, which leads to

the condonation of her errors and offences as a

whole.

3. An indifference in each particular case to the

false doctrines of the Church of Rome, and a dis

position to excuse, if not to accept them.

4. The adoption of the mediaeval and modern

Roman tenet of the presence of Christ s Humanity
and Divinity in the elements of bread and wine,

under the name of the Objective Presence.

5. The consequent introduction of the doctrine

had before. I see that I was fairly carried off my legs by
the sanguine views they held, and the effects that were show

ing themselves in all quarters. Now that I have thrown

off Newman s yoke, he said to Isaac Williams, these things

appear to me quite different ( Autobiography of Isaac

Williams, p. 118).
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of the Mass and of the ceremonies naturally ac

companying it, of Children s Eucharists with a

view to teach it, and of other rites following upon
it.

6. The/ practice of the Confessional.

Does the teaching of the old historical High
Church school justify the new school on these

points ?

i. On the subject of the Reformation we have

shown that Hooker teaches that we dare not

communicate with Rome concerning sundry her

gross and grievous abominations, and that the

indisposition of the Church of Rome to reform

herself must be no stay unto us for performing our

duty to God, and that our prayer to God is that

she will yield to frame and reform herself, so that

no distraction remain in anything (p. 20). Bishop
Andrewes declares that it was a duty to reject the

sore injury and grievous defilements which the

Catholic faith had suffered, in order to cling to the

Catholic faith, while repudiating uncatholic cor

ruptions ;
that the dogmas rejected by us were

unknown to, or rejected by, the Fathers
;
that our

designation of Protestants came from our pro

testing that we would not any longer endure errors

and abuses, but would remove them
;
that the way

to peace is for Rome to reform those things in

which she differs from us; that the Reformation
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was not an innovation, but a restoration of what

those in ancient time held, which Rome had inno

vated upon ;
that wherever we changed anything

in ritual, it was because the Roman Church had

gone away from the pure and perfect worship of

God, and because it was not so from the beginning ;

that our Reformers protested against the faults

that had crept into the Church, and, acting on that

protestation, separated from Rome until those faults

were changed for the better, but they did not touch

the primitive faith or religion (pp. 26-28, 46-56).

Archbishop Laud says that in our Reformation

our Princes and our clergy and our nation each

did their part the Princes by summoning the

clergy to meet for the consideration of reform and

giving assent to their acts
;
the clergy by drawing

up the Thirty-nine Articles
;
and the nation by

confirming in Parliament what was done by the

Church
;
that it was Rome that hindered a refor

mation, which would otherwise have been universal,

and as she would neither reform herself nor suffer

reformation, it was the duty of each particular

Church to reform herself; that it was her corrup

tion of the doctrines of the faith that caused the

separation of the Churches, and still causes the

separation to continue (pp. 80-83).

Bishop Cosin says that the abuses, corruptions,

and erroneous doctrines removed at the Reforma-
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tion were like warts and tumours on a man s body,

the removal of which restores to the body its

natural and fair appearance, and they were no part

of true religion ;
that at the Reformation the

strange, new, and unreasonable doctrines and

practices which in lapse of time had crept into our

Church by inadvertence, or had been wilfully intro

duced by Romish guile, have been reformed and

brought into accordance with the Word of God in

lawfully assembled synods and in Parliament

(p. 101).

Bishop Jeremy Taylor writes : The Church of

England being ashamed of the errors, superstitions,

heresies and impieties which had deturpated the

face of the Church, looked in the glass of Scripture

and pure antiquity, and washed away those stains

with which time and inadvertency and tyranny

had besmeared her, and being thus cleansed and

washed, is accused by the Roman parties of novelty,

and condemned because she refuses to run into the

same excess ofriot and deordination ;
but we cannot

deserve blame who return to our ancient and first

health by preferring a new cure to an old sore

(p. 168).

Bishop Bull, speaking of the Reformation, ex

claims : God grant that we do not provoke Him
to recall that mercy, which ourselves, indeed, throw

back in His face, as if it were not worth our accept-
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ance, and to cause a dark night of Popery to

return on us. We should then cast back a kind

and mournful eye upon our dear mother, the

Church of England, whose very bowels we now

tear and rip up by our own wicked schisms. He
holds the Church of England to be the best and

purest Church at this day in the Christian world,

and blesses God that I was born, baptized and

bred up in her communion, wherein I firmly resolve,

by His grace, to persist as long as I live (p. 198).

It is to be noted that both Andrewes and Laud

speak with the highest respect of the Thirty-nine

Articles as our Confession of Faith. Hall calls

them our Mother s voice (pp. 50, 81, 222).

