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From Collier's Ecclesiastical History.
HENRY VIIL and thc Ambassas
' dors of .the Protestant Princes,
_ on Communion inone kind.

In an, the next year, the Protestant princ-
o8 aent Francis Burgrat, and two other learn.
ad men, with a public character into England.
‘The business was to argue with the divines,
and press the king to a farthor reformation.
They had archbishop Cranmer's interest in
this affair ; at their going off, they drew up
their arguments against communion in one
kmd. private masscs, and the celibacy of the
;lergy I shall translate what they offer upon
‘the two first heade, and for the last, refer the
reader to my former part.

After some introductive ceremony, these
‘ambassadors acquaint the king, “‘they had spent
‘near two months in conferences with the Eng.
lish bishops and others of the eminent clergy:
that they had brought the matter to a very
promising issue ; and that they hoped his ma-
jesty, and the princes of Germany, would come
to a perfect understanding in points of rehigi-

o'’ me hence they proceed to treat the
pope very coarselv I shall endeavour to give
the reader their rensomn(' and omit most o
their hard language. ”

Their argument againgt communion in one
kind, stands thus: they “take it for granted, his
bighness will not deny that the doctrine and
commands of our Saviour are to be preferred

to all human constitutions, traditions, and ce-
remonies whatsoever. For ourSaviour is the
life and the truth ; heis infallible in whatever
he pronounces. But all human decisions, es-
pecially in matters of faith and religious wor-
ship, are liable to mistake, Now it is certain
that opy Savipur instituted the holy eucharist
under both kinds. This is evident, from his
wying, ‘Drink ye all of this.” And for this we
have a fg:ther proof from St. Paul: Let a man
examine himself,’ suys the Apostle, ‘and <o let |;
bmi eat of that bread and drink of that cup.

(Cor. xi, 28). Now both these places direct
the practice of the whole Church, not the cler
gy only. For to assett, that oyr Saviour spoke
these words only to the apostles, and therefore
the communicating under koth kinds can bind
no fartber than the hierarchy ; to assert this,
is an inconsequent way of arguing; for from
hence it will follow, that the laity are not to
receive so much as ynder one kind : for neither
do we read in any ather places, our Saviour
commanded that only his body should be given
1o tig laity; or that both 1he bread and the
cop should be reserved as a privilege to the
sacerdotal order. From hence we must neces-
sarily inter, that our Saviour's command for
recel,vmg the holy eucharist, equally concerns
Jhe laity and clergy without any abalement ;

or else that the laity are altogether to be re-
fused the sacrament of our Lord's body, since
we do not find any inetitution of the sacrament
for the laity in anypart of the gospels,excepting
wt our Saviour's last supper, To affirn, that
halt communion was settled by the Church up-
oneeveral weighty considerations, is not to
talkmuch to the point ; for the question is here
copeerning our Saviour’s institytion, which,
every Christian must grant, ought to overrule |
all ecclesiastical aunthority, For the Chyrch
does not presume upon the liberty of making
an indifferent thing of our saviour’s command:
and as for the plea of difference in degree,
digmity ot priesthood, fear of spilling the cup
and such like:: these pretences can never have
goree enongh to overbear or set aside a divine
intitniion.  For it is confessed even inthe can-
noa iaw, that Qo custom can prescribe agaiust
the Jaws of God, Besides, the advantage of
cnetom liks on the ather side: for the receiving
wnder both kinde, hag not only the warrant of
our Saviour's preceﬁt‘ but the authority of the

|
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Church to support it. Thus St. Jerome tells
ug, the priests administer the holy eucharist,
and distribute Christ’s blood to the people:
thus pope Gelasius declares against giving the
body and blood of our Lord, that i, keeping
back part of it, and calls'it a greut sacrilege.

“From hence they go on to allege the prac-
tice of the Greek Church :
Christondem, as they have maintained the li-
berties against the encroachments of the court
of Rome, so they have always communicated
the laity under both kinds.

[It is signed by Francis Burgrat and
George Boyneburg, ambassadors, and Mycon-
ius, a parish priest.] '

The king gave the ambassadors an enswer
as they desired ; it was drawn by bishop Tuns.
tal. After some length of commendation & re-
tura of ceremony, the king enters upon the
controversy. He beging with communion in
one kind.

