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AN
 HISTORICAL
DISCOURSE

Conccmingthe-Nn‘cp,s SITY

OF THE

MiNrSTERS INTENTION

In Adminifiring, the-

SACRAMENTS

L Mongft all the Opinions of the Romuar
~ Church, there is fcarce any fo ftrange, if
 we. except their Dotlrine of Tranfub-

frantiation, .as that which they hold, con-
cerning the Neceflity of the Minifters Tutention to
make the Sacraments valid and effeCtual.  This
Doftirine is fo abfurd in it felf, and is attended.
with fuch terrible Confequerices in their Religion,
that we mifght be afraid to attribute it to that Com- -
munion, if they had not {o exprefly déclar'd them-
felves on that Foiat. And if alltheir Authors, who
have confidered the horrid confequencesof thigOpini-
on, had not madé itappear, that the fame are noc ca-
pable to_refcuc them from an Error, {fo pregnant
A2 . : in



Commonit, 1,
cap. 38,

o (2)
in Abfurdities. Tis for the
Religion, not to charge.
her fIt’roffeg'ors fuch ftrange
tereft of Proteftants to make it a
had all ;he reafon of the World tgﬁ%?&tl}gy bl}ave
a DoGtrine, which the Rosianifts wo g

intereft of ; Chriftia
-her with impofing 'dpbg
Opinions. It is the In.

> Id have forc
upon them under the Penal u' orcd
It is the Intereft of Roma;’zer(llatt})xrbﬁikm Arathora,

into what conffion the blind Ob d's’ co ey e
tes, for the pretended lnfallibilitye olf('ﬂ:;iit:l eGyuI:gg;

doth caft them. 1Indeed it feems as i :
z‘l:te}x,nl Sttg be miﬁalkeglin fuch Points, V\;Iﬁ‘ef‘}eot’:}l\eﬁ;ggf
dity is{0 very palpable, tothe end th in fub-
]le&mu to them, might the moreegxeﬁ?)glilzggu?‘_
themfelvesabout the Priviledge of Infallibili¢ h!] h
the Rozar Church with fo much confidence <}i’ Wh o
rogate. That the Readersinay reap this F. rui(ztf om
the Exaquapgul here undertake of the Artir?m
}_have prefarib'd to iny felf ‘thefe Orders wh'che’a
intend clofely to keep to. 1. Ifhall fot dow 1Ch .
t}:_c Romar Church at prefent believes concxérvt:' i
the neceflity of the Minifters intention in-ord e
the validity'of the Sacraments. 2ly 1 fhall ei i
appear, thatScripture doth not at all fay Sar this
Opinion of the Romanifts. 3ly 1 fhall molfr Ny
{t‘r}lﬁtﬂ{admon gs dilalllnctrically oppofite to i: © ;,)l;latl’
1ew, that all the Chriftians in the
thatare not of the’ Rowifh Communi e e
wholly ignerant of this Artic "ot poficeel, her
pofeit : and in o doing, I fhall fiﬁio(\;/res;’g;lsy ::K l\(')lpr
thod which Vincentins dp b}incnﬁ; hath fet down f or
to confute any Error: We wmuf?, faith he, follow the 'Z(;E

niverfality, Antiquity, 4 : ;
% c)j[orl ” ng;zr 171111}', and » coz{/'em.., of the Catholic kand

Che

For

-fé‘y with the ‘Cardinal Brancati, That the Council
O

- nitions of the Roman Church, it will plainly appear,

(3)

~For what concerns the Belief of Rome, we may

Conftance aflembled - in 1415. hath defined the
neceflity of the Intention of the Minifter  of the
Sacraments to make them effetual. But forafinuch
as that Council gave a great Check to_the Papal
Power, we find- the greater part of the Romifb
Divines rather refer themfelves to the Definition
made by Pope Exgerius the V. after theCouncil of
Florence in his Décree of Faith prefcribed to the
Armenians : All thé Sacraments, {aith he, are pe;};ﬁrwcd
by three things, by the things themfélves ‘as tie miai-
ter, by the Words as the form; and by the Perfon of
the Minifter , who confers the Sacrament with inten-
tionto do what the Church doth, Leo the X. has fol-
Jowed the freps of Esugenins the IV. in his Bulf a-
gainft Luther Art. 12. The Conncil of Trent hath
authorized this Definition Seft 7. Caw. 11. If an
one [ay that at leaft the intention of doing that which the
Church doth, #s not requifite in the Minifters whilft
they adminifter the Sacraments, let them be dn Ana-
thema.

If we makea ferious reflexion upon thefe Defi-

that tho ordinarily they condemn: the comical re-
prefentation of the Sacraments 3 as for inftance, if
the Prieftfhould celebrate the Sacrament in jeft or
mockery, yet they fuppofe this to be a true Cele-
bration, notwithffanding that herein he hath acted
contrary to the order-and refpett dueto the Sacra-
ment. Surcly a manmuft be concluded out’of his
Wits totake this Profanation for aSacraments and
yet the Divines of that Communion do at this day
tnanimoufly aflert, that if a Prieft’ pronounceth in
the midft of a Market, the Words of the Sacra<

. ment,

———
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ment, with intention t6 do what the Church doth,

he tranfubftanciates all the Bread he fees, and makes
a Sacrament. ‘This is evidently deduced from theip
Hypothefis, as the moft part of the latter Schoel-
men do acknowledge. And tho they declare, That
in fiuch a vafe, the intention of the Prieft i ot
right, yet they conclude, That if any one thould
ave an intention to Confecrate the Body of Jefiis
€hrift, to abufe it in fome kind of Sorcery 5 this un-
due intention would not hinder the perfetion.of the
Sacrament, the abufé being pofterior to the intenti.
on. Thisis the decifion of Bixsfeld in his Theologie
Paftorums de Sacrament. Cap, 1. After foftrangean O-
pinion, we may be the lefs aftonifhed atthe Office,

which for many A%nes has been celebrated: in many ’

" Cathedral and’ Collegiate Churches, and was called:
the Feaft of Fools-5 I fay that this was a particular
Oftice, becaule Dwrand Bifhop of Mande hathr fer
down the Rites and manner of it in his Divine Of-
fices Lib, 7. ¢, 42. Endes Bifhop. of Pari, makes
mention of it in one of his Epiftles,. publifhed a
while fince. 'The thing is fo ftrange, that- it is
hard to bebelieved, this. was nota Religious Cere-
mony, but a real Profanation publickly pradifed,
not only in France but alfoin Eigland, where the pub-
lick Office of this Feaftis upon record, as Mr, Gye-
gory thews in a Treatife on that Subje&. Theteis rea-
fon to blefs God that this Office hath at laft been abo.
lilhed. But after all, the Eucharift thus celebra-
ted, was notwithftanding to be lookt uponas a true
Sacrament, if the Prielt had the intention of do-.
ing what the Church does. If the Church of Rome.
were of another mind, it would be. very furprifing
to fee them ferioufly to make ufe of a- Fable con-
cerning, St. Atharnafins, when yet a: Child, who ha-
. ‘ Vlﬂg

. ridieulous Fable. . But he hath not cured the Ro-

. with that exterior attention, which is ufed inadmi-

(s)
' i her

ing been, as they fay, chofen B_:(hop by ot
'C“l?i d?cn of his A};e, dig(.lproceedvtq baptize t}{\eﬁ;
which Baptifin was judged tobe valid, ;bécax ethis
had the. Intention of baptizing them. No hi
being only Childrens Play, how comes 1t’to }:{ 18«; |
that they hold that Alexander Bifhop of Alexands N
conld authorize this Baptifin ? Hermant Can%nthgs Lifeof 8. A-
Beanuvais, gives us the Ecclefiattical Hiftory o i

ith Divines of their Folly, which makes them
E}ig:ig?‘gfee a&ion of Alexander, as if he had rea-
fon to do what he did in authorizing by his appro-

* bation fo vifible a Profanation and Derifion of a

N Y, . he pre-
Sacrament of the Chriftian Church, upon t
t;cxrczmthat -St. Athanafins, forfooth, hau}1 d%};lreélﬁ
that he had an Intention to do whqt the Chur
dmzh. It appearsthat they domnot content themfelves

i ke one
niftring the Sacraments, and which may ma e
?rle(ltil:\t'lg :h:tthce aftion i; done }Eeno\tltﬂ)lf;.t iogl;?Zybﬁe
lieve with ¢ n confent, that attentior
vlv’vﬁ!‘;liigg?nc: m?t 5 and common &:ﬁfe %lgg';ﬁ;(,);g;t
tho’ a man may feem attentive to What he is doing,
\ be fubje& to diftrattions therein, elp
}c,ﬁl;‘e \;nh?rlx the a&i’onbtz;kes uph fosnzxé:r :rcr)lzg:ietrgs%g
ime : Indeed noman believes the S5 {
-;nmvlﬁlidmgfgfltgg-bﬁni&er might fuffer fome DA{“trz_x-
&ion in reciting the Prayers of the Lm:rgy‘.‘ 6;'1 (t)?l
the inward Attention, that either refpelts t e a tion
oneis about in celebrating-the g;iirsargfefrela ] o:' e
ture of the Sacrament an , whi
::l::lﬁ??s i::cpirhs Refletions3 1 own they 'req}ltll::
both thefe as a Duty of Piety, but they believe

acy of : ‘ by
firft of thefe to}be {o little needfil, that if a P:vx;o




Tolet. In-
ftruct. Sacerd.
Libi2.c.9. §:8¢

(6) ‘

who pronounces thewords of Confecration, fhould

forget that he has pronounced them, they pretend

it is not neceffary that he fhould pronounce them
over again, upon this doubt,for which Tolet gives this
conclufive reafon s Becanfé,faith he,we utter many words
by ufe and thlame, which we dor't remember., upon
veflection, tohave fpoker. - And for the fecond kind

- of Attention to the Nature of the Sacraments, and

its EffeCts, they fuppofe it of little moment as to
the validity, or invalidity of the Sacrament : If the
Prieft make any fuch RefleGions; ’tis on his own
account, But the queftion at prefent is to know
what it is that makes the Sacrament valid.

3. Itis plain, that they mean an inward Difpo-
fition, which they e)%refs in thefe terms, That he
have an intention to do that which the Church doth:
Ttis evident, I fay, that they fippofe an a& of the
Underftanding, which knows what the Church doth,
and an alt of the Will, by which 2 man faith in
himfelf, T will do that which theChurch doth. In-
deed if by this Intention the Romar-Church did
only underftand an a&t of the Will to perform the
external a&t of Baptifin, for inftance, or to pro-
nounce the words of Confecration, without requi-
ring any other internal Intention, they could not
rationally condemn the Proteftants, who, are not
{o ftupid to imagine, that a man can perform an
external alt 5 as for inftance, that of Baptizing, or

- pronouncing words, as is done outwardly in the-

‘Fathers of the -Council .of

Church, without the faid a&t be commanded b
the Will.  This was fo throx’}ghly the Belief of the

: of Trent, that when Ca-
tharin, who wasaltogether of our. Opinion, repre-

fented to them the bad Confequences arifing from
t_hr;xr -determination of this_ Article, wherein: they

follow'd

(7)

follow’d "the common Opinion of the Schoolmen

for fome Ages, they were not in  the leaft moved

at thofe Confequences, but fwallowed them without

any moreado. .

" "This fa& is fo important to the right underftand-

ing of the ftate of the Queftion between the Church

of Rome and us, that it is requifite to relate the.
fame, asitisfet down b Father Panl in his fecond

Book of the Hiftory of that Council. <« Here, faith

«he, Catharin. Bifhop of Minori propofed a memo-

< rable thing, and which was judged by all wor-

«thy of due Confideration, and very weighty,
« 2iz. he faid, that as to the Lutherans who attri-

«bute no other Virtue to the Sacraments, but that

« of exciting Faith, which may be awakned by o-

<« ther means, the receiving of thetrue Sacrament 1s of
< {inall importance 5 wherefore alfo they fay that it
« s not neceflary, and yet they hold it to be an

_ «abfurd thing, that the malice of a wicked Minifter,

« who hath no intention to confer the true Sacrament
« can be any prejudice, becaufe we arc to-regard
« what the Believer receives, and not what the Mi-
« nifter gives him. But as for the Catholicks, who
é aeeribute to the Sacrament the Virtue of confer-
«ring Grace, it is of very great moment that they
« be affured of their recéiving the true and effica-
«¢ious Sacrament, forafimuch asit very rarcly hap-
« pens that Grace 15 obtained by any other means.
«'And certainly Jittle Children, and diftratted Pes-
¢ fons, do not receive Grace by any other .means, .
«and the common People have ordinarily {o finall
« and weak a Difpofition, that without the Sacra-
« ment it would never be fifficient for the receiving
‘« of Grace :-Motgover thofe few Perfons, that are
« a9 rave as Pheenix’s, which have a perfelt Difpo-
C : B fition
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. & fition, do notwithftanding réceive a gre: :
" dc ithftanding receive a great -
- lgrce,of Grace by the Sacrament. fgf it Eﬁoﬂfd
 happen that a Prieft that hath the charge of four
cqo)r ve thoufand Souls, fhould be an Unbeliever,
« fl;t withal a greac Hypocrite, and -that in the ab.
«! &l}ltéqn of Penitents, at the Baptifn of - little
“ fh“ ren, and Confecration ‘of the Eucharitt, he
gL 1?uld have a fecret Intention not to do what _ the
g urch do;h, we muft conclude the little Chil-
“ drex}. dan.ni'cd,,_;}?cj}_fqnimnts upabfolved, and all
. Aep.(;wcd of the'\ftuits ‘of the ~hb]y~'Cdmmun‘io';1-
. 1}1 it avails nothing to fay here, ‘that Faith fu :
“})x;s that defet, becaufe: that cannot be true Ii’ri
. (l.:l ants, and in_others. it cannot, according to the
“ atholick Dottrine, do the effett of the Sacra-
“ r_r:{cnta and if it can in cafe of the Minifter’s Wick-
e vgefs, forafimnch as the fame may be conftant
- mll perpetual, why might it not do the fame
« always? Befides thatthe affigning fo great Virtiie
- ,todFmth, is to take away that of the Sacraments

and to fall into the Opinion of the Lutherans. ’

" ;He -off'erd it alfo to their Confideration, how
“ glfeat would be. the Affliction and Anguith
“g a tender Father' for his Child at the point: of
“ lfath, if he fhould have any deubt concerning

“the Intention of the Prieft that baptizeth it Like-

“wife in what anxiety would a Catechumene be
- who finding in himfelf only a finall' and ver‘j;
« ;mgerfeé_’c Difpofition, and notwithftanding - pre-

“fenting himfelf to receive Baptifin, fhould he come
“ to doubt whether the Prieft might not bea falfe

“Chn&gan, and have no Intention at all of bapti-

“fing him, bt only to dip or wafh him in jeft

« ::lnd fport ¥ That the fame thing might be confi-

“ Aerfld in Cohfeffion,and receiving the Communion.

nd if it be faid, ‘proceeded Cathariz, that
. thefe

(9)