2. Attitude towards Rome. Hooker does not

hesitate to speak of the heresy of the Church of

Rome, and he freely uses the expressions Popish

heresies, Popish superstitions nay, he speaks of

the Roman doctrine of justification as the mystery
of the man of sin. Wherein do we disagree ? he

says : we disagree about the nature of the very
essence of the medicine whereby Christ cureth our

diseases. The Church of Rome, in teaching justi

fication by inherent grace, doth pervert the truth

of Christ. He warns modern Romanists that,

though they may be saved, their estate is

dangerous (pp. 11-14).

Andrewes contrasts England and Rome as the
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hill of Zion and the mountain of Samaria, and says

that if any are not satisfied with the old Catholic

faith without the new patches of Rome, and are

not content unless, by draining to the dregs, they

reach the abuses and errors, not to say fables and

figments, which in the Middle Ages filled the

Church, they must be left to their choice. Belong

ye, then, to your Roman Catholic Church
;
we will

belong to that which is simply Catholic, and not

restricted to Rome ! All that he allows to

Romanists is that they have still among them

many remains of the Catholic Faith, though some

what corrupted, and that we may therefore call

them members of the Catholic Church, but not

sound members (pp. 49-56).

Laud holds that there is peril, great peril, of

damnable both schism and heresy and other sins,

by living and dying in the Roman faith, tainted

with so many superstitions, as at this day it is, and

their tyranny to boot. For himself, he acknow

ledges a possibility of salvation in the Roman

Church, but not as men are Romanists, but as

they are Christians . . . though they hazard them

selves extremely by keeping so close to that which

is superstition, and in the case of images comes too

near idolatry (p. 83).

Cosin, in his last will and testament, writes : I

do profess with holy asseveration and from my
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heart that I am now, and have ever been from my
youth, altogether free and averse from the corrup

tions and impertinent, new-fangled and papistical

(so commonly called) superstitions and doctrines,

and new superadditions to the ancient and primi

tive religion and faith of the Church (p. 119).

Jeremy Taylor, having enumerated a number of

Romish corruptions of the faith, warns people not

to be ensnared by Roman emissaries, their

religion, as it is distinguished from the religion of

the Church of England and Ireland, being neither

the old nor the Catholic religion, but new and

superinduced by arts known to all who with

sincerity and diligence have looked into their

pretences. The religion of a Christian consists

in faith and hope, repentance and charity, Divine

worship and celebration of Sacraments, and, finally,

in keeping the commandments of God. Now, in

all these, both in doctrines and practices, the

Church of Rome does dangerously err, and teaches

men so to do (pp. 128, 152).

Bishop Bull, having stated that the Church of

Rome had quite altered the primitive ecclesiastical

government, the primitive canon, or rule of faith,

and miserably corrupted the primitive liturgy, or

form of Divine worship, declares his belief that

they are in great danger of their salvation who
live in her communion that is, who own her

239



^ Old Anglicanism and

erroneous doctrines and join in her corrupt

worship (p. 178).

3. Condonation of the special false doctrines of

the Church of Rome. Not a condonation, but a

direct condemnation of the Roman doctrines of

Tradition, Papal Supremacy, Transubstantiation,

Adoration of the Sacrament, Sacrifice of the Mass,

Worship of Images, Invocation of Saints, Justifica

tion, Satisfaction, Indulgences, the Sinlessness of

any but One, is cited from Hooker (pp. 3-20).

Of the Sevenfold Number of the Sacraments,

Denial of the Cup, Reservation, Purgatory, Super

erogation, Saint-worship, Angel-worship, Image-

worship, Relic-worship, Cross-worship, Papal

Supremacy and Arrogancy, Regicide, Universal

Bishopric, Dispensation, Non-communicating At

tendance, Incense and Lights, from Andrewes

(pp. 25-66).

Of Infallibility, Supremacy, Transubstantiation,

Denial of the Cup, Invocation of Saints, Adoration

of Images, Purgatory, from Laud (pp. 69-89).

Of the Canon of Scripture, Transubstantiation,

the Mass, Elevation, Adoration of the Sacrament,

Denial of the Cup, Reservation, Non-communicating

Attendance, Sevenfold Number of the Sacraments,

Purgatory, Saint-worship, from Cosin (pp. 96-119).

Of Tradition, Universal Bishopric, Supremacy,

Deposition of Kings, Transubstantiation, Adora-
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tion of the Sacrament, Denial of the Cup, Worship
of Saints, Purgatory, Indulgences, Penance, Cere

monialism, Probable Opinions, Equivocation,

Dispensation, Latin Language, from Jeremy

Taylor (pp. 124-170).

Of Papal Supremacy, the Mass, Transubstantia-

tion, Denial of the Cup, Invocation of Saints,

Mariolatry, Relic-worship, I mage-worship, In

dulgences, Elevation, Processions, Solitary Masses,

Attrition, Ceremonialism, from Bull (pp. 176-199).