«That this sacrament,’ says the king,:
“was commanded under bo h kinds, and never
under one, is an assertion we are surprised at;
neither can we imagine your excellencies are

in earnest, but that you have ouly a mind o

sound our opinion, and try our strength upon
the argument. And. therefore, notw thstand-
ing what you have advanced, we cannot help
thinking your persuasion the same with ours,
and that you believe under the form of bread;
the natural and living body of Christ is really
and substantially contained, together with the
true and real blood ; otherwise we must con-
fess that the body is disfurnished of blood,
which would be an impious affirmation, siuce
this flesh of our- Saviour is not only alive, but
productive of life in others. And thus, under
the form of wine, there is, not only the natural
and real blood of our Saviour, but likewise, to-
gether with his blood, the resl and patural

flesh and body is contained. The article of

orthodox belief standing thus, the consegence
is, that those who communicate in either kind -
communicate in both, as to affect and benefit .
because our Saviour’s bady and blood is entire-
lyin each. And to support this doctrine of .
concomitancy, we are not unprovided with au~
thority and instances from the new Testament. :
Thus our blessed Saviour administered the sa-
crament in one kind to, the disciples going to -
Empmaus. For it is written, ‘As’he sat at weat
with them, he took bread and blessed it, and
brake and gave to them ; and theireyes werc
opened, and they knew hxm, by the breaking.
of bread.* (Luke xxiv. 80.) This place. the
ancients, §t. Chrysostom, St. Austin, and
Theophylact, iterpret as referring 1o the holy

eucharist, and yet here.is not the least ention
‘| hus our Saviour, by ad-

of giving the wine.
ministering in one kind, scems to have left

i.{the same liberty to his spouse the Church."
For Christ, who gave iustructions at his last

supper for communion in both kinde, has left
us nhis precedent for communicating under one;
but no man was ever so bold as to charge our

Saviour with incongistency between precep.!

aud example,

¢ Thus, after the descen! ofthe Holy Ghiost, |
and the convereion of three thousand peuple,
at St. Peter's sermon, i is said, * They con.
‘tinued stedfastly in the Apost'e’s dactrine and
fellowship, and in bréeking of bread and m
prayers.’ ’ (Acts ii. 42) Thia text the an.
cienta likewise understand of administering
the holy sacrament ; but neither is here any
thing said of the cup. Now if comnunion
under one kind is warrantvd bth hv our Sa-
viour’s and the A postlcs’ exxinple, we are not
to charge this usage with contradiction to the
(fnspel ; for the Apostles, who were led into
ail truth by the Holy Spirt, would pever have

communicated the people only in the bread if |

our Saviour’s command had’ obliged them to
administer under both kinds; for such e lati-

ancients, and the pragtice of the primitive

tude would have looked like forgetfulness of

that this part of

_,/ef"
o

their Master’s eommand, lnd changlng his
institution.

¢ Furtler. From our Suloura instruction
for this solemnity, recited by St. Paul, we find
the two kinds separately and independently
mentioned. The Apostle’s words which he re-
ceived froh our Saviour are these: ¢ The
Lord Jesus, in the same night in which he
was betrayed, took bread ; and when he had
given thanks he brake it, and said, Take, eat,
this ie my body which is broken fer you: this
do in rememberance of e’ Here we sce
our blessed Saviour, in the words *do this,
speaks separately, and by itself, of his body
under the appearance of bread, before he pro-
ceeds toany mention of the cup.  Afterwards,
the Apostles informs us, that after ¢ the same
manner also he took the cup when he had
supped, saying, This cup is the New Testa- '
,ment in my blood : this do ye, as oﬁ A8 ye
"shall drink it in r=memnbrance ot ne.’
we are to observethe gbroluteness ofthe com-
"mand is altered; for it is not said without li-
mitation, as it waa i the breaking of the bread,
+ This do in remembrance of me ;} but there
is a clause of lititude added, that is.* Do this
a8 oft ns ye shall drink it in remembrance of
me.’
are under no necessity of always receiving the
cup ; but that as often as we are communica- '
ted with the blood of our Saviour in the form

of wine; we are bound to ¢ do this in remem-
brance of him.’

¢ Farther. Our blessed Saviour when sup-
‘per was over, at which he had given them his
body wnder the form of bread, and after
this he gave his blood separately under
‘the appearance of wine, saying, ¢ Do this as oft
as ye shal] drink it in remembrance of me
letting us know that sometimes the adminis-
tration m*ght be performed under one kind, and
yet, notwithstanding, the force and significan-
cy of both received by the people ; for other.
-wise there had been no necessity of pronoun-
.cing the words * Do this’ more than onca,

* peither would they have been repeated dis-

tinctly upon the bread ard cup. We have
ireason to conclude, therefore, that our Saviour, ' __
iat the giving of the cup, would not have ad-
’ded ‘Do this as oft as ye shall drink it,’ hav-
‘mo' said the same before of the bread unless lie
'had -allowed the receiving ofenther of these ’
fwithout the other.’
“ Neither can it be denied that the d'scupxcs
‘received the budy of our Lord upon his giving
them the bread, saying, ¢ This is my bndy ;' for

interval, when supper was ended, no person,
we conceive, i3 8o stupid as to think the body
of Christ was not received by the disciples
-under the form of bread till after supper, when
to suppose this
would be extremely -abaurd, because i1t makes

.the cup was given them ;

ithe formner woids of our Saviour (This is gy
1body,’ pronounced ever the bread,) signify
| 'nothing ; and that the giving the bread 1o the
j disciples had no supernatural efficacy till they
bad all drank of the cup after supper. fN_cw
this would be a wigked sentiment, because it

throws both what our Saviour said aud did out .
Lastly. St.! !

of all furce aud signification.
Paul Limnsetf, afiec he had made a joint menti-
on of both kinds, concludes with a disjunctive
inferenee ypon the whele, saying, ¢ Whoso-,
ever shall eat this bread, &c., or shall drink
this ¢np of the Lord uuworthily,> &e. : which
text is thus translated by Erasmus, ‘ltaque
quisquis ederit panem hunc, aut de calice bi-

i

Domini.’