“wthefe Cafes are very rare 3. would to God it were

« fo indeed, and that in this corrupt Age there,
« were not reafon to fufpect them bt ton frequent.
« But fuppofe they be very rarc, and that there
< were but one only, might it not fo happen that
« this wicked Prieft might adminifter the true Bap-
srifin without intention .toan Infant, who when
¢« grown to a man, might, be. made Bithop over a
«great City, and live many yearsin that charge, o
«that he hath ordained a great part of the Priefts 5
¢ it muft be faid, that he, being not baptized, 15 not
« ordained, nor they ordained;who are promoted by
«him. So that;by this means_ theie would be in this
« great City, neither the Sacrament of the Eucha-
«nift, nor of Confeflion, which cannot be with-
« out. the true Sacrament of holy Orders, nor that,
« without atrue Bifhop, nor a Bithop duly ordained,
« withontBaptifin. Behold here how by the Wicked-
«nefs of aMinifter we find in onefole act a million
« of Nullities of Sacraments 3 and who would fay,
«that in fo great a number of Nullities, God fip-
« plies all by his Almightinef$, and that by extraor-
« dinary remedies he provides for things of con-
cfrant and daily ufe? we fhould much rather be
« perfwaded that God hath already by his Provi-
« dence provided, that fiich like accidents cannot
«happen.- And yet, faid the Bifhop, God hath
« provided againft all inconveniences, having or-
« dained that that fhould be a true Sacrament ,
« which is adminiftred with the Ceremonies or-

. < dained by him, tho’ it may happen that the Mini-

« fter may have another intention. He added more-
« gver, that this was not repugnant to the common
« Dottrine of Divines, nor to the Determination. of
« the Council of Florence, which imports, that the

' B2 “inten-
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<« intention of the Minifter is requ
:: crament 3 begaufe that is'to be e&gﬁgkgg(flf o
“ i%ﬁsi?tteif[l‘?l' mt}fntion, but of that' which tgzl:n(i)t“
it felf in the outward work, tho’ ii ' ;
:: he might have a contrary int_ent,ior?.o K;::i@liﬁly
“ thus all thofe inconveniences are avoided, whi aﬁ'
“ would otherwife be innumerable. . He alled !cd
“ m:(liny .other reafons for Proof of his Sa ige
“?Sl‘l laft of all produced an example recordZd by
“doz,w;/enu: in his Ecclefiaftical  Hiftory ; That ony
“day the Children of dlexandria being met togeth ;
o naqr the Sea for to' play, began to ‘imitate t}fr
« aftions wont to-be done in the Church, and ha—e
« \gmg. made Athanafins Bifhop of their Play, he
“ aptized {ome of the faid Children who ha}cli,i B! -
ver been baptizeds which coming to the ear Z}

« Alexander Bifhop. of . Alexandvia, of famious

::mer)nory, he was woubled at. it avi
wwcilld the Children, be_asked ohat. dheis i
“fn op had done and faid to them; and having
“ (:o;x;mggythoez‘r ﬁlnfwgl, that ‘the whole Form an
e Church had bee red’s
:: gt}eaefore by the Counfel and‘Adviteogﬁzii’
« rl:e s, he approved and ratified that'Bapti(‘ml:-
\ “g ereupon Bithop Catharin faid, That this Ap ro-
“ ﬁg;lo;xv ;o:}cé not l(ale» mairgained,, it fuch aninl:en:
: required to the Sacrament
(tdon were re { , a3 others
. h%é decli?\ r‘:é . but very ‘well in'the manner that he
efe are the great inconvenien i
;l(:f] :v(;?rngu 1?o;i)on'r‘h{hich bore fw:;sanvlvg: rﬁ‘?}txl;
fol e Decifion of Pope Engeni
is intangled.. W ion i ehe Conn:
X takeghereuponéy | what ?e(blutlon dld the Coun-

¢ 'This

() |

« This Doftrine, faith Father Panl, wasnotat all
« relithed by the other. Divines, notwithftanding
« that they were confounded and put to a Non-
« plus by the Reafons he had alledged, which they
& could not folve; but’ notwithftanding, perfifted
«in their opinion, That the true intenticn of the
«Minifter is neceffary, either afual, virtual, or
« potential 5 and that if he have a contrary inward

« jntention, the Sacrament 1S hot valid, notwith-

< franding all exterior Demenftration.. And accord-
ingly they thundered out their Anathema in the

- terms before fet down.

I am notignorant what the faid Father Paul ob-
ferves in the fame places that after this abfolute
decifion of the.Council, that the intention of the
Mnifter is meceffary s the forefaid Prelate continti-
ed firm in his Opinion, and that a year after this
Definition of the Council, he wrote 2 {imall Trea-
Gfe on this Subjed, in which he afferts, thac the

". Council of Trent had been of his Opinion, and

that the Definition by them made, was to be un-
derftood in his fenfe. But here we muft remark
two things, 1. That the Courtcil exprefly condemus
his fenfe in Seffion 14. Cap. 6. where *is faid, That
if a Prieft doth not defign truly to abfolve, the Pe-
nitent is not truly abfolved. If the matter tillthen
pafled for doubtful, or favourable to Catharin, at
leatt after that Decree which refpects one of thofe

_ inconveniences which Catharin had {o much infited

on, it can no longer be fuppofed incertain ‘or di~
putable. The firft Decree og the Council was pub-
lifhed in the year 1547. March the 3d. and the fe-
cond appeared 1551. the 11th. of Offober. 1 know
well, that this laft Doftrine has no Anathema an-

nexed to it, as all thofe have that are accounted
‘ © jnfallible
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infallible Decr:
on in this ca;“:ci)gif the Counil.

i . . 18 C i .
Jtention of the Cot%nc oncerning the meaning - or

that the Fa i, we muft cj
ther . . VI
gwn mcaningel(s)rn;;%ht miftake in exélt‘}‘lif‘ri“ga}})lo{e
atharin im h £ we mult o brofins
: ofed on th o Swn that Antbrof
their A;mtbfr ¢ Council, in mainaing e
- Anatherra containe ) Il Mamntaining th
Explicatio ained noth INg that
ation : And the 118 contrary to hi
of Catharin' ¢ Council in takj Y to his
profoundméo]nslfizlé}’ did only maketslfgr::% 1:1? n? e
bout th » We obferve in j ¢ lame
e ’ € in iti
charilt F?Lf‘?l?ee lCOF t?;e e Pre}se;geiﬁn:gon i
an Unj ouncils Defign bej e Eu-
ea hmon amongft their Dj g being to preferve
ac Party tota vines, fi

\ i e ;
thoindeed there C‘;)S;(Cillb?ecrees in thei red quicdy

of the Council ; no m

in the Chl?rlf]:g%lf-liz;)hulﬁr?jlng thgzetl:tlfl?: vggf S%n(‘e
ned Men, as Cardi " pelides Cathayin, ¢ then
o 5 & lL et In, féVem[Le
ifp. 7. §. 2. Who'n(?' #go witnefleth - de Segy ar-

ny inws; . id not ow ¢ Oacranient,

ngtige“:fl: ihin»tl? rl::;l(')fr'l’ they th:uégz ?iicffit}’kof a-

: ¢ : 5

fay, that poflibly the Giomrs 2 Cotharin a5e 1o

ﬂ‘;mt % . pOlle to i

nionf by this feeming Tol delude the Proe.

However j
; r it be, . -
this Definiti » we find in
tio ¢ in the
for they takex:; a perfe& uniformity Ki P}z:’*ce, after
took to defendo()nfbt lce of fome Divines zv;]s matter ;
thei . . ./l ariz a a1 it} 0 under-
Cat/:;rl,-),,m,?:s rejecting an%l ?eﬁﬁ]t::z general Curren,
Definition oafpf}:%leom; Docétrine, contra '
ines, Shapes, Covgin 3 8 VE e i Bl
We are to obf ; al Lugo and a)l ratin,
erve, that j all the reft, A
mongft the » that if there be any Dife.
Rontan Divines about thﬂy DlﬁJUtC a-
. e neceflity of

Inten-

But the quefti-

It own Senfe,

(13)

Intention s  fome of them fuppofing an aftual In-
tention'of doing what the Church doth tobe necef-
fary : others thinking an habitual Intention to be
fufficient 5 and others again a virtual Intenticn, yet
they all agiee about the neceflity of Intention in
order to the validity of the Sacrament. 1/ They
agree that an adtual TIntention is fufficient. 2. That
an habitual Intention, that is a foregoing Intenti-
on which has never been revok'd, fufticeth. 3. They
agree alfo that a virtnal Intention, that i, the ap-

Yication of Aions expreft in celcbrating of the

Sacrament s fufficient , fuppofing that the lmagi-
aation works and- dire€ts having received from
the Will the necefiary impreflions to produce thole
corporal adtions that are neceflary for the Ceclebra-
tionof the Sacraments 5 this is very exactly explain-
ed by Cardinal de Lugode Sacrament. difp. 8. Sefl 5.
tho he owns, that there be certain  Ations in the
Sacrament, ‘wherein this yirtual Intention is not
‘neceflary, of which he gives fome very pleafant
Examples. \ :

The Council of Tress, having followed the ge-
neral Terms of the School in this matter, without
explaining themfelves t00 precifely for fear of dif-
pleafing any of their Communion 5 it is fomewhat
difficult to know what they meant by thofe Words,
‘to have at le? the Intention of doing what the Church
doth ¢ For if thefe Terms do not fimply fignifie to do
an outward A&ion, as the fame is pradtifed in the
Church, what elfe would they exprefs thereby?
Some pretend with Richard de Media Villaand Vaf-
-quez, That the Minifker muft will the end or effett
of the Sacrament, wi%. the San&ification which the
‘Sacrament produces : others belicve that thefe
“Word, do not import any fuch meaning, but orlxa .
. y




| - (14)
ly an intention of .dding thofe external A&i
with regard to their being Religious Cerel?lf)trll?gss :
and others again, as Cardinal de Lugo, refute both
thefe Notions, and-pretend it is fufficient, that th
Minifter have an Intention to at and fpéak in the
Name of Jefus Chrift. But if you ask them whee
ther it be neceflary, that this Will of hisbe ex li-
cite, they anfwer that an implicite Will doth Fuf:

_ fice s and that accordingly when a man hath only

the intention of doing what a Curat i

munion dothin admini%h‘ing the Sacra‘:r?eiﬁls tl(lzeog;.—
cramentis valid asto the intention of him ‘that ad:
::lmlﬂers 1t(.1 Thus Vafguez declares himfelf difp. 138,
I:i/gs(; f, and is therein followed by Cardinal “de

I thould never have done, fhoul

et down particularly the ridiculouf:ef: gv(l)l?cl})logzﬁ
of thefe Divines finds in the Opinions of thofe that
differ from them in this matter. It fhall fuffice us
to take notice, thatafter many Contefts arifing from
the obfcurity affeted by the Council of Trent, and
imitated by the Authors of the Rowifp Catechifin 5
who religioufly retained thofe unintelligible Ex ref-
fions, they all equally agree in this, That i'n'f Mi-
nifter of the Sacraments, there is required, befides
an intention of doing the External Ations which
Jefus Chrift hath prefcribed, another Adion either
a§tualor fuppofed, of-the Willl, by which the Mi

nifter als as a Minifter of Jefus Chiift, withou;
which,according to their Do&rine,the Sacrament can-
not be truc. The reafon which they commonly :illedge
to confirm this Opinion of theirs, fufficiently - evi-

~dences that this is their Doétrine. Thusthey Philofo-

pglizc'a they hold that an Action cannot'be humane
that is moral, except it be done with fome intenti-
on,

on, and fuppofe either akually or virtually an
A& of the'Will 5 whence they conclude, that the

(15)

Intehytion in general is abfolutely neceffary in the
Minifter of the Sacrament, who muft do an Humane
A&ion. In the 2d place they fuppofe, that the A&i-
on of the Minifter of the Sacraments muft be an
A&idn done in the Name of Jefus Chrift, and
as they hold it would not have that Charatter,
if the Minifter fhould be wanting as to this inward
Intention to a& as a Minifter of Jefus Chrift. This
is that which Cardinal de Lugo alledges asa proof <
Priori, becaufe a Minifter ats in the Sacraments as a
Minifter of Jefus Chrit.

We look upon thefe Speculations of the Romifh
School, not only as meer Chimera’s, but alfo as
real Miftakes , becaufe thereby they make the ef-
fet and validity of the Sacraments to depend up-
on an uncertain and unknown ‘A of the Minifters,
on which we do not find that God hath made it at
all to depend, and whereon it is ridiculous to fup-
pofe that the Divine Wifdom fhould have made it
dependant. We believe that the Sacraments of the
New Teftament are Ceremonies of they Chriftian
Religion, ‘of the famenature as were the Sacraments
of the Circumcifion and the Pafchal Lamb, which
were the Sacraments of the Old Covenant : now as
the Aftions which God therein prefcribed, did not,
as to their validity, depend on the Minifters of the
Old Teftament , no more do we believe that the
Ceremonies, which Jefus Chrift hath prefcribed un-
der the New, derive their validity from the Inten-
tion of him that adminifter’s them. We acknow-
Jedge that the Minifters are obliged, by the nature
of their Miniftry, to cclebrate them with the Re-
fpect , Decency, and Order, whichis due to Reli-

' ¢ G ' gious
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gious Ceremonies 5 and we believe that they fin’

grievoufly if they be wanting therein, 1f th'egz
fhould at any time -adminifter the Sacraments with:
Comical Poftures, -or: without: the Reverence that
isrequired in Sacred Altions, we fhould accufe them
of Profanation. Butyet if they follow exaltly the
Intention of our Saviour in celcbrating them, then
we believe,,-tho. they..might be Hypocrites or A~
theifts in‘their Heart, the Sacrament, for the dif-
penfing of which they are appointed , doth not
therefore lofe its validity. . Our Foundation herein
is firm and unmoveable, becaufe they-aré orily the
Minifters and-not the Mafters or Authorsof the Sa-
craments ;' théir Miniftry only confifts in doing the
Aions Jefus Chrift hath prefcribed, and to-¢xplain
them by pronouncing the Words of the Sacrament,
and what the endand ufe-of thefe Ceremonies of
our Religion istaccording to: the Intention of our
Saviour Jefus ‘Chirift, exprefled in Words which
they pronounce in his Name, and ‘as being his Mi-
nifters.  Now we know that whatfoever the inténti-
on of the Minifter of a Prince may be with refe-
rence to a Ctiminal, to whom he delivers a Pardon
inthe Name of his Prince, it can have noinfluence
on the validity of the faid A& of Grace of the
Prince his Malter, becaufe the validity of the Par-
don wholly depends on the Willand Intention of
the Prince,  and not at all on the Intention of
the ‘Mitiifter;, who being only a Moral Inftrument,
cannot influence an Act, which the Prince has nos
. made dependent of his Will.

Tn effec it is hard to conceive a more falfe and
ridiculous Opinion than is that of the Church of
Rowme onthis point 5 1/, Te fuppofeth that the defet
of Tntention, which isa fin of the Minifter, is thfe

- caufe

A

(7))

caufe of . an eternal lofs tohim that is ignorant ofit,
and who doesnot in the leaft partake of that fin,

which is manifeftly contrary, not, only to the Law
of Nature, but alfoto the“difpgf:ﬁ’ of Divine Ju-

ftice, which will not permit the Penalty of fin to
-reach any but the Author, or thofe that are Abbet-
‘torsby confenting to it.. 2dly, It overthrows the
‘Notion of the Miniftry, in making the Sacrament to
depend on the Power of the Minifter, without
whofé Intention it.cannot have its Validity. The
“Miniftry differs: in this from the Authority of Je-
fus- Chrift 5 that Jefus Chrift hath infticuted the Sa-
craments to be celebiated in his Chyrch, and to
-fignifie the Graces we receive by partaking of them :
“The Sacraments thierefore confift of. théfe two partss
the one is the dojnﬁ";he_ A&io"ns'j'p'r(:{_‘cr,ibéda the 0-
ther i$* to exprefs the  fehfe of {hﬁ"fé' Adions's both
- which are ﬁ rformed by the Mimfters , . to whom
- Jefus Chrift hath committed the Difpenfation of
‘the Sacramerits : Now if the Validity of the Sacra-
ment depends of any other thing, wiz, the Ixiﬁrjti-
on-of ;he'_p)ini(gr;' it will :follow, that the Mini-
fter_befiges his Difpenfation 5 Maftér of the Sacra-
ment 3 forafmtich as the Sacrament cafinot bé valid
~without <him 3 that is, it cannot be a Sacrament.
:*Tif a very ftrange onceit, that Jefis Chiift hould
“haye ordained'a Minifter, 'who by his Ordination

. ~can.whdlly overthtow the Defign, and make void

~the Inflitution of our Saviour : 'For the thing is fot
impoflible, and it may naturally be fuppofed 5 yea
‘it might o happen that all Priefts, if 1t were oply
“to, fhew' their Liberty, mightrefélve to haye noin-
“tention 5 and if,.‘fo',’..wha;t. ﬁou‘l‘d,’bé‘comq,of the Sa-
cramients which bur Lotd hatinfticated 5 .