Of Transubstantiation, Processions, Adoration

of the Sacrament, Denial of the Cup, the Mass,

Supererogation, Saint-worship, I mage-worship,

Relic-worship, Latin Language, Celibacy, Universal

Bishopric, from Beveridge (pp. 204-219).

The seventeenth-century divines show no in

difference to the falsehood of those doctrines.

4. The Objective Presence of Christ. This

is the central tenet of the Neo-Anglican school

improperly called Ritualistic. And the expres

sion is not defined. It might mean simply the

Presence of Christ, by His Divine Spirit, at the

ordinance of the Holy Communion, in a manner

even more special than He is present wherever

two or three are gathered together in His Name
to worship Him. So interpreted, the doctrine of

the Objective Presence, or real Spiritual Presence

of Christ in His Divinity, is true and commonly
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accepted. But this is not the sense in which

the Ritualists tenet is held. Their doctrine is

that Christ s presence, and therefore Christ Himself

in His Humanity and Divinity, is to be found

in each piece of bread and each portion of wine

that is consecrated
;

and that it is by the

formula of consecration that Christ s Presence

and therefore Christ Himself in His Humanity
and Divinity is made to enter the piece of bread

and the portion of wine, less or more, that each

communicant afterwards eats and drinks. It is

not a Spiritual Presence in the ordinance that

they mean (when they know their own meaning),

but the Presence of Christ, and that not in His

Divine nature only, but also in His Human
nature (and therefore in His soul, bones, blood,

body, and all things appertaining to man s nature),

seated in the elements in the bread separately, and

in the wine separately. The necessary consequence
of such a belief is the Sacrifice of the Mass,

Adoration, Reservation, Non - communicating

Attendance, Reception of Christ by the wicked

and by animals, Procession of the Sacrament,

Incense, Lights, and all the ceremonial which befits

the visible, though veiled, Presence of Jesus Christ.

What, then, does the historical High Church

School teach on the subject of the Objective

Presence of Christ in the Elements ? The tenet
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is only intelligible when it takes the form of either

Transubstantiation or Consubstantiation. The

new school repudiates Consubstantiation with

indignation. It would be sufficient, therefore, to

cite the condemnation of Transubstantiation,

which is common to all the seventeenth-century

divines
;
but there are found in them, as well,

definite denials of the dogma in its unscientific and

half-developed form as the Objective Presence

in the Elements.

Hooker s words are well known : The real

Presence of Christ s most blessed body and blood

is not to be sought for in the sacrament (that

is, the outward sign or elements), but in the

worthy receiver of the sacrament. The sacraments

(elements) are not really, nor do really contain

in themselves, that grace which with them or by
them it pleaseth God to bestow (p. 9).

Andrewes rejects the doctrine as creating a

Christ made of bread
;
a Deity made from the

flour-mill, hiding there under the species (pp. 31,51).

Cosin teaches that the Body and Blood is

neither sensibly present, nor otherwise at all

present, but only to those that are duly prepared

to receive them, and in the very act of receiving

them (p. 1 14).

Taylor warns us : We may not render Divine

worship to Him as present in the blessed sacra-
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ment according to His human nature, because He
is not there according to His human nature. We
give no Divine honour to the signs ;

we do not call

the sacrament our God. Christ left us symbols

and sacraments of that natural body, not to be,

or to convey, that natural body to us, but to do

more and better for us, to convey all the blessings

and grace procured for us by the breaking of that

body and the effusion of that blood. If you can

believe the bread, when it is blessed by the priest,

is God Almighty, you can, if you please, believe

anything else (pp. 136, 141, 144).

Beveridge shows that from the truth that worthy

recipients become partakers of the body and

blood of Christ the devil took occasion to draw

men into an opinion that the bread which is used

in that sacrament is the very body that was

crucified on the Cross, and the wine, after conse

cration, the very blood that gushed out of His

pierced side. This he designates as (

falling into

a desperate error. For this fond opinion possess

ing their brains, that the bread is the real body
of Christ hung upon the Cross and pierced for

their sins, O how zealous are they in wrapping

up neatly in their handkerchiefs, laying it up in

their treasuries, carrying it about in their pro

cessions, yea, and at length worshipping and

adoring it, too ! (p. 205).
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5. The immediate consequence of the Ob

jective Presence in the elements is the Sacrifice

of the Mass
;

for if Christ is, or is in, the bread

and the cup, and the bread and the cup are offered

to God, it must be Christ that is offered. This

we have seen to be universally condemned. To
Hooker it is a Popish superstition. Andrewes

says : We will never grant that your Christ made

of bread is sacrificed there. Laud leaves the

Church of Rome in this particular to her super

stitions to say no more. Cosin says : He sits

for ever at the right hand of God
;
and therefore

Christ can be no more offered, as the doctors and

priests of the Roman party fancy Him to be.