¢ From these words of the Apostle it ap-
pearaplainly,that whosoever receivesthis bread
unworthily, is guilty of the body and blood of
our Lord ; or'whosoever shall drmk this cup

unworthily, is likewise guilty of the body. and
biowd of our Lord ; whicli ¢crite could never

be charged upon the' communicant urless the

Here |

By which we ere to understand, that we .

. we can receive no o herwise,

commumon, it ought to be’ g.ven updel
1

:the showing the sacrament. upon bis
'thouvh the cup was net given till after some .

their Christian liberty should, restraif

berit indigne, reus erit corporiy et sanguinis |

e

body and blood of Christ were sepsrate]! #ﬁ
tained under the form of bread, and hike¥

in the same integrity and extent of natuf@l‘?
der the form of wina ; neither wou'd the AP

ile bave spoken dx-;unctxvely of the spec“’!'g
bread if it was never to have been rece
butin conjunction with the cup : neitherr ™
the other side, would he have spoken of
cup in ‘terms of separation if it had never’
lawful to veceive it without the bread.
why should he disjoin those things wi llb‘h
never tobe purted? Now the least 00
of 1nspiration has its weight, and evél'y
ought to be regarded. For thns we aré
manded by the prophet, ¢ Incline your e"
the words of my mouth.” Andin Deutero®; o
my it is said, “These worde which I com™
"thee this day shall be in thine helrtv’”‘
elsewhere in the same book we read,*
‘shalt not ‘add thereto or diminish the\'efbm

“We grant no command of our Sﬂ“‘ﬂ’
“can be overrulled by any human constit?
for men can have no authority to reve™
Diviae establishment. We are like’wﬂ"p
pmaded that no custom ought to prevaw
‘the Word of God, or be pletdod in de"’g"
of our Saviour’s institution.

«Butthen we affirm our Savicue has ‘eﬁ
at liberty to receive him three waysia ¥ D“"
poral, and the fourth in a epiritual Iﬂ‘:’
-thatis, first, in both kinds; secondlfs 4
the form of bread only : thirdly, undes "‘
wine; and fourthly, in affection and de"

-1y when, by the disadvantage of circu

wod

i

*¢ Ag to the first way it is our opml":”:
ifany of the faithfu!, out of ardency of w
on, shall earnestly desxre to reccive if G‘é
kinds provided there isna mpedunenl M
ness or disteinper, the communion may v
eo him under both kinds; provu)ed farthet
neither the person, receiving nor tbe 1y
does this in contempt of the d;scxphne
Church and the eustom of the countrfé d"

* As to the second and third mannef""
ceiving, our opinionis this : that in cast ¥,
lies uudﬂr disad: antage of nature of (T2

for instance, if he has. the palsy, oranfl
patliy against eating bread or drmkl’f
.80 that he cannot coaveniently | receivé »
both kinds,~-in this case, il ‘he’ de “':'g

#

4 As to the foutth if a 'man’s swﬂ‘”b

.disturbed with nauseating to that de eﬂf

h= con keep no&hind under sucha "’M
: we?
a virtual comtnoion. This will helP tﬁ
reco'lect the death of his Redeemet: "d%d
‘to compunction. and convey the bene
actually receiving,
“We cannet but wonder, the!’er‘”ﬁ
those who appear so zealous in ﬂ""" ?
’@f
veluable an instance ;. that they 8 8"0 d?"’
uader an unnecessary incapacitys and M

the incstimable privilege of our Savio®

and biood under several emergenmeﬂ' v i’
pious Christian would not rg;}!gr die. *
thrown out of g0 great a privilege ¢
esides, upon, these principles @
what must become of the northeff’ :g’;
and those of Afric within the tﬂ’P""&.ﬁ 1
maust become of them, I say.
not imported, nor the growth om‘e"
Are these peonle to be barred:
and receive under both ¢ Or cah
the integrity of our Saviour's bodv:
tire qacmmam. m not copvey
kind ?

« When the people began tol
primitive usage, and oomnl:nmcl'“’
only, is to ys uncertain ; at it
ancestors went upop the anthor y f*"’
‘ture in the chanre of this ‘€
the authority of Scripiire, I -!Y»
tions the commurion eomati ‘h"
one kind bv our Saviour w&blc pof
| Being supported by such infalli o
it in our. opinion Christians 0/
declinéd the receiving the c“P@s pat 4
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