C 2.‘

., . This
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3. 'This Doftrine of the neceflity of Intenti-
on doth overturn and manifeftly defgoy the n:tr:l;e
of thufe facred Signss which being fo by the In-
fticution of our Saviour, they don’t derive their
Virtue from the Authority or the A&ion of the
Minifter : on the contrary it is certain, that the
A&ion of the Minifter derives all its Authority from
the Inftitution. ©~ We call the Sacraments, in con-
formity to the Ancients, « Viffble Word : now foraf-
much as the Words have their fignification inde-
ppndentlky of him that makes ufe of them, and in
virtue of a Ufe formerly eftablifhed, it is apparent
that we cannot make the validity of the Sacraments
depend on the Intention of the Minifter, without
thereby deftroying the Nature of them,

4ly, 1t manifeftly oppofeth the common Senfe and
Judgment of all Chriftians. When we have feen
an Infant Baptized, and with the ordinary Cere-
monies received in the Church, all that have been
prefent, fay , and fuppofe they have all the
reafon in the World fo to do, that -a Child hath
been baptized ? The Churchof Rome it felf, doth
it not go ‘on_this Ground, eftablithing her Jurif~
di&tion over Perfons on this account, and thinks

Greg.deva- her felf to have right to punifh the Party as an
l;f::ﬁfw-dl-Apoﬂate in cafe heleaves the Roman Religio}rll for to

embrace Mahometanifin, or to litt him{lf among Pro-
teftants > Now cana ftranger piece of Folly be con-

ceived than this Propofition, viz. fuch an one has -

been baptized in the prefence of fuch Witneffes, in
cafe it be true, that befides the Ceremony admini-
ftred, the Intention of the Minifter be required to
make it a true and valid Baptifin ? Or canany pro-
ceeding be more unjuft than that of the Inquufiti~
on in condemning fuch a perfon and burning him
- foran Apoftate Let

, (v9)
" Lt us alfo confider that Chaos_of Doubts and
Uncertainties into which the neceffity of the Mini-
Reyr{.l Intention doth neceffarily caft all Chriftians,
without leaving any imaginable means to be freed
thercfrom. 'Tis a fiire Maxim delivered by the Holy
Spirit himfelf, That none knows the Heart of Man,
but the Heart of Man,and the _Deitﬁ,who takes to him-
feIf this Title, The Searcherofthe Heart : How thenis
it poffible for me ever to be affured that I have been
Baptized, That I have been Confirmed, That1have
had Abfolution of my Sins, That I have partaken
of the Body and Blood of Jefus Chrift, That I have
really received any Orders, ThatIhave the Pow-
er of Baptizing, of Confecrating, of Abfolving, of
Ordaining Minifters, That Tam lawfully Married,
That I have received Extreme Union 5 If Imuft
believe that none of thefe A&ions can be truly done
without the Intention of the Minifter of the Sa-
craments, which is abfolutely unknown to me, and
“of which I have no way to affure my felf ? The
Papifts ordinarily objec to fome Proteftants, foran
Abfurdity, from which they cannot free themfelves,
the Idea of the Church upon the Hypothefis of Ele-
&ion: their ground is this, that it is the ixeateﬂ Ab-
furdity imaginable, to make the Church, which is
avifibleBody, to depend on a Decree of eternal
‘Ele&ion 5 whichis a Will hid in God, and isnot re-
vealed : but in truth we may upbraid to them with
much more Juftice, their Notion of the neceflity of
Intention 3 by which means all the great Con-
cerns of their Church are left fo uncertaim and
phantaftick, that nothing can be imagined more
vain, or that fmells more ranck of Delufion.” For
ugon this fuppofal, we have no Affurance of any
obje& of our Religion, all depending or} this
ecret
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frerws agrees to this. Now wha
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fecret Intention, which is altogether un i

man cannot be a Prieft if he’ghave »nbtcii;:z?bba%
tized 5 he cannot be a Bifhop, if before he hage
not been a Pricft 5 he cannot be a Pope, if he have
notbeen a Bifhop or Pricft 5 he cannot be the Szb-
ject of Infallibility 5 he can't decideany thing Sove-
reignly and without appeal, if he be nota Chri-
ftian and a Prieft before. This neceffity of Intenti-
on works as many Miracles of Uncertainty to the
fubverlion of the Certainty of Religion, as Tran-
{ubftantiation c_loth to the deftru&ion ',of Senfe
l}cafon and Fa'xtl}. I will not make the difpleafin )
Parallel here, it is fufficient to point out the thing
to the Judicious Reader, who may make his Re..

Moreover it is on this Intention. of, i
that that Miracle depends, or ratherqti;::) Erglildcg%
Miracles, which are wrought in Tranfubftantiation =
and how can we lawfully difpenfe our felves frorr:
making one Reflexion thereupon of another nature
It is certain that never was there .any.Idolatry m re
inexcufable than that of the Church of :Rose: qiu
cafe there be no Tranfubftantiation 5 the :fe('uit, Co-

t. .certai
they of the Chu.rch of ‘Rome, for their ::ilgzn;igz
the Sacrament, if we’ fuppofe that without the Jn-
:ﬁgt{gr(l) &f the }’rlﬁ&-(which‘ is:always uncertain to
tfhippers ) there can be.no, Tranf iati
on; fo that they can have no otﬁ%ﬂggﬁ]bﬁmmm
L C
the Prieft has had the Intention of yC(l::llfg:ec’rarggat
But I enquire further, what ground have they fgl:
this Perfuafion ? [s it foundel on the Evidence .of
the thing that firikes their Senfe ? -none will .be, fo
foolith to fay fo. Is it founded on the. Teﬁimo}xy<

the Eucharift but the Per['uaﬁon~t%r0und=tpadore '

'(zt)

of Reafon? No, for Reafon canrot difcover the
leaft ground of Certainty therein. Isit then found-
ed-on'the Evidence of Faith, that is to fay, on
fome Revelation ? Neither do I believe that this
cin' Be rationally maintained by any one 5 if it were
fo, alt the Communicants would be obliged cither
to prove the: truth of the Revelation made to
them, or elfe to pal for Fools and Enthufiafts,
And forafmuch as this perplexing difficulty is ob-
vious to the Eyes of all the World, the Divines of
the Roriran Communion could do no lefs than take
notice, of it 3 they do own that a Prieft, who hath
flointention to confecrate, would make the Peo-
ple commit Idolatry, in making them to worfhip
meer Bread inftead of the precious Body of Jefus
Chrift, which are the very words of Benedict in
his Summ: lib: 4. ¢ 1. But what anfwer doth he
return to this terrible inconvenience? True it is,
faith he, that'a man in this cafe would be excufed
before God from fin, as being under invincible
Ignorance. Befides, faith he, it would only be
material Idolatry in the People, who worfhip the
Hoft in the Faith of the Church, as being obliged
to worfhip what the Prieft fhews them,” without
any condition, or hefitation whatfoever. To con-
firm this excellent refolution of that difficulty, he

cites the Authority of Fignier de Euch. cap. 16.
Tknow well, that the Church of Ronse pretends,
that in this cafe there is amoral Certainty, which is
fufficient to appeafe the Confcience of Chriftians 3
which they endeavour to make outthus s 1. Becaufe
it is the moft eafie thing in the World to have
this intention. 2. Becaufe thofc who have been
baptized in their Infancy, are bound in this matrer
to believe their Parents. who have: prefented them
: to
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to be baptized. Bat all this is meer Vanity, and 1
cannot imagine how men of good Senfe, can call
that a moral Certainty, which i3 founded on fuch

. vain Conje&ures, and o fibje& to Error. Foris it

any Argument, that, becaufe to have an intention
is the eafieft thing in the World, therefore noPrieft
can be wanting in the fame? When they themfelves
furnith us with divers Examples of facrilegious
Priefts and concealed Jews, who have owned at
their Death, that, during the whole Courfe of their
lives, they never had the Intention which the Church
of Rome prefcribes, -

What advantage al{o can they draw from our
owning, that the Certainty which a man hath of his
having been baptized, is fufficiently evidenc'd by
the Teftimony of his Parents, to prove that a
man hath been baptized, whilft they hold, that be-
fides the external Ceremony, and the words of
Baptifin, of which the Parents can give an affitred
Teftimony, thereis alfo required a fecret Intention
of the Prieft, of which all the men of the World,
had they been prefent, could not give us the leaft
aflurance? The Teltimony of our Parents does in-
deed produce a moral Certainty that we have been
baptized 5 but the perfwafion of the Roman Church
has nothing like it, and therefore it cannot pafs
for a moral Certitude with them, but for a ridicu-
lous Credulity without ground or foundation, which
Credulity notwith{tanding, is the Ground and Bafis
of the moft important a?t of Religion, and with-
out which, there is nothing butan empty imitation

of whatfoever at this day pafleth for the Religion

of Jefus Chrift. :
Whatfoever (Ludgment a wife Reader may make
of this Romith Dorine, yet their Dottors are
. not
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not wanting to maintain it, and to propound it as

‘2 Truth clearly confirmed by holy Scripture. Car-

dinal de Lugo, who isone of thelaft that hath writ
of the matter, calls this Do&rine a Catholick Tru:h
becaufe it appears, that Jefus Chrilt hath fo inftcaced
the Sacraments, that he would have them to de-
pend on the intention of the Minifters. This he
proves _concerning the Sacrament of Penance with
thefe wordss Quorume remiferitis peccata, remittentur
eis, Joh. 20. and concerning Extreme Unction, Let
them [end for the Elders of the Church, and pray over
him, James 5. Concerning the Communion from
thofe words, Do this in my remembrance, he proves
the fame with refpe& to Holy Orders, from thefe
words of the Pontifical. Rom. Accipe patziater;(, &e.
As for Marriage, he owns that it cannot be confum-
mated without the intention of the Parties con-
tratted, becaufe an inward {imulation is fufficient
to fpoil the Contralt. And forafinuch as there
muft be a Conformity between the Sacraments, . he
concludes from thefe Examples, that we muft (up-
pofe the fame WNeceflity of Intention with refpet
to Baptifin and Confirmation, and the rather becaufe
the Apoftle St. Paxl feems to fuppofe it, when he
faith, 1 Cor. 4. ver. 1. Let 2 man fo account of us, as
of the Minifters of Chrift, and Stewards of the My-
fteries of Ged. Now a Steward, faith he, muft
have an Intention to a& conformably to his Mafter’s
orders, or elfe he isnct look’d upon as a Steward.

* He proceeds afterwards to fhew, that the point

hath been defined by the Authority of Councils, as

that of Florence, and that of Trent. To which he

joyns fome reafons, which we lidve already taken

into confideration. Thus you have had a view of

the Proof of this Dottrine, the Confequi:ﬂces where-
b ;

of
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of make a Heart that hath the léaft fenfe of Chri-
{tianity to tremble,

My deﬁ%‘n is not to examine one by one, allthe
Suppofals the Cardinal makes to eftablifh the truth
of this Dottrine. 1. Itis falfe, that thofe words of
St. Johz 20, do refer to the Sacrament of Penance

- properly fo called,, but rather regard the whole
Miniftry, or Difpenfation of the Gofpels and St.
Cyprian hath applied them to Baptifin: this is o e-
vident, that we may invincibly refute the fuppofi-
tion of the Cardinal, who holds, That the Prieft-
hood is conferred by thofe words of our Saviour
and indeed a Prieft that is newly ordained, dot}:
fay Mafs, and confecrate with the Bithop, before
that the Bithop hath fpoken to him thofe words
which are not uttered till immediately. after the
Poft-Communion.  2Jy. Ttis falfe, that in the 5th,
of St. Fames verf. 14. there is any mention -made
of Extreme Un&ion, and fome famous Divines of

the Roman Communion are of the fame Opinion. .

3l. It is falle, that thofe words, Accipe poteftaters,

taken out of the Powtifical. Rom. area folid Proof'; .

becaufe the ufe thereof is altogether new in the
form, wherein it is corceiv'd at prefent. The Learn
ed Hugo Menard honeftly acknowledges it in his
Notes on the Book of the Sacraments of Gregory 1.
And Father Morin, who hath publith’'d many Ex-
tralts of ancient Pontificals, hath not found any
of them, of above 500 years ftanding, that hath
this form of Wordss and which befides is altoge-
ther unknown to all other Chriftian Churches of
the Ealt and South. 4ly. It is falfe, or at leaft
uncertain, that the Intention of thofe that are
contralted in Marriage, is neceffary to the Sacra-
ment of Miriage, if it be true that the Parties

contra&-
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- contrated, are not the Minifter of the Sacrament,

but the Prieft that blefleth the Marriage, as divers
Divines of the Roman Communion do hold, before
M. de Marca Archbithop of Paris, who hath al-
ledged them, as may be feen in his Pofthumous
Works. 5. Itislikewife ridiculous to conclude,
that becaufé the intention of the Prieft is neceflary
to the validity of the Eucharift, thatit muft be alfo
neceffary in Baptifin, when the Scripture affords us
nothing to alledge in Proof thereof, efpecially
when we find fo much difference between the Eu-
charift and Baptifin, with refpe to their neceflity.
The filence of the Scripture in this point, ought
naturally to incline us_to think, that confidering
the abfolute neceffity of that Sacrament, according to
the Opinion of the Church of Roe, Jefus Chrift
would not have thought it fit to make it depend, like
the other Sacraments, upon the Minifters intention,
efpecially when it is poffible that fuch a Minifter
may be a Jew or a Heathen.

But without entring on this Examen, which is
not altogether neceflary, I fhall confine my felf to
thefe three Confiderations, which are ffficient to
expofe the vanity of thofe whoalledge the Example
of the Inftitution of the Eucharift, which they
pretend our Saviour hath made to depend on the
Intention of the Minifter of that Sacrament.

_ 1 fayin the firlt place, that thefe words, This do
in remembrance of me, Wwere never taken, nor can
they be taken in the fenfe which Cardinal Lugo
hath put upon them they fignifying only, accord-
ing to ‘our_intent, thus much; whéreas hqctofore
ye brake ‘Bread in memory of youi.' deliverance
om ‘Egycft, for which reafon that Bread was called
the Bread of Mifery 5 break it now in memory of
D2 my
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Yorualie i, 1Y Paffion.  This is that which is owned by the'

ews, as wemay fee "in the Writings of a j
Monk, who wrote before the Reformation. pa;;{?:
where do we find the leaft word here concernin
the fecret Intention of the Minifter, without whic%
the Celebration of that Sacrament is invalid ?
Intrath it is an admirable thing what great fervice
thefe words do to thofe of the Romar Commu-
nion: When we ask them who hath given them
the power to change the nature of the Bread into
the Body of Jefus Chrift, they alledge thofe words
as if they were peremptory and decifive in the
cafe, This do in remcmfmncc of me. Hechanged
fay they, the Bread into his Body, confequently he
gave to Priefts the fame Power by thofe words
When' we demand of them a Proof to make out
that Jefus Chriftis facrificed in the Eucharift, the
ihH alledge,' This do in remembrance of ‘me,s anc};
they prove it thus; becaufe to do, fignifies to Ja-
crifice, and that Pirgsl ufech it in that fenfe.  Again
if the point to be proved be, That there is
neicher Tranfubftantiation nor Sacrifice in the Eu-
charift, if the Prieft hath no intention to confe-
crate and to facrifice, they fet before us the fame
proof as clear and convincing. But in cafe it be
1o clear a proof, how comes it to pats, that for
twelve Centuries none of the Interpreters-of hol
Scripture_have made ufe of it > How is it that th)é
Ancient Fathers never drew this Conclufion from
thofe words > It would be very well if the Gentle-
men of the Church of Rome, in their Difputes
with ug weuld not quote any place of Scripture,
X’"hom making it appear that the Ancient Chri.

ians from the Apoftles time'till now, have always
taken them in the fame Senfe wherein they quote

them
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them to us. The Council of Trent hath obliged Sefl. 4

all their Divines to do fo in the Rules they have.
given for the Explication of holy Scripture s ch )
we fee they take no great carc to follow this
Maxim in their controverfal Treatifes.