Bull declares the doctrine of the Mass to be im

pious, monstrous, derogatory to the one full

satisfaction of Christ made by His death on the

Cross, and contrary to express Scripture.

With the Mass come necessarily the ritual and

the ceremonies of the Mass the bowing, the

genuflecting, the kissing, the censing, the candle-

lighting, the elevating, the bell-ringing, the finger-

dipping, the ablution
;
the practices of Adoration,

Reservation, Exposition, Benediction, Non-com

municating Attendance, Children s Eucharists,

Solitary Masses, Procession of the Sacrament,

Reception under One Kind
;
and the doctrine of

the participation of Christ s Body by wicked men
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and senseless animals. All of these are con

demned by Anglican High Churchmen, as

Anglican High Churchmen were. One Kind,

Reservation, Non-communicating Attendance, In

cense and Lights, are condemned by Andrewes

(PP- 33-63) ;
One Kind, Concomitancy, the Church

of Rome s Theory of Sacrifice, by Laud (pp. 84-87) ;

Elevation, Adoration, Reservation, Exposition,

Circumgestation, Non-communicating Attendance,

Idle Ceremonies, some pernicious, some un

necessary, many false and many fond, by Cosin

(pp. 98-100) ; Circumgestation, Private Masses,

Outward Ministry and Ceremonial, One Kind,

by Taylor (pp. 127, 145, 159); Elevation, One

Kind, Processions, Solitary Masses, External

Ceremonialism, by Bull (pp. 191-197); Processions,

Adoration, One Kind, by Beveridge (p. 207).

Besides, says Bull, the whole administration

is so clogged, so metamorphized and defaced

by the addition of a multitude of ceremonies, and

those some of them more becoming the stage

than the Table of our Lord, that if the blessed

Apostles were alive and present at the celebration

of the Mass in the Roman Church, they would be

amazed, and wonder what the meaning of it was.

Sure I am that they would never own it to be

that same ordinance which they left to the

churches (p. 191).
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6. The Church of England desires the most

perfect openness of heart between her pastors

and their people, and she recommends and advises

a full confession to a person who cannot assure

himself of God s forgiveness in two cases before

Holy Communion and before death. She gives

no sanction to formal confession except where a

man cannot persuade himself that God s grace can

extend even to him. But Ritualists, following in

this particular the example and the teaching of Dr.

Pusey, hold that confession is a part of the normal

discipline of the Church, and of use to all who

desire to grow in grace.

Hooker, on the contrary, has taught that the

Confessional, as at present practised in the Church

of Rome, hath made discipline for the most part

among them a bare formality yea, rather a means

of emboldening unto vicious and wicked life, than

either any help to prevent future, or medicine to

remedy present, evils in the soul of man. Of

auricular or private confession, as now taught, he

cries out, No, no ! These opinions have youth in

their countenance; antiquity knew them not; it

never thought or dreamed of them (pp. 15-17).

Jeremy Taylor says that, owing to the doctrine

that attrition is a sufficient disposition for a man
in the Sacrament of Penance to receive absolution

and be justified before God by taking away all
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his sins and the obligation to eternal pain ... in

no sect of men do they with more ease and cheap
ness reconcile a wicked life with the hopes of

heaven than in the Roman Communion (p. 159).

Bull indignantly exclaims that, by help of

attrition, the rare device of the Sacrament of

Penance can reconcile men to God without them

[love of God and our neighbour], and by this ex

pedient men that have never loved God with all

their hearts in all their days on earth may for ever

enjoy God in heaven. People may expiate their

sins, at this rate of servile attrition, as often as

they commit them, and so be saved without ever

having loved God above all things in their lives

(p. 194).

As yet, Ritualists reject the doctrine of attrition
;

but the same compulsion which drove the Roman

doctors to invent it cannot fail in its force when con

fession and absolution are made a normal part of

the religious life. The Roman theolegians had no

desire to maintain that men could be saved with

out the love of God, but they were obliged to sub

stitute attrition for contrition, because they could

not venture to deny that, if a man was contrite,

he was at once forgiven ;
and then where was the

necessity, for that purpose, of absolution? Ab

solution, when regarded as a conveyance of God s

pardon, can only be necessary when a man is not
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yet pardoned that is, when his sorrow does not

amount to contrition, on which pardon immediately

follows, but only to attrition, which is sorrow aris

ing from fear of present or future suffering.

I believe that I have proved that the Ritualist

School, in so far as they depreciate the Reforma

tion, show tenderness to Rome, condone her false

doctrines, hold the tenet of the Objective Presence

in the elements, perform the rites and ceremonies

thence flowing, and inculcate the practice of

auricular confession as part of the normal religious

life, find no justification in the teaching and acts

of our seventeenth-century divines. The old

historical High Church party in the Church of

England is in direct conflict with the Neo-

Anglicanism known as Ritualism.
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