The fecond Confideration we are to” make on
thefe words, is, That if they prove that the Mi-
nifters Intention is abfolutdly neceflary to make
the Sacrament valid, it will follow by the fame
Suppofition, that the fecret Intention o the people
that are prefent, muft “concur with that of the
Minifter, without which the Sacrament cannot have
its validity, For we muft either fay, that it was
the Will of Chrift that the People fhould do what
he had ordained, viz. to eat the confecrated Bread
in remembrance of him, or that it was not his
Will; by what other Words hath’ our Saviour e-
frablifhed the neceflity of the Peoples partaking of
the Eucharift, befides thefe, This do ir vementbrance
of me? If therefore they fuppofe a neceflity of the
Prieft’s Intention in order to the validity of the
Sacrament, how can we fuppofe but that the inten-
tion of the People who partake thereof, muft alfo
‘be neceffary ? it is comprifed in the fame Difcourfe s
it is exprefled in the fame wordss and in the mean
time we muft fay, according to the Sentiment of
the Church of Rowe, that the fame wordshave two
fenfes, one with refpe& to the Pricfts, and the
other with refpeé to Lay-men 3 that the fame Pro-

ofition is falfe when addreffled to Lay-men, and
true when fpoken to Pricfts, notwithftanding that
Lefus Chrift fpake them equally to both, without

inting any fuch diftin&ion. iy
- Ifay in the third place, to fpeak more ferioufly,
that the meaning of our blefled Saviour, 1s v‘ery
clcar
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clear in this matter s he ordains thae
which was pradtifed amongft the

another regard, thould fortime to0 ‘come ferve for
another ufe, much in likem

anncr as he eftablifhed
the Ceremony of Baptifin, which was prattifed a-
monglt the Jews, as the G i

a Ceremony
7('2)7.r, but wich

the Bread on Eafter-Eve, were a clofe Epicurean,
Jefis Chrift exprefies his Inflitution as a Law. iver
and upon a like matter he fets down the end of it,
viz. the remembrance of his Death, as that which
was the ranfom of Mankind, whic}

ich obliges the
Minifter of the Sacramen

t, and all that partake
thereof, to celebrate the Me

mory of o greara My-
ftery with all the Devotion they can, &, Payl de-
clares on this account, that he who eats the Pread
of the Lord unworthily, is guilty of his Body 5 but
he fpeaks neither more nor lefs of the fecret in.
tention of the

Minifter, withoue which, the
this Sacrament can be of no validity,

on the
er, when he ‘faith, 1 Cor, 4

Ver. 1.
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the Mini-
ver. 1. Let aman fo account of ws, as of

j d.
flers of Chrift, and Stewards of the Myfteries of Go

1 the

I fee he doth 5 but withall, I take no‘tlxcé: gllgtScrli-
Cardinals are nomore fu;cgﬁfgpillgo:sf %han o
: aintain their , the
gngge{{ogf ttohemLaicks of the Romar Communion 3

he Scri-
‘and if the abufe which Lay-men make of the

c ¢ of
5, has been the occafion of d<:pnviln§%ri ;hden;lhis

%:ur%b{,e“ of reading them, we _{h-.\_ ind this
¢ ed' 1 )&eferves the fame Prohll')mon{: S B
'Carhmalace quoted by the Cardinal, peﬁ s on'y,
mft 1? Pwoxrd of the Gofpel ;5 and the 1\/{%" eties of
C ctl ?’ oken of there, fignifie nothing e Cd ut the
Goﬁ rEles which God has revealed s anot i we
Mydeh' Text with attention, we cadqn x doube
the tf? and in the mean time the Cardina makes
thr;rcc;' )hxs affage to prove that the'SacranI;cl:lt e
s ?'dt 'th%ui- the Minifters Intention. et
Pofe lhW‘A oftle did fpeak in this place cogu crning
B saes eIl)‘ltS are not Minifters as well tg ards
oF Sac;‘;rm d ;s well as of the Sacraments fond
o e o r’ any man {o foolifh to |m§g|1;1c: that a
Ltinter q‘},l% reacheth the Word, andint eo imezn
Mmfter vig:cretp Atheift, can annul the Vlrtl:’(;ith the
n-m((3 ls1 ab refufing to preach the fame} vich the
T nyrequired to make it gﬁicacmu?d It not
Iptentm he Word of Life, tho' it {hou lp'l ceed
alwaysht outh of the Devil ? Isit not a wl‘ yt the
go?vle: f)f n(13011 for the Salvati(it: og( thg,{ﬁot }::) b

o ) o X.

i ’ preached by Pope
won tt}tleo Gpofpel.as a fabulous Story. the Roma-
uP%d as for the Counlc_'llg ﬂfleﬂgg(}\ g};dc R

] rize the Belief o - » 1granc
:llllj:: iz’(t)ht‘;tgvoere Councils of the 24 or 3d Century,w

i “that {o {trange
fhould have reafon to be aftonifhed, th.'\t fo ge
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an Imagination had been ftarted o foon

leaft it would be natural to judge, (:ha‘tmirt1 ‘h:); ii;
rife from the Conceits of thofe Fantaftick Authors

who at that time greatly pefter'd the Do@rine of

the Gofpel, and by the Ecclefiafti i
ldown in the Catalogue of Hee:itilgli.w rﬁtuetrsbareg)(;ﬁ
' uck, the arftienteft Council they alledge f{)r this
Opinion is that of Conftance, aflembled in 14y K
gouncd famous for taking away the Holy Cu‘1r % an
‘mt(tientlg))tt }«]:eonlirag_ to t?c}Authorit of jefuspbhri‘ﬂ
1 ractice of the Apoft imitive
ghurch 5 a Council to whichpf'omzs 2rfi‘dthinl?ol;ve
Eommumon give the Title of Conciliabuylyy Pomz
sugenius defined what pleafed him at Florese, (™
243 1, after that the Greeks were departed : ande tl, e
: }::zezgggﬁ ‘itandllr.;g ;n need to be inftruted abotlli

cceflity of the Minifters intenti
mgzl;]e it cvident, that they were not 1:;:;:{511?1?52
. With this Romify Do&rine, notwithftandin ‘thft
{T:&gegeafznl;ef%re,- th}':: Popes Miflionaries-had i‘n,
1 about that queftion, cen
11;‘1s ttl"]oer lf}c:ok é)f Arz;/zw‘{gaan againft atsh?azzlrﬁizir:;?
1 e Council of Trent, we'k hat the
?;l‘mt ;’lefz)gx}i of 1thw§s, {Yvithoﬁt publi(ﬁi(:]v;’tg?;la}le
¢r, to confirm the decifions of Pope Iep the X i
his Bull againft Lutker 5 whichi Bty oween ™

ull ag: 4 whichis plainly
Cardinal - Pallavicini asato thi it of Tareea Y
Belidon, e comtcint as ¢ this point of Intention,

, not_ the 1 i ]
-lfgived 1ft, Eut i-;bfomtely inténded ogagaelggzr‘dt}};l?;-
¢ of the Pope 5 which ‘made the F -
baffador fay, That the Holy Spir; o5 oo A
; 2 1rit i

tﬁ?ntlelfsﬂgii Cl,‘{ogncil from omf, r;n g\is f’(());‘éfl%lilfg
fengers Cloak-bag,  And this s all the futiorsr
:,rf“(f hf;gthor_lty they have to fipport their lgolé(‘tl‘r]:éz
‘the neceflity of Intention, Laftly, we are fo

far

T (3)

far from finding any thing in Antiquity to perfuade
s, that ever the Chriftian Church received this Do-
@rine by Tradition from the Apoftles that on the
contrary we find there fufficient matter to convince
us, that if any one fhould have broachedany fuch
Doérine, it would have been look’d upon as moft
ftrange and monftrous. This i that which now
1 intend to make out, that no pretext may
be left to fupport fo pernicious an Error.

. 1ft, 1 take notice that for the Space of 12. Centuries,
we'find nothing in antient Writingsimporting thatthe
Church did believe that the Intention of the Minifter
of the Sacraments was neceflary in_manner, as the
Church of Rome now conceives it, for their validity.
If this Maxim, That itis neceflary at leaft that the
Minifter have Intention to do what the Church doth,
be to be found any where in their Writings, the Ro-
#ifh Writers of Controverfie would do well, to thew
it uss for hitherto they have not producd any
thing that hath the leaft appearance o¥ a Proof to
confirm their Opinion. It may be fome will ima- -
gine, That the Fathers had no occafion to write a-

"bout this matter: but I have three things to offer

in reference to this Objedtion. 1f2, That they have
very largely treated concerning the Sacraments, and
againft diverfe Herefies 5 we have feveral Treatifes
of theirs concerning Baptifin and the Eucharift, par-
ticularly of Fuftin Martyr, of Tertullian, of St. Bafil,
of St. Gregory Nyfen, of St. Auftin, of St.Chryfoftom,
of Ifidore, of gefuil, as alfo of Authors of the 8¢h,
oth, 1oth and 11th Age 5 butin all thefe Treatifes we
do not fo much as find one' word concerning the
Intention of the Minifter , or its neceflity for the
validity of the Sacrament. Is not the Negligence
of fo many Authors matter of aftonithment," lw:vho

o E ave
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have writ in fomany Agesinfuch differenit's

and yet that none of ‘thegm {hould make »thg I;I!ec:fst’
mention of a thing which the Divines of the Romif
Ch}lrch fet down with fo much care, and about
which they take fo much pains to agree amongft
themfelves. 2. I fay the Fathers had as much oc-
cafion to treat of this Queftion, and to decide it
as they of Rome can have at this time, and yet we
don’t find them taking any of thofe courfes, where-
to they of the Churc%x of Rome havebeen engaged
by this Belief: I'leinftance in two notable and or.
dinary Cafes, concerning which the Fathers oughe

tohave explain'd themfelves. 1. A Priefton Eaffer- -

day, intending to give the Eucharift to the P
hath before him eleven Hoftes, tho’ he doeiolx)llg;
kuoyv of any more than ten; the Divines and Ca-
nonifts of Rowe demand on this occafion, whether
all the eleven be confecrated, or only ten, or whe-
ther any of them be. Calderin in C. 8i Sacerdss
extra de Offic. Ordinar. maintains, that if he had
intention to confecrate them all, they are all cor-
fecrated, tho’ there'miﬁht be a miftakein his connt-
mgﬁof them, but withal maintains, that if his In-
the Cont
the Confecration is null and void, forafmuch
it does not appear which of-the eleven he had i:f
tention to confecrate; which is alfo the Opinion of
Panormitanus on thefame Chapter. We muft not
pafs by the excellent Reafonings which Chappwis fets
down concerning this matter, in Summul, Raymundi
Tr. 3. p. 164. Behold here another Cafe common
cnough: A Prieft having feveral Hoftes to confe-
crate, when he comes to:the a& of Confecration
takes notice only of that whicksin his Hands, and
actordingly utters the' Sacrarmental words over that
only

on were only to confecrate ten, and nomore, -

. (33
only. What fhall we fay in this cafe? Are all the
reft tonfecrated, or no? Some Divines have main-
tained that they are not 3 bur we fay, faich the know-

.ing C{wap[ttk in his Glofles upon the Sumz. of Ray-

mund, that they are all confecrated, becanfe a virtual
Intention is {itﬁcient, and he had that virtual Inten-
tion, when be took the Hoftes in order to confécrate
them all. Now thefe being Cafes frequent enough,
the Ancients had as much occafion to declare them-
felves as precifely upon this point, as Scotns ever

- had 3 to refolve the difficulty of thefe Cafes, they

were obliged to determine the Neceffity of Inten-
tion, and to explain the Charalter and Nature of
it; we muft therefore conclude, that the Fathers
were all Ignorants and Block-heads in comparifon
of the Romifs Divines and Canonifts , in leaving
the decifion. of fuch Queftions to them, .which were
as frequent in- their times, as they could be fince
the thirteenth Century.

Ifay, thirdly, that they have not only by their
filence declared, that they knew nothing of any
fich Doétrine, but have alfo formally oppofed the
fame in their Difputes. - 'To this ﬁuryo('e 1 thall al-
ledge two fingular Proofs; the firft is taken from
the courfe Tertullian takes to expofe and ridicule
the Apotheofes in ufe amongft the Romans: Apud
wos, faith he, de bumano arbitraty Divinitas penfita-
tur, nifi homini Dews placuerit, Deus non erit , ho-
mo jam Deo propitius effe debebit. He exprefles
himfelf. to the fame purpofe, Lib. 1. ad Nationes
- 55.  Utique, faithhe, impiilflimum, ino contumelio-
ciffimum admiffum eft in arbitrio & libidine_finten-
tie bumane locare "honorem divinitatis, ut Deus non
fit, niff_qui permiferit Sematus, 1 grant that thefe
Expreflions do direftly re%e& the Roman Apothe-

a

ofes,




(34) o
ofes, which he would never have blamed in-fuch
brisk Expreflions, had he known that the Pope had
reccived from Chrift the power of Canonizing Saints,

But we muft alfo acknowledge, that thefe Expref=. -

fions make it evident, that he knew nothing of the
neceflity of Intention to make the Eucharift a true
Sacrament 3 for he might ealily perccive that thefe

Expreflions might be return'd upon himfelf by the -

Heathens, who might have reproach'd him, that by
the Doftrine of Intention, he had power to make
his God, or not make him, ‘to make the Eucharift
to be adored, or to leave the Bread in the com-
mon cofdition which excludes all Adoration. The
reft of the Fathers proceed on the fame ground as
Tertullian, and have, during the three firft Ages
of the Church, made ufe of the fame reflettions.
The fecond proof is taken from the Opinion heM'
by moft of the Fathers, concerning the Nullity of
Baptifin conferred by Hereticks. In effe&, if it be
true, that the Intention of the Miniter be required
for the validity of the Sacrament, and that it is That
doth make the Sacrament valid by whomfoever it
may beadminiftred 5 then Clemens Alexandyinns, Ter-
tullian, the Council of Africa held under Agrippinus,
the Council of St. Gyprian, Firmilianns Cefarienfis ,
were miftaken in rejetting the Baptifin conferred by-
Hereticks as null and void: It cannot be denied,
but that the Hereticks did confer Baptifin with
intention to do what Chrift commands, and what
the Church doth, and yet we fee here one half:
of the World rejetting their Baptifin as invalid ,
and the other half maintaining, as an Apoftolical
Tradition, That Baptifin conferred, by whomfoever
he be, is valid, fuppofing that he had the Intention:
of doing what the Church doth. In the mean
tme:

!

~

..,H |

*
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time neither of both Parties do remember acom-
mon Maxim, which ought to beat theFront of their
Rituals, as well as it 1s in the Front of the Romar
Ritual.  From whence proceeds this Behaviour of
the Ancients ? Did they look upon the Intention
of Hereticks to be infufficient?> Not at all: but
they judged thus, becaufe thefe Hereticks did cor-
rupt the Faith, and the Form of Baptifin could not
pas: with them for the Church of God, within
which alone they believed the Sacraments could be
adminiftred. .

I add, fourthly, that when the firft .Councﬂ. of
Arles aflembled 314. and the Council of Nice ,
made diftin®ion of the Hereticks, they confider- -
ed nothing but the perfettion of that Ceremony
according to the Inflitution of our Saviour, deter-
mining that the Baptifin conferred by the Arrians.
was valid, forafmuch as they did not corrupt or
alter any thing in the Form prefcribed by our Sa-
viour, as may be feen in the Decret. of Gratian
Cap. de Arianis. Indecd we can very diftin&tly prove,
that after that the Fathers had fubmitted to the
Authority of Arles and Nice, they exprefs them-
felves in fuch a manner as makes 1t cvident . t})at
they knew nothing of this Neceflity of Intention.
of the Minifter. - 1. They declare very diftindtly,
that they attribute nothing to the Minifter but the
outyard a& of plunging in the Water, and pro--
nolincing the Sacramental Words,. excluding: this.

. ftrange imagination as far as poffibly they could, be-.

fore ever it had entred the. thought of any Di--
vine, St. Gyril’ of Ferufalem exprefs}}' declares in.
his firft Catechifin to the Illuminated, that 'Regc-
neration is an effet of the Faith of him that is bap--
tized, becaufe tlie Spirit bloweth where it Ixﬂ;glgg

’ . which:
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which would be very ridiculous, if Regeneration did
depeiid on'the Intention of the Prieft: Yea, he feems
to furnifh us with’an' Argument to refute the no-
tion of Cardinal de Lugo,who argues, becaufein Bap-
tifin men lift themfelves Souldiers under Jefus Chrift,
that the Priefts Intention muft needs intervene :
for this Father maintains on the contrary, that it
is Jefiis Chrift himfelf that in Baptifin chufeth
Souls; whence he takes occafion to exhort the

new baptized carefully to avoid Hypocrifie, and.

declares, that as- ‘-chus Chrift- doth not give holy
things to Dogs, {0 alfo he imprefleth the Seal of
his Grace on thofe in whom he finds good refolu-
tions for Godlinefs. - :

Optatus Milevitanus proving that Baptifin con-
ferred by Hereticks and Schifnaticksis valid, makeg
ufe of thefe words, after he hath fet down the
Graces conferred in Baptifin 5 Unicnigue non. enf~
dem rei operarius, fo he calls the Minifter of
Baptifin, fed credentes fides & Trinitas prafiat,
And alittle after he adds, Docuinmus celefte munus.
unicuique credenti & Trinitate conferri, non ab ho-
mine. Now what-can be more improper than
thefe Expreffions, if God hath made fis Grace to
depend on the Intention of the Minifter, by con-
fining the validity of the Sacrament to his Inten-
tion. ‘St Chryfoffors Homil. 2. in 2, ad Timoth.
terms the Minifter the Angel of God, becaufe he
pronounces. the Words of God, who hath ordain-
ed him; and in'the fequel anfwers an Objection,
how we may be affured, that the Minifter hath
been ordained by God : Upon which he faith, If
thou haft wot this Belief, thy Hope is made void
Jor if God works wothing by him, thow art not bap-

tined, nor.partakeft of the Myfteries, nor of the Blef-

Jfing,

Jiig, aind fo avt sio Chriftian,’ What thes, fhal we fay

.,ﬂot’withﬁaiiding they be unwm‘td;
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that all that are ordained, even - the unworthy ‘them-
felves, ave ordained by God2. God. doth not ordain
them all , anlwers he, yet he works by them all,

by of kit, tlmbt t{;‘; Peo-
le snay be faved s for if God fpake by the She-af;,
Izlmd by]BklhaCrt, wbafwaxft wicked man, for bis P'ec-
ple’s fake, how mnch- more by a-Prieft 2 For what is
it that God does not 2 Or, who is it be doth not
work upon 2 If he wrought by Judas, fhall he not
wnch rather work by the Priefts 2. And adds after-
wards, Sacerdotis cft tantuin aperire os, totum wverd
operatur Dews, &c. and continues the fame firain
throughout that Homily. He follows the fame
notion in his 85. Homily upon . Jobzs Whatfoever,
faith Ke, the Prieft hath reccived, is the alone Gift
of God 5 and how far foever humane Philofophy may
veash,itis [bill much beneath this Grace. Andthen adds;
I do not only affert that the: Priefts, but that an An-
gel of God can do notbi;‘:g Jn things that ave given
by Gods, ‘tis the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit that
order all things, for the Prieft ke only lends  bis
Tongrie and_Hand.  This is that which St. Chryfo-
Jlome plainly declares 5 {o. far was he from owning
that the Priefts Intention was neceffary tothe
validity of the Sacrament. He repeats the fime
Doftrine in his eighth Homily on the firft Epiftle to
the Coiinthians p. 80, ‘where he maintains, that
the Wickednefs of the Priéft: cannot prejudice
the Party baptized, or Commumicarit; which ac-
cording to the Sentiment of the Church of Rowe,
is the greatcft falfity imaginable, who believe that
a Prieft can deprive an Infint of Baptifin, and
make  his Communjcants to ‘commit Idolatry, by
his fiot*having "an Intention to confecrate. S, Fe-
rome

o
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rome evidently fhews, thar the Minift
other fhare in the Adminiftration of the Sacraments
than ‘what concerns the outward form of them,
declaring that they do profane thefe Myfteries
when they dare to confecrate , leading in. the
mean time a wicked lifes Comment, ir Sophon, 8t

 Auftin is Xprels on this Subjeft, 1, 7, -
7aby ¢, §3. I fhould siot at o doubt, faith he, their
bein, baptfzed s ho have yecoiyp, that Sacrament
without dillimulation, and wish Jome degree of Fuith
in whatfoever place, or 4y whomféeve ¢

ers have no-

been adminifired irs the words of ‘the Gofpel.
whence it appears, that if he tjl:inks an{riJ Intention
neceflary, it is that of the Party ba tized, and not
of the Minifter. And accordin ly Bajémez Difline
138. 7 48. finds this paflage {go oppofite fo his
Opinion, that not knowing how 't ¢
himfelf from it, he owns that St. Augy
yet acquainted. with this tryeh, of the.1<lZ
the Mlmﬁers;lntemidn', the Councils having not a5
yet defined it. Cardinal de Ligo granes that St.
Auguftin: donbed of feveral matters, whie, with they
e put ot of doubs by vhe Definition of their Conr-
cilss anvd that this Father bat[ done here whar ;,
0 common with the Fathers, who i, their Zeal 4.
g#inft Hereffe, dp oft oppofe truth, I, his eageryefs
fo prove the Baptifi Conferred by the Donatiffs ‘to
be valid, he doubts, faith he, whetker 14e Baptifss
that is confirred in Play and Sport-wife ‘pe- Jo.  Be-
hold herea great Crime of St. Auftins, by which
Leantling e may judge of the Cardinal's Soly.
( We may alfo gather ]
{ane troth from the notion S, Ayl(/}i” ggivtel;e:zsﬂ:):‘
2ptifin in his cightieth Homily on g, Jobn, where
¢ difcourfes thg upon thefe ‘words 5 Nyy Je are.

clear

ifintangle
12 Was not
eceflity of

r it may bave

. Canon-Law, where he explains the
_the Church of Rome, as conformable to thofe of
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clean through the word which [ bave fpoker unto

you. Why doth he not 4y, ye ave clean through the
Bay%m wherewith ye have boer wafbed 2 But becanfe
the Word wafbeth by the Watcr - Take away the Word,
and what is the Water, but Water 2 But when the Word
is joyned with the Eleprent, then it becomes a Sacra-
ment, which is, as it were, a viftble Word, Whence
bas the Water this great Virtue, that ir touching the
Body, it wafbes the Heart, if not Jrom the Word 2
not becaufe it s pronounced,’ but becanfe itis belicved,
Thefe words of - his fhew plainly, " that he looks
upon the Minifter, as having no other Duty in-
cumbent upon him, but to pronounce.the words
expreflitig the nature of the Sacrament, and attri-
butes all their Efficacy, to the Faith of thofe "who
receive the Sacraments, withoyt any intervening
Intention of the-Mini{ler,.withoutj‘Whi_ch neither
the words of the Minifter, nor the Faith of him
that s baptized, are of any etfet, . S

We . find a decifion -of Pope; Aﬂgﬂﬂﬁ/fd‘ in the

' entiments of

_Primiti-veAA_'miquity.~ ‘The -Minifters, faith he,. in
adminiftring good things, doonly hurt themfelves,
but cannot feﬁle the Sacraments of the Chuirch,
like the Rays of the Sun, "which 'pafs through the
filthieft places without. contralting ‘the leaft Im-
purity 5 for it is ot ,man,  but God that works
in the Sacraments.. He proceeds to confirm this
trith by a Reflection, 1. On the Example of the
Scribes and  Pharifees, who fate in the Chajr of
Mofes, and whofe Wickednefs had no influence on
the Word of Life; whereof they were the Difpen-
fers. 2, Upon- the Authority of St, Pau! ,fw,ho

B ) aith,
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faith, that he who plants is nothing, nor he that
watereth, but that it 18 God alone who gives the
increafe. Epiftol. ad Anaft. Imperar. St. F/t'dore of
Sewil Oviginume lib, 6. Cap. wit. infilts in the Foot-
fteps of St. Chryfofforne and St. Auflin, aflerting
that it is the Holy Spirit that works all in the
Sacraments 3 whence he concludes, that- whether
they be adminifired by good or bad Minifters,
the Effett is always the fame; which Rome is
fain to deny becaufe of their Doftrine of the
Priefts Intention. We find the faime Do&rine in
fuppofed Ambrofé in his Treatife of the Sacraments,
lib, 4. ¢. 4, & 5. where he attributes no other
aftion to Priefts, but' that of reciting the Prayers
by which the Confecration is performed s and for
the reft, attributes all-the force of the Sacrament
to the powerful words of our Saviour, o

Aleuinns builds on the fame Principless There
are, faith he, in the Sacrament three wvifible things,
and three invifibles the vifible are the Prieft, the
Body, and the Waters the invifible are the Holy
Ghoft, the Soul and Faiths the three vifible things
can_do no good ontwardly, if the three invifible things
do not operate within. The Pricft wafbes the Body

with Water , and the Holy Ghoft juftifies the Sonl

?' Fuith, Pafchafiys Radbert, “accords with the
oregoing Authors in - his Treatife of the Body
and Blood of Jefus Chrift, Cop. 12. where he lays
down feveral Maxims, all which overthrow the
Neceflity of Intention : The firft is, ‘That as much
_isreceived from a wicked, as from a good Prieft,
intra Catholicam. Ecclefiam, ubi Catholici fide hoc my-
gierium celebratur. 2, That it is" Jefus Chrift that
aptizeth , and that it is he that confecrates ll:')ly'
the

" in which the Schoolmen having put it to the que-
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the Holy Ghoft. 3/y. He proves by the words of
the Mafs, jube hec perferri, that it is in Virtue of
the Priefthood of Jefus Chrift; that the Confe-
cration is performed. 4/, He malkes ufe of thefe
remarkable Expreflionss wwde Sacerdos son ex f¢

-dicit quod ipfe Creator Corporis & Smxguinir ofé

poffit , quia fi boc poffet, quod abfiwdun: eff , Creator
Creatoris fleret. sly. He proves that the Prieft on-
ly a&s in his Mimiftry in the name of the Church,
whofe Vows and Prayers he offers up, to which
the People anfwer, Amen, to fhew that the
Prieft fpeaks in the name of the Pcople, and not
in his own. 6ly. He proves that all the Efficacy
of the Sacrament is derived from the words of
Chrit, by whomfcever they may , be recited;

* which he makes out by the Exampf'e of thofe,

who, tho’ they were wicked , yet caft out Devils
in the Name of Jefus Chrift. In which Quota-
tion we may take notice of a thing very confis
derable 5 Pafchafius had maintained, that it was Jefus
Chrift who creates the Flefh in the Sacrament of the
Eucharift, and declares the Opinion of thofe, who

~fhould be fo rafh to fay, that the Fleth of Jefus

Chrift is created by the Priefts, is ridiculous’s
wherein he foltows the Opinion of Caffiodorus
who pofitively maintains that a Creature cannot

. create , de Animé Cap. 3.  Gratian reports this O-

pinion of Pafchafius, as of St. Auffin but in pro-
ces of time the Difciples of Pafrhafius grew more

bold than their Mafter. ‘There is a litile Book Stella Cleri-
] corum & Bidl

in Canon.
ftion, Whether a fimple Creature can creat¢ ; one Mifiz Le.

of the Parties maintains the Afirmative from the
Example of a Prieft, who ecrcates the Fleth of
F 2 Jefus




T

Tom. g« Con-
cil, ult. edit

gpu('c. 6.
M, 3 P 41
& !‘eq.a P4

(42)

Jefus Chrift in the Sacrament, they intreduce a

Prieft, faying, that he creates Jefus Chrift. The
Expreflion is very confiderable, ‘and fufficiently
fhews the Dottrine of Intention, without which
Eefus Chrift could not create his Plefh, tho’ he
had a Will to do it. Forafinuch as Pafehafius is
one of thofe who hath altered the Belief of the
Church, as to the Point of the Eucharift, we might
well expet that he fhould have faid fomething
concerning the Intention of the Minifter of the
Sacraments; but the Inventions of the mind of
man_are.not petfetted all at once, there is time
required ‘to' complete them, and he hath left thac
Glory to fucceeding Schoolmen, who have highly
refined his fubtilty, Pope Nicholss the Firft, tra-
ces the fame fteps concerning a Baptifin admini-
ftred by a Greek Chriftian, whofe Miniftry was
not certainly known, he troubles not himfelf about
his fecret Intention, but ‘only whether he had
pronounced the words required to the Sacrament,
His Decifion is fet-down by Gratian, Dift. 2. cap,
& quodam “fudeo, and he follows the Doctrine of
-Poi;e Anaftafius. o -
Petrus Damianws in the Eleventh Century taught
the fame Dotlrine fo plainly , in Conformity -to
the Sentiments of St. Auftin and Pafehafins, that it
is impoflible to exprels - the fame more clearly s
he repeats their Confiderations, amplifies them, and

“ joyns new ones to them in his Treatife entituled

Gratiffimus, cap. 10, 11,12, 13 Algerns teacheth
the {ame thing, quoting the Treatile of Pafchafius,
as St. Auftins, lib. 1. ¢ 11. & lib. 3. c. 8. Ié;igo
de Santto Victore, did fo little believe that the In-
tention of doing what the Church doth, is re-

quired
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quired to make a true Sacrament, that he main-
tains,. Summ. Sent. Tralt, 6. ¢. 7. that Hereticks . .
and excommunicated Perfons cannot make a Sa-
crament his Reafon for it is very decifive, be-
caufe, faith he, he that confecrates doth not fay I
offer, but we offer, fpeaking in the name of the
whole Church, "Tis true, that Gratiaz hath op-
pofed this Dodtrine of St. Auftin in Canfe 1.q. 1.
yet forafinuch as he quotes in his Decree the
Book of Pafchafius of the Body and Blood of
Chrift, under the name of St. Auftin, he alfo cites
from the 12. Chapter of that Book, moft of the
Maxims of that Father, which Pafthafius had imi-
tated, as we may fee, de Confecras. Dift. 2. c.72. &
Canfa 1. cap. 77.
mbardns follows the fteps of Gratian, lib. 4.

Dift. 13. he ‘handles the Queftion whether wick-
ed’ Minifters can diminifh the Virtue of the Sacra-
ments3 and he alledges a great many Paflages out
of the Fathers, who difcufs this Point3 but nei-
ther he, nor thofe he alledges , thew themfelvesto
have had any knowledge of this Opinion, that
the Church made the Validity of the Sacraments
to depend on the Minifters yea, he fets down a

reat many Maxims which make it apparent, that

e was of a quite contrary Opinion , as well as
the Fathers he quotes on this Occafion.

Cardinal Pu;}m' at the fame time wrote his
Books, wherein we find the fame Dottrine, p. 5.
‘¢ 15. where he lays down for a Maxim, that he
who is baptized, cannot in any degree be preju-
dicd by the Wickednefs of him that _baptizeth. g

To this Cardinal we may joyn another, viz. Lo- cap. s:

tharius, who was fince Pope Inmmocent 1L he gives
: aRea-
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‘a Reafon why the Prieft in the Ma faich offeria
mus, tho' he “alone offers ; becaufe, faith he, in
*that a&tion he a&®s not in his own name, but in
the name of the whole Church s from whence he
draws this Conclufion : hapropter in Sacraments
Corporis Chrifti, wibil & bowo magis , nibil- % maly
minns perficitur Sacerdote, dimmody Sacerdos cup
cateris in arca confifiat, & formam obfervet tradj-
vam a Columbi s qiia non in nevito Sacerdotis Sed in
Verbo Creatoris : ‘non ergo Sacerdotiy Im’quita;’e ectum
impedit Sacraments, Jrcut nec infirmitas Mcdgj Vir-
tutens medicing corrumpit, Luamvis igituy opus ope-
rans aliquando  fit immunds | fomper  tamen opus
operatum cft mundym. Nothing could be more ex-
prefly fpoken to make out his Belief, that the
Wickednefs of a Prieft caunot hurt the Commuy-
ngeants, than which nothing is more falfe, accord-
Ing to the Opinion of the Church of Rome at pre-
fent. Prepofitivus the Prince of Divines of his
time, maintains that Hereticks may perform all the
Sacraments, if they do but obferve the form of
the Church, and fpeaks not a word of the Necef:
fity of Intention, no more than Robert of Flasef:
{wurg, Pgnitentiar of Paris, whofe Treatifes be-
Ing yet in Manufeript, are quoted by P, Moy,
efc two Divines lived towards the cnd of the
XIIL Century,

The fame Doftrine continued (il in the XIIL,
Century, tho’ it feems to have been fornewhas
tainted, '

¢ar 1223. doth. g more require the Intention
of the Minifter, thin of him who prefents the I
fant to be baptized, and thinks it fufficient if ci-
ther of them have the Intention to perform, oe

receive

Williaom of Auxerre, who died in the -
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receive the Sacrament, tho’ otherwife one of them -
may be an Unbeliever, and make a mock of it..,
Albersus Magnus Bithop of Ratishene, who died .
in the Year 1280, upon the ‘Queftion, Whether
the word Baptizn, be effential to the Form of
Baptifin, anfwers affirma:ively 3 his Reafon is, that
tho' the a&t of baptizing fafliciently exprefies the
thing without the Word , the Intention is more
expreflcd in the A&tion, and in the Pronunciation
of the word Baptizo s and that, faich he, becaufe
the Intention of the Perfon is not required, but
rather the Intention of the Church, in whofe name
he doth baptize. Morcover, if we find Thomas
Aguinas  acknowledging, that there were fome Di-
vines in his time, who required the Mental Inten-
tion of the Minifter of the Sacraments; if we fee
Raymundus de Penna forti, requiring the faid In-.
tention of the Minifter, as effential to the Vali.-
dity of the Sacrament, yet we fee on the other
fide, that the greateft men that have written up-
on'this Subjed, give to this Intention which they
require in the Minifter, a fenfe which only ferves
to exclude the Minifters celebrating the Sacrament
by way of m’ocke&'.' What T here affert, may be
feen in William Bithop of Paris de Sacrament. Bapt.
Cap. 2. where he proves at large, that the
Wickednefs Jf the Minifter cannot prejudice him
that receives the Sacrament, becaufe the Sacrament
doth not depend on_the Minifter, who only acts
in the name of the Church, and of Jefus Chrift
on this occafion. And ‘tis on this ground that he
decides the matter about the Order of re-ordain-
ing thofe who have been degraded, the Intention
of the Churchin degrading them, beingto deprive
- them
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them of -the Miniftry which had been committed
to them by the Churchs much like an A[?torney,
whocan no lonf;er alt validly, when his Letter of
Attorney is revoked.

Alexander Hales is very exprefs on this Point
pe 4 Summe, Tho, Aquinas exprefleth himfelf ye;
more precilcly in Swmm. contra Gent. I 4. ¢. 77.
& 3. p. q. 64, Art. 8. ad 2. where having repre-
fented the Opinion of the Church of Rome at
this day, which he only attributes to fome Di-
vines of his time, he faith, that the other party
are more in the right , who maintain, that the
Minifter of the Church a&s in the name of the
whole Church, that in the words he utters, he
exgirgﬂcth the Intention of the Church, which is
Tufficient for the Perfeftion of the Sacrament, ex-
cept the contrary be exprefled outwardly by the
Minifter, or by him who receives the Sacrament.
He repeates the fame thing in 4. Sentent. Diftini.
6. q. 1. Art. 2. Trueit is, that Cardinal.Cajetar
hath endeavoured to obfcure this ‘Text' of Thomas
Aquinas 5 but Salmeron. obferves, lib. 2. Difp. 5. in
Epift. Pauli, that thefe words: being clearer than
the day, Cgjetan hath beén juflly cenfurd by the
Roman Catholicks themfelves, for putting another
fenfe upon him, rather than fubmitting, to Truth.
‘The fame Salmeron alfo obferves in the fame place
that St. Bowaventure was altogether of “the fame
Opinion as Thomis Aquinas : He -lays down in 4.
Dift, 3. Art. 2. q. 2, that according to the Hypo-
thefes of St. Auftin, Baptifin being the Sacrament
pf Faith, which is commoni to all the Church, ‘the
Faith of the Minifter can neither hure, nor,help
him who is baptized 5 whence he concludes, that

what-

- .‘_‘1["—‘"‘7"" T o T Tt T T e

(47) -

whatfoever may be the Intention of him that bap-
tizeth, we are judge of the Baptifinit felf, by the
Expreffions of his Mouth, 2. Heaflerts, p. 4. Dift,
10. Art. 2. 4. 4 that it is falfe, that the Virtue of
the words of Jefus Chrift can confecrate all the
u Bread that isin a Market, for that the Minifter
*  makes ufe of them again{t the Intention of the
Church, and contrary to the Inftitution of our Sa-
viour, wherein he exally follows Alexander Hales,
who was of his Order.” Thefe Dottors are fol-
lowed by Alanus, furnamed the Great, who died
in 1290, after having been a long time Regent
at Paris. We find his Do&rine, Cep. 13. contra
Valdenfés, where he proves, that the Prayer of a
wicked Prieft cannot prejudice the Church, be-
] caufe he exprefleth himfelf in the name of the
Church, when he faith, Oremus, &c. thatthe terms
of the Prayer he utters, depend on the Intention
of the Church. He makes the fame Judgment of
the Mafs faid by a.wicked Prieft, without taking

any notice of his Intention. :
_1In the following Age we find that the greateft
men followed the Opinion which Thomas Aquinas
has preferrds this appears,: becaufe we read in
Cardinal Awreolws in 4. Diff. 5. 4. 1. Art. 1. “1
“fay, in the fixth place, faith the Cardinal, in the
4} .  “Explication of his Definition of Baptifin, that he
«“muft have the Intention of doing what the
« Church doths for it.is not required of him that
«he have Faith, or that he believe that Baptifin
«is profitable to ‘the Party baptizeds but it fuf~
« ficeth, if he have an Intention to do what the
« Church doth: But Iadd, orifhe be prefumed not
¢ to have the. Intention to do what the C}(\lur%h
oth,
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«doth. 1 fpeak this chiefly becanfe fuppofin
“ Minifter hath not the Inteyntion whichft)t‘:e Chgu?clkex
¢ hath, but in the mcan while utters the words
“ without making it appear outwardly that hé
“hath another Intention than the Church s fome
“fay, that in this cafe he doth not baptize, and
« that one {o baptized, ought to be rebaptized 5
“but for my part, I'think the contrary ought to
¢ be maintained , becaufe otherwife the Church
« would be impofed upon, and deceived, &ve. And
thag which is pleafant on this point is, that after
having taken notice, that the Opinion which he op-
pofeth, is only the Sentiment of fome, he refutes it by
. the Example of Marriage, which is accounted va-
lid as foon as the Form of words is pronounced,
which is the very inftance .Cardinal de . Lugo al-
ledged amongft his Principles, after Durandus, to
confirm the Neceffity of inward Intention, with-
out which, the Marriage could not fubfift.

I am well enough acquainted, that the force of
thefe Reafons were not able to perfwade the con-
trary Party, of which we have a Proof in Duran-
dus, who maintains mental Intention to be necef:
faty, and that with might and main. However,.
we may take notice, that thefe Keafons caft them
into an Extream, which clearly fhews, that they
and Truth were parted. 1. Durand lays down
that we are always to fuppofe the Prieft to have
Intention, whep he pronounceth the words of the
Sacrament 5 which is a fuppofition without the leaft
Proof or Ground, efpecially when we know of
P_opes and Priefts that hath been Atheifts, and Ma-
gictans, and others who have declared at their
Death, that they had been ‘always Fews. - Balzac

relates
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relates a notable Example of this kind, of a Spa-
#ifb Pricft, and we may gue(é that thefe inftances
are not f{o very rare, if we confult Grillandus ,
Farinacins, and” Delrio, about this matter. 2. He
pretends that thofe at age, would not run any rifque
of their Salvation, for that as long as they have
Faith, God will aflurcdly fave them, notwith-
ftanding that againft theiv Wills they have been
deprived of Baptifin. But then if we confider,
that without Baptifin, and its Charatter which is
not impreft without Baptifin, there is no means
left, according to thé Opinion of Rome, to become
a Prieft, Bifhop, or Pope, will there not continual-
ly remain an Ocean of Doubts, Uncertainties, and
Nullities, which neceflarily follow from a Baptifin
conferred without Intention, and which is really
nnll and void? 3. He pretends, that as to anIn-
fant, who hath no .Faith, we ought pioufly to be-
lieve that Jefus Chritt fupplies what a wicked

Minifter may have omitted. FErancifeus de May- 1 4. it 4.
yowis doth much alike refolve the matter into the a3
fame pious Hope that .God fupplies the Mini- = .0 o
fters defefs in which Opinion he has for hisgq o

Companion Petrus de Palude. But befides that
this laft cited Author clearly refolves the Rca-

- fons brought to confirm the Neceflity of the

fecret Intention of the Mmifter of the Sacra-
ments3 befides that, he witnefleth that thofe who
opposd this Neceflity, did alledge againft the
fame , the Authority of Thomas Aquinas, and
that he declares he embraced the Opinion of this
Neceflity, only becanfe it. fecmed to him an Opi-
nion which was both more {ure, and more com-
mon 5 this Hope that God fupplies the Minifters

G 2 Default,

.
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Default, hath been refuted before them by Thomsas
Aquinas, 3. p. ¢. 64. Art. 1.ad 2. and after them,
hath with fcorn been rejetted by Adrian the Vi,
Pope of that fname, in 4. Queft. 1. Art. 4. de In-
tent. Minift. But further, 1. What Ground is
there for this pious Belief? ~ 2f. Do not the fame
Difficulties ftill return, forafmuch as the Chara&er
cannot be imprinted but by Baptifin aCtually re-
ceived? And therefore Guliclmus & Rubione, who
1iv’d in Spaiz in great fame and repute, finds it
a hard thing to maintain, that the Intention of
the Minifter is to that degree. neceffary in Bap-
tifin and other Sacraments, that without it we
cannot be made Partakers of the fame. He con-
fiders the Confequences of this Opinion, as be-
ing very difficult and cruel 5 and he fhews that it
was_impoffible for him to digeft them, in 4.Di-
ftinit. 5. q. 1. Thomas of Strasbonrg, Prior Gene-
ral of the Auftir Fryers, who flourithed about the
midft of that Century, declares diftinétly, upon
occafion of an Objeétion he had made to thim-
felf, that the Intention of aman is not known to
any but God. I fay, he declares that the Inten-
tion being fometimes hid in the Heart, and fome-
times appearing externally by Marks and Expref:
fions, the latter is fufficient for the Validity of the
Sacrament, in-4. Diﬂl. 5.9- 1. Marfilius ab Ingen,
follows near upon his fteps in 4. 4.3. Ars. 2. for
he faith, that we are to judge of “the Intention
required, by that of it which appears outwardly s
adding, that if the Minifter fhould chance to have
a contrary Intention, that would not prejudice the
baptized party, becaufe it ought to be believed,
that God would notwithftanding communicate to

him -
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him the Baptifin of the Holy Ghoft, which at
the bottom is nothing elfe but a plain overthrow-
ing of the Neceflity of the Minifters Intention,
or a miferable contradifting of ones felf. .
In the fifreenth Age we find the fame Dolrine
alfo defended by the moft famous mens this da;:\-
pears from the Sentiment of Fobn Lyndwood in
his Provincial. /ib, 3. #it. 23. on the Chap. Liz-
teamina; for tho' he fay, that the Intention 1s
always neceflary, either fpecial or General , yet
withal, he believes that not or_xly the Intention
of him who confecrates is required, but alfo the
Intention of him who has inftituted the Sacra-
ment 3 whence he concludes, thatif a Prieft fhould
in the midt of a Market, pronounce the Sacra-
mental Words, tho' with intention to conﬁfcrate?
there would be no Traafubftantiation, not by any
defett of Virtue in the words, bt}t becaule of
the defe@t of the Intention of him who hath
inflituted this Sacrament, whofe defign is not, that
Confecration fhould be ~performed in fuch a way
of Mockery and Folly, but for the Profic and
Need. of the Church general or partlgulgr, accord-
ing to Tho. Aquinas de Verit. lib. 6. "Tis true, he
owns that fome Divines were of another mind,
maintaining’ that a Prieft might confecrate all the
Bread in a Market-place, yea, though he did not
defign it for the ufe of man, but for fome Ma-
gical ufe, or only to mock and deride the Sacra-
ment. But Lyzdwood refates. this Opinion, becaufe he
hath not an Intention to do what the Church doth,
and declares that hercin he follows the Dotrine
of Hugo de Sanito Vittore, which I have fet down
before. : .
Capreolins
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‘Capreolus is-very exprefs on this Queftion, in 4.

of Baptifin do fufficiently determine the Senfe of
the a&ion of Baptifim. Thomas Waldenfis exallly
follows the Doétrine of Alger, which we have be-
fore fet down, Tom. 3. cap. 28. Angelus de Cla-
%o maintains the fame Hypothefis in his Swmmae

sgelic. woce Baptifsmus n. 5. §. 7. and -declares
that herein he follows the mind of Pope Innocent
WL Cap. 1. de Baptifin, -where he makes ufe of
the very words of Cardinal Awureolus on this Sub-
ject.

\ been given over in the XVI. Age neither, not-
| withftanding that the contrary Sentiment made fo
great a Progrefs, having carried it in the Council

of Trent, in hatred and oppofition to Luther, who

oppofed it. To make out this, we need only read

what Sylvefter Prieras writes in his Swam. woce
Baptifinus, Cap. 3. 7. 12. where we find him pre-

ferring the Opinion of Thomas Aquinas to that

which he had propounded, and he confirms it by

the Authority of St. Boraventure and Cardinal du-

reolys, and holds with it, as being the more ra-

tional. Burdier, a Divine of the Order of the
?dt‘ﬂbﬂer, fhews that he was of the fame mind in

his Book entituled Compendinm Dilfidii , publithed

at Paris in 1540. with Approbation and Privilege,

Loc. com.  Tit. 11. Art. 7. Conradus Clingins a famous Fran-
p- 380.lb. 4 ciean Divine of Erfirt, teaches, that in every
P% Gacrament there are two things, the one whereof
is done by God, the other by the Minifter, that

it i¢ Jefis Chrift who- baptizeth in the Sacrament

of Baptifin, and confecrates in that of the Eucl}E-

: rift,

Dift. 1. znl where he reprefents that the words

Laftly, we may fay that this Opinion hath not.

1
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rift. He terms the -one Opws operans, the other
Opus operatum, allotting nothing to the Minifter,
but the outward a&tion of applying the Water to
the party baptized. Whence he concludes at the
end of the fifth Chapter, That the Proteltants and
Church of Reme arc near agrced on that point.
Confferd , a Divine of Paris, feems to bé of the
fame Opinion in his Book againft the Valdenfes,
p. §9. Vignier follows, ina manner, the fame Do-
Grine in his Inftitutions of Divinity according to

“the Dottrine of St. Thomas , cap. 16. de Sacra-
. ment., in Communi, ver. 6, which he publifhed in

1565. I have already given an account of the
Sentiment of Catharin Bithop of Minori , as it 1s
fet down by Father Paxl, and extralted from
the Book which he caufed to be printed during
the Seflion of the Council of Tients; he cxpref-
fes himfelf {o conformable to the Dotrine of
the Proteftants, that Seriborins can find no- diffe-
rence between them, except only-that Catharin at
the end of his Treatife fubmits his Judgment to
the Authority of the Church and its Councils, which
the Proteftants refufe. _

A while after the Council of Trent, we find
that " the Reafons of Catharin, and other Divines
that preceded himn, had made fo deep an Impref-
fion on the Spirits of men , that Salweron, tho'
a great Divine of the Pope’s in the Council of
Trent, yet. wrote in favour of this Opinion, and
maintains, that without ruining all the certainty
we ought to have concerning the Article of the-
Church, which we are bound to believe, we can-
not frame to our felves any other Belief. He
appofeth . the contrary Dorine, fib. 1. Dijbj; in

. D
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Epift. Dijj:.ba, by {o many Texts of Holy Scripture,

and Teltimonies of the ancient Doctors, that it is
hard to conceive how' any one could be fo Fool-
hardy as to contradi®t him. And he is followed
hercin by Scribonius a famous Pariffarn Divine, who
hath exhaufted that matter, and fuperadded many
new Arguments to thofe of Salweron and Catha-
rin, : . .
But forafinuch as my Defign is not to carry on
the Hiftory of this Queftion any farther, and that
my bufines_only is to make it appear, that the
Church of Rome hath neither Scripture, nor Tra-

dition to favour this her Opinion 3 it will be time -

now to pafs to the other means, whereby the No-
velty ofP this Conceit doth appear, viz. by making-
out, that none of the - Churches that are feparate
from the Romar Cotiimunion, teaches or believes
eoncerning this point, -as fhe does.

1ff. We know that as far as the Churches fe-
parated from the Romar Communion, are from
permitting the Adminiftration of the Sacraments to
Lay-men or Pagans, {o far are they from this O-
pinion of the Church of Rome, viz. Thatit is no
matter who is the Minifter, provided only he have
the Intention of doing what the Church doth,
The Church of Rome at prefent holds in oppofi-
tion to_that of old, that it were better to go to
aHeretick for Baptifin, thanto be deprived of i,
as may be feen in the Canon Preter Diff. 32.
But the Body of the Greek Church rejeéts this
Maxim as abfurd, and rebaptizeth thofe that have
been baptized by any others befides the Minifters
of that Sacrament. 'This is teftified by John Faber
concerning the Mofcovites, who do not differ from
the Greek Church. ' - 2. Where-

-and in the Confe ‘ !
stes Critopudns.  Not but that the Church of Rone

Cys) -
. 2. Whereas the Romer ‘Church hath wholly
changed the notion -of the Sactaments and their

- Definition, i making their Validity to depend on .

the Intention of the Minifter, we find the Grecks
religioufly retaining the Notions and Definition
of St. John Damafcene, which we find in ’th'c Wri-
tings of Feremy againft the Divines of Wittemberg,

Eion of Faith writ by Metropha-

hath endeavoured to bring them over to her Be-
lief fome Ages fince; to which purpofe they a
great while ago caufed the greatclt part of the

-Theological Summs of Thomas Aquinas, and his

four Books againtt the Gentiles, to be  made
knhown to themy and from thence the Grecks
have borrowed the: Gibberith of the Schoclmen,
which for a dozen Ages was unknown in the
Church concerning, the matter and form of the
Sacraments. But if on ‘the one hand Thowas A-
quinas takes notice of the ftrange conceit of {ome

Divines of the Latin Church, about the matter

of the Intention of the Minifter 5 fo qu_thc other
hand, ‘he defends the more fober Opinion about
this Queftion in fuch & mannet, as that to thofe
who have fome Notion of this matter, his Wri-
tings will be found oppofite to, rather than favon-
ring thefe their new Opinions. Atid accordingly,
we find Manuel Calocas a Facobite, who wrote in
Greek the. Articles of the Faith at the end of the
thirteenth Century, plainly follows the meaning
and fenfe of Thomas Aquines on this point, alledg-
ing a pafiage of St.Chryfoffom, Homil. 83, in Masth,
& Hom, 8. in 1 ad Cor. Stat Sacerdos folan for-
mam implens, at vis omnis verborune éff, Tom. 2.

il .B. p. p.257.
Novifll Audt. B. p. p 57H oy, This
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3ly. 'This Queftion of the Nature .and Intention
required in the Minifter of the Sacraments, which
hath ‘made fuch a noife in the Church of Rome for
thefe five hundred years, isnot fo much as known
to the Greeks. If we read the Writings, I don't
fay of the pretended Diongfins the Areopagite, for
‘whom the Greeks have had a great Veneration for
near a thoufand years, and whom they have often
illuftrated with their Commentaries; but the
Works of more modern Authors, as of one Ger-
manys Patriarch of Conftantinople, of one Cabafilus
and divers others, who have handled the matter
of the Sacraments, we fhall not find in them the
leat hint of thefe Diftin&tions fo neceflary to
appeafe the Conftience of thofe who receive the
Sacraments , and who without having fome know-
ledge of this point, cannot chufe but be troubled
with an infimey of feruples and difficulties.
4ly. We are to obferve, that the Greeks have
carried the matter fo far concerning this point,
that they not only difown the pretended Cha-
ra&er of Priefthood, but make it, to depend on
the good Life and lawful Call of the Minifter,
They maintain that as foon as a Prieft has loft his
Character, which he doth by fuch Crimes as me-
rit Degradation, he can neither baptize nor con-
fecrate 1o as either fhall be valid. " T don’t here
examine the Queftion of right, but only that of
fatt, which is fo conftant, that Caryophylius Arch-
bithop of Iconiun imputes it as a great crime to
Zacharias Gergari, from whofe Catechifin he ex-
tralts this Propofition under the Title of 62. Blaf
phemies, viz, if the Pricft be a notorious Sinner he
cannot confecrate, and that which he performs is

not
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not the Sacrament of the Eucharitts but if he
be not a notorious Sinner, that a-P}‘xe&, t_ho he
be a Sinner, can confecrate. Let this Maxime be

compared with that of the Schoolmen and Rlomzjb

Catechifts, and we fhall find, that of the (:;ttelrl

as oppofite as the Night is to the Da\y}71 and a

by reafon of this Intcfpuon, which the others were

ignorant of. )

alt(;%;ﬂ'llgll;;gterrible difference there is between the

Greek Church and the Latin, about the Fom{} of

the Sacraments, propetly fo called, deferves fome o Cor
refleftion. ‘The Greeks believe with the ancient in’fup-erm_
Church, that the Prayers are yroperly'tlle Form (i e,
of Confecration in the Euclxarx&, as well as in et desen
"the other Sacraments, The Latins, on the contra- crracl:.-p'gm
1y, do believe that the Forms of the Sacrm.ucq;s,

arc in Baptifin the words, Ego baptize e mé -

mine, &c. and in the Eucharift, Hoc enint cﬁ“ 0y~

pus menm, This laid down, 1t naturally fo o{v‘Vs,'

that the Greeks, according to their HyPOth& is

ought. to recommend Intention, with refpedt to

the greateft part of their thurgY',.VV)hCllCC.comCS

it then, that they have not done_it? MO}co(Yexi,

the Greeks exprefs the words of Bapiifn in ltl)m

a manner , that they feem to leave nothing but

the outward adtion to the Minifter , Bapnz,n/tjur ‘
Servus Chrifti in nowiine Patris, & Filii, &c.. A lo- pe (f);d"m"
vimns aflerts, that they do mot exprefs the p.228
perfon of the Minifter n any of the other ?a-
craments, and proves the fame at large. Wl){g\gﬂﬁ )

Pope Alexander 111 and the Schoolmen arc f{o 1 Lib 3;)2??:.
fatisficd with this Expreflion of_the Grecks, that 4t 42,6 4
they pronounce the Baptifin invalid, when a ?rxcﬂi e
only faith, in the Nanic af ;hc ‘Father, Son,Ha(;ll(y Anen. . 8.
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HOIK Gholt, without exprefling the perfon or altion

of the Minifter, ordering them to make ufe of thefa
words, Ego baptizo te, or baptivo - te in  Nomine
Patris, &e. From whence can this notion of the
Grecks have its rife, but from this, that they con-
fider the Minifter onty asan outward Agent, whoefe
Intention is not at all material in the cafe? And

from whence comes the nicenefs of the Schools, -

but becaufe they confiderd the Intention of the
Minifter as an éffential part towards: the Validicy
of the Sacrament. ,

It is apparent, that the cafe is no other than we
have reprefented it » becaufe the Miffionaries,

whom the Church of Rowe fends abroad to draw

to her Communion the Churches of the Eaft,
make a general Law of it to inftruct them con-
cerning the Neceflity of the Minifters Intention ,
m order to the Validity of the Sacraments, This
we fec in Thomas & Je, lib. 7. de Converfione
omnty (ap. 3, & 4. We find alfo amongft {ome
Propofitions extracted out of the Books of the M-
ronites, that they formally rejetted the Intention.
of the Minifter:” The Propofition is this, Intentio
Miniftri non requiritur neceffavid, Thom. 4 Fefu ibid.
CJ;?.. 6. We fee by the relation of Fathep Thomas

aria Zampi Miflicnary in Georgia, Mingrelia and

Colchis, which make a part of the Greek Church, -
that they know nothing of the Intention of the"

Minifter, which yet the Church of Rome looks
dpon as no les effential than the martter and
form of the Sacrament, And laft of all, we need,
- only read what the famous Auguftinus Govea hath
wiit concerning the Faith of the Chriftians of St.
omas, that they did not fo much as know what

this
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this effential part of the'Sacrament meant. The Synod
of Diamper held by Alexis de Menezes Arch-
bithop of Goa, took care to inftruct them in the
fame in the fourth A®ion at the beginning,

What I have now reprefented concerning the
difference that: is between the Romaniits and o-
ther Chriftians, is fufficient to lay open the falfiey
of the Definition of the Council of Trent 5 for it
appears very evidently 5 18, That the fame is not
founded on the Holy Seripture. 2ly. That it is
not founded on any ancient Tradition peculiar to
the Church of Rome. 3ly. That it hath never been
the general Belicf of her moft famous Divines.
4Jy. That it is not the Faith of thofe other Chri-
fuans that are feparate from her Communion.
But to afford a further light yet to this matter,
I will add to this Difcourfe fome Confiderations
which will endble us to conceive in what manner
the Council of Tiert hath handled matters of Re-
ligion, and what regard we ought to have to her
Definitions.

The firft concerns the boldnefs wherewith fhe
has defined that Queftion, thundering out her
Anathemd's againft thefe who for the time to conie
fhould dare to oppofe the Belicf of the Neceflity
of the Minifters Intention. Indeed their Behavi-

-our in this matter is very ftranges they were

not ignorant of the great Difputes that were be-
tween their-own Divines about this matter, they
were acquainted with the different kinds of In-
tention of which their Divines had fpoken, for
to put a good meaning upon the Definition of
the Council of Conflance, as well as upon that of
Engenius the 1IV. "It was therefore their Duty to

explain
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explain thefe matters very diftinétly, if they had
a mind to condemn or ratifie any of thofe. G-
pinions. They do nothing of all this, and ‘it is
enough for them to pronounce their Anathema's
againft thofe who fhall deny ., that the Intention
to do what the Church doth, is neceﬂan!y re-
quired in the Minifter of the Sacrament for its Va-
lidity. ~ So that if this Awathema of theirs be of
any ufe at all, it muft be only to declare their
abfolute Authority, or elfe that Reafon had no-
thing to do in their Affembly. For othen.m,('?
why fhould they not have clearly  determin’
wherein they make that Intention to confift, whe-
ther it be an Intention acual, virtual, or habx'tua’l,
that is required ? Or an Intention diret or indi-
re&k, according as the Divines of their Commu-
nion expres themfelves? Whether it be an Inten-
tion abfolute or reduive, general or particular,
And yet after this their Negligence , they Iave
the face to thunder out their Ar_mt/m;m s, as if it
were a matter -moft clearly explained and under-
ftood 5 can we imagine a more feandalous ufe of

their Authority ? To fay the truth, thefc good Fa-’

thers did not trouble themfelves to ex lain their
meanings. Ceteri homines, faid the Ambafiador of
France, writing to the Clmnc.cllo‘ur' of the Hofpi-
tal, loguuntur ut intelligi poffint , ifti nibil minns

volunt guam wt intelligantur, They affe@ted obfcu--

rity, and were willing only to fhew the Prote-
ftants, that they were not in the mind to reform
any thing. This made them fo.liberal of their
Anathema’s, and to canonize grofs Errors newly
come from underthe Anvil of the Schoo}mcx}, Er-
rors that were fcarcely finithed,and but half Po}lﬂ’}clfé

-this he ceafeth not to have
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~The fecond Confideration refpedts the Birth of Clemang, de
this Errors 12, We may juftly imagine thar je P

" clef. Scae. ¢ 6+
entred the Church of Rome at a time when the & 16.

atiz Tongue, that

in thefe barbarous
times, when moft of the Priefts did not under-

-ftand what. they faid, much lcfs were able to ex-

ciee any Devotion by the words the

y utterd ,
cither in themfelves or the People, . who did not
underftand Latin, that fuch Queltions as  thefe

ad their rife, and are o ferioufly - handled by
the Schoolmen, wvig, Whether a Prieft who cor-
rupts the Sacramental Words in pronouncing them,
oth celebrate a Sacramene » Whether a Woman
who baptizeth an Infane in the Name of the Fa.
ther, Son, - and Holy Ghoft, and of the Bleffed
Virgin, doth truly baptize  of which you may
ce the Cientifick Definitions of the Schoolmen,
The firlt thing that offers it feIf to the mind
about thefe Queftions, is, Tha

t this perfon doth,
notw1thﬁanding, perform a Sacrament s for how
1gnorant {oever he may be, and tho’ he doth nat

underftand any thing of what he faith, yet for al]

the Intention of do.-
Ing what the Church doth, This was the ground

of Pope Zachary in his Anlwer o Bonifce, . . gyen. Annal,
bout the Ignorance of 4 Prielt in Bevaria, who ™

had baptized ir Nowsine Patria, Filia, o Spiri-

twa Sanifa: which ground of hi i

ftanding difapproved by a Do&or of Divinity ,

of whom St. Vincens of Valentia fpeaks , who was
rebaptized, becaufe once as he came out of the Pul- Cone.2. pom,
pit from preaching, a Woman, faid to him, Blef: 3 Quadraget,

fed.
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fed be the day wherein I baptized thee in the
l\clamceof‘ the yHoly Trinity, of the Virgin Mary,

‘and all the -Angels, as fiuppofing that this altera--

tion of the Form did deftroy the Nature of the
acrament. -

ch&v? may alfo probably conjeture, that this fool-
lith Opinton ows its rife to a time wherein the
Corruption was fo ordinary, and the Profanation
{o publick, that they cclcbrated Maf the day of
the Feaft of Fools, with A&tions and Geftures more

proper to raife laughter, than to. excite any re- -

{pect for the Sacrament.. We read witha juft
Hp(e)rm:x the manner of this publick and {olemn
Profanation fet down by Odo Bihop of Paris in
1198, We find the fame exatly deferibed by

the Parifian Faculty of Divinity in 1444. who en-

avour'd to abolifh the fame. The Priefts at
gfe‘ccl:doat it, difguifed in the Garb of Dancers > of
Women, and of Bawds, they danced in the Quire,
they fung filthy Songs, they cat near to him that
cclebrated, they plaid at Dice on the Altar, they
incens'd with the Smoke of old Shoes laid on
the Coals. Tt was natural to imagine, concern-
ing this . publick, and authorized ‘Profanation,
which was carried-fo high,  that the Faculty of
Paris was obliged to define, that thoﬁ? yvho op-
posd themfelves to the Abolition of this Feaft,
were not Excommunicateds I fay it was natural
to imagine, that for to make fuch a Sacrament
valid, refpet was to be had to the Intention of
him that celebrated it. )

But befides this Reflection, it may be faid, that .

this Doéliine of the Neceflity of Intention owes
s rife to the abfolute neceflity of Baptifin, 'This
Opinion

" (63) , .
Opinion hath made’ the Church of Rome in thefe
atter days maintain, on a ridiculous foundation,
that a Heathen or a Jew may validly adminiter
that Sacrament in cafe of neceffity 5 1 fay that this
was on a ridiculous foundation, The Schoolmen
have imagin'd, that Pope Nicholss the Firft, had o
defined, tho’ indeed there be nothing more falfe,
This Pope being confirlted by the Bulgarians ,
whether ‘the Baprifin adminift-ed by a Greek Chri-
ftian, who profefled himfelf a Prieft, ‘tho' the
~were not certainly aflirred thereof ,-were to be

Pope Nicholas ], wrong, as appears from the Ex-
trat of it cited in the Decree of Gratian, where
inftead of 2 quodam Viro, we read & quodam Fe-
deo 5 and this miftake made the Djvines of the
Romifh School to eftablith this Theological Maxim,
that a Heathen or Jew might baptize in cafe of
neceflity 5 which is an Hypothefis quite contrary
to the Definition of Pope Gregory IL in an anfwer
to Bonifuce in thefe terms, Baptizentur } Paganis
baptizati an Hypothefis directly contrary to the
Dodrine of the Ninth Century at the time of Nicho-
los 1. as may be feen in Chap. 91. of the fixth
Book of Capitul, where it isordained, that a Prieft
that hath not becn baptized , fhall be baptized
and ordained a-new, as well us thofe whom he
hath baptized, Afier this unhappy miftake, they
have committed another 3 it was requifite at leaft,
I

that

.
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that o extraordinary a Minifter of the Sacrament,
fhould have the Intention of doing what the Church
doth 5 the moft ancient, as Lomwbard, only under-
ftood it concerning the outward part of Baptifin,
as-I have fhewed , and as Pope Nichols 1. had
explained it: but we can fay, that'fince the Do-
¢trine of Tranfubftantiation ‘entred into .thé Ro-
mar Church, and her Divines began to difpute
about the fenfe in which the words of Confecra-
tion are pronounced by the Prieft 5 fome of them
maintaining that they were operative, otheis again,
that they were only fignificative and hiftéiicals
this Dottrine, which as yet was only rough drawn,

received its Perfe&tion. Indeed after the mindof -

man hath once been able to digeft fo great an
Abfurdity, -as the change of the Subftance ¢f the

Bread and Wine into. the Subftance. of> theé Body

and Blood of our Saviour by viitne of the .Sa.
cramental words pronounced by a Pricft, it is ve-
ry fairly difpofedp to believe ‘that - this virtue of
creating the . Body of. Jefus - Chrift - ¢ for (G “the
Schoolmen- exprefs thémfelves ). muft at leaft de-
pend on fome a& of his Will. ‘However” it be,
thus much is cerrain, that the Queftions about the-
Priels Intentian were.never heard of, till after the
Birth 'of ‘this Dofkrines - and it: is only upon_ thi

new . Hypothefis, that. fuch:Queftions as thefe }ia'\iér

been refolved i “the affirmative, viz. Wh'eth'e‘r
the cafting of a Child into a River, and pronpuns:
cing over hi, with Intention of -baptizing him,.
the words, I'baptize thee, &c. be a vilid Baptifin?
Whether a Prieft pafling through Mar,-ket-;plgéé;
and pronouncing-over all the Bread that i$'there
thefe words,, This. is my body, with" defigi'fo don-

fecrate,.
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{ecrate, would really confecrate all the Bread in
the Market? Queftions heretofore altogether un-
heard of , and which the ancient Schoolmen lad
decided negatively, the thought only of thefe
Confequences infpiring them with Fear and Hor-
ror. :
We muft naturally make a third Refleftion on
the occafion that hath facilitated the Entrance of
fo extravagant an_Error into the Church of Rome.
A Party of the Romar Church have maintained
long fince, that the Sacraments produce Grace,
and contairr the fame, as Veflels contain the Li-
quor that s in them; an Opinion which feems to
give a great Honour to the Sacraments, but at
the fame time alfo advanceth the Intereft of the
Minifters; and the Doftrine of the Neceflity of
Intention comes to fiipport this Interefty for it
makes the Priefts fo much the Mafters of Grace,
that without themi” Grace eannet reach thofe who
prefent themfelves to receive the -Sacrament. It
was a piece of weaknefs in Catharin, that he thought
to move the Fathers of Trent by reprefenting to
them theanguithing Grief of a Father, who fhould
happen to doubt whether his Child were really
baptized , there being no human means lefe for
him to- get rid of it3 this was-the very thing the
Fathers defired, they - had a mind to confirm the
Empire of the Pifelts over the Corftience, -and
nothing is more efficacious to' fubject it without
referve, than this notion of the Neceflity of In-

‘ tention. WHat will not aman do to obtain the

Favour' of a man who can, when he pleafes, ful>
pend the Grace of God , and’abfolutely hinder its
effelt 2 Who can' leaye our' Children in the Ratc}

I2 [
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of Heathens Children? Who can give us nothin
but meer Water inftead of a Sacrament? Anﬁ
who can give us nothing but Bread and Wine,
inftead of the fubftance of the Body and Blood
. of our Saviour? Let us examine % little whether

the Politicians who have employed means and
Opinions capable to make Peoplé entirely fubje&
to them , have cver caried things as far as this,
In cffet we find that never was a greater Slave-
ry and Bondage than that to which the Rowifhy
Prielts, and all that Clergy have reducd the Peo-
ple of their Communion, by means of this new
difcovery of the Neceflity of Intention for the Va-
lidity of the Sacraments. ' '

I fhall conclude with this laft Refle&tion, to let
us fee how fatal it is to engage our felves in falfe
Principles, notwithftanding they may feem very
advantageous to our Interefts. ~Truths are always
found in perfe&t Union, but Lyes.difcover them-
felves prefently. ‘This is that which the Church
of Rome hath proved to her cofts fhe has en-
deavourd with much Application, to eftablifh the
Em(gire of her Minifters over their People, and
to {ubjugate them with all her Power: fhe has
found that the uncertainties arifing from the Be-
lief that the Intention of the Minifter is neceflary,
did much favour her defign, and thereupon has
defin’d that Neceffity. Behold here a great ftroke
given to eftablith her -Grandeur. But what has
been the fruit of this Definition? even the moft
terrible inconvenience to that Church, which fhe
could poflibly have feared from her moft mortal
Enemies, anc( the moft deadly Confequence that
can poffibly be: drawn: Selweron a famous Jefuig

terms
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terms it a Scruple, in his fecond Difpute of his firft
Book on the Epifiles of St. Par/; I'le leave the
judicious Reader to judge, whether it ought to
pags for a Scruple, or a folid Difficulty. He dif-
courfes there, whether we can affuredly know
the Catholick Church, forafmuch as there is no
Salvation to be had without its and that fhe
alone has the Authority of nfallibly guiding Peo-

le in the ways of Salvation: if we do not know
Eer but by fuch means as may leave us liable to
deceit amg, miftake; if we do not know her by
virtue of a. Divine Revelation , its manifeft we
may be deceived: now God hath not revealed ,
that the prefent Pope, whois look’d upon as Mead -
of the Chureh, is a true Pope s nor that any of
the Priefts or Bithops of the Roman Church, are
lawful Priefts or Bithops. Thefe are things we are
not affured of but by Conje@ures, which have
nothing common with “the Certainty of Faith. It
may be unlawful means may have been employ'd
in the Ele&ion of Popes cr Bithops, which make it
null and void. ‘This difficulty is very perplexing,’
and Salmeror folves it as well as he can, But fee
here the moft intricate knot of all, and T fearce
know whether any be able to loofe its the Dotrine
of the Neceflity of Intention, leaves all things un-
certain.in this matter, for according " to this Hypo-
thefis, no man_being' able to know whether he be
baptized , neither can he aflure himfelf that the
Pope has, and confequently whether he can be a
Prieft , whether he can be Head of the Church ,
whethier he can difcharge. the Funttions thereof s
whether he can define the Articles of Faith, whe-
ther he can make Laws for- Manners, whether

he
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he can, canonize Suints. It cannot: be known
whether a man be a_Chriftian, whether he be
a Prieft, whether the Mafs he celebrates be true,
whether the Abfolution he gives be valid 5 in a word,
nothing can be certainly known that devends up-
on a hidden Intention, which is only ‘known to
God, and can alone be affured by him. = All his de-.
pends not only upon a fatk that is obfeure and un-
certain, but alfo upon fo prodigious a multitude of
falls, many Agges fince, that without a very expref8
Revelation, it is impoffible to be affired, whether
there be cver alawful Minilter, or crue Chriftian.
Salmeron having perceived this difficulty , .which
overthrows all poffibility of coming to an affu-
red knowlcfdge pf. the Church, how dath he folve
It? even by giving to the Council of Zyews -a
meating alto, g:tbe_n contrary..ta_ the. intenf. of that
Aflembly 5 for finding that he could 'no other~
wile fave himfElf from this Difficulty, he maintains,
that 'the. Intention required of the Minifter, is ex-
prefs and certain enough by the words he tters in
c_efqbr{i,tinﬁé the Sacramems. We may boldly re-

uiieg ’a’ll._f Difputers of the Romifii Chureh, to con-
ider a little of this matter, andto find out a better
Re‘medy for this 'Evil, than that which Selwmergs
ha,s' madeufeof 5 tis a thing worthy of their fubtiley,
But this. R‘enﬁdy, can never: be met, with,i witheone
tenouncing the Dockrine of Intention. : A for ouip
Rart‘s, it will be hard for us tofallinig the like mi-
’alﬁge, as long, as we follow the light of the Holy
Scripture, and tyeadin the Footfteps of Auntiquiy,
which, iy our exprels and folemn Profeffion, . =
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wigh the:Belief of Tranfubflantiations being :a-fufficiets Confuration of Canfenfite
Veterum, Nubes Teftium, and othex face Colleéfions of. the Farbers prevending cof th
contrary, 440

- Parts Wich a Letter to the Vindicator of th,c\.Bi[hqu of Condom.-. . vy, .
. P

ur(c -concerning . Extrenme
‘ondom.; |

An
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Books lately Printed for Rlchard Chnfwcll |

fzn ;\n{‘}vcr to ‘the Popifh Addrefs prci‘ented to the Minifters of the Cli}uch
of England.  4o0.
* | : -ZAn_abridgmenc of the Préropacives of §c -#nn, Mother of ce Mother of God,
vmh tht Ap;gobatlons of the Dottois. of Pari, chence done lntoEngllﬂw,wnh
a PREK A U E concerping the Original of the Stoty. . . '
The Primitive-Fachers no Papifts, in Anfwer'to the Vlndxcatlon ofthe Nubes
Te ﬂzum y.10 which is added-a Difcourfe concerning Invocation of Saints; in Anfwer
: .'to the Ghal[c’ngc of F. Sabran’ thé Jefuit; wherein is- fhewn, Thac Invocation
- of Saines'was {6 far from being the Pradice, that it was cxpreﬂy againft the
- Doétrine of “the Primitive Fathers, qto. -

» .AtAnfwer toa Difedur(e concerning thé ‘Coelibacy of the Clergy, fately prinv-
ed av Oxfords 4o,

The Virgin Mayy M:l‘rerrcfented by the Roman- Church, in the Tradmons of
-that Chiurch contcerning her Lifeand Glory, and inthe Devotions' paid, to her a5
. the Mother.of God. - Both fhewéd out of the Office's ofthat (,hurch, the Lcﬂ'ons
on her Fellj jvals, and from theirallowed Awhors,, * =, 7 % ,

Dr. T’enijaus Sérnion of Difcretion in meg Alms. 1a2mo. :

A DPifcoirfe ¢énderting the Merit of Good Works. '

The Enchufiafm of the Church of Rome, demonftrated in-fome Obfcrvanons
wpon the Life of Tgnatius Loyola, ( Founder of the Order of Jefuis ).
: A Vindication of the Anfwer tothe Popith Addrefs prcfcmcd to the Mlmﬂcrs
«of the Church of England,  4to.,

-« Retle&tions ypan thie Books of the: Holy Scripture, in order to c&abllih the
Truch of cthe Chriftian-Reli ion, in 3 Pares. 8vo, -
' TheTentswhickitlic Papijls cice ot of the Bible for Proof of the Points of thclr
‘Religion:Examined, and fhew'd to be alledged wnhour. Ground, in fcvcral dl—
ﬁm& Difcourfes. Seven wheréof are publifhed, viz..
- Popery not founded in Scripture. The Introdu&lon. oo S
Texts concerning the Obféurity of Holy Scriptures. ' '
- wemOf the- Infufficiency-of Seripture, and Neceflity of Tradmon. .
- -——Of the Supremiacy ‘of St. Peter, and the Popc, over' the whole
~ Church,  Intwo Pnrn. . ,
.’_-,-——Oflnfalliblllty e a o
——0Of the Worfhip of Angels and Samts dcpartcd, In two Pam.
“w Of the Worfhip of Images and‘Reliques. .
i The reﬂ wzll - follow erL!r, in tbetr Order. o f

l

: ABrlcf Dedar&uon, of the Lords Supper + Writtén by Dr. debala: Rid:
ley, Bithop of London, dunng his Imprifonment, Wwith fome other Dctcrmmatl?hs
nnd, Difputations eoncerning thefame Argument, by the fame Author, To which
isannexed an Extra&t of fevera] Paﬁa;cs to the fame purpofe, out of a Book

1nutuled, Diallaflicons written by Dr.' Jobn Po)nct, Bifhop of Wmcbeﬂer, in thg
ﬁelgnwf Ed 6, and Q Mary. 40, R
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PAge 1,112 for mMm, read tbp o)im'on. p. alir qf rbc cbnﬁm, ke,
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