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Transubstantiation explained by
way of Question and Answer in
two Chaplers.

CHAPTER THE FIRST:

Question. What isa Calholic, or true
meaning of Transubstantiation?

Answer. It means the change of the
whole substances of the bread, and of the
wine, into tl.e body and blood of Christ.

Q. Why do you say the whole sub-
stances of the bread and wine, and no!
th~ whole dread and wine simply ?

A, The reasonis, the whole of the
bread, and wine, are not changed by the
words of the lustitution; for, notlung is
changed but the substances simply.

Q. What parts of *he bread and wine
are not, either changed, or affected, or
altered, in any way by the act of Transubs
stantiation ?

A. The outward, or visible, forms,
qualities, appearances, or accidents, are
not changed i any sense.  The color,
taste, touch, smel!, and sight (or appears
ance) of the sacramental matter are not
transubstantiated at all,

Q. But why are not these sensible
properties of the bread and wine changed
with their substances ?

A. Because Christ did not change them,
as He diud their substances, at the Last
Supper ; and, He has vot givea his Priests
power in these words, ** Do this,” to do
otherwise, than e himself did. T'he
Priest acts instrumentally, yet effectively,
and authoritatively,

Q: But how cauthese visible qualities
exist with the sacrament without their cor-
responding substances ?

A, By 1the positive Institurion, will,
=nd Omnipotency, of that God, who creat-
ed both substances, and accidents, sut of
nothing.

Q. But isthere any scriptural exams
ple, or analogy, 1o show that properties
can exist withvut corresponding substan-
ces?

A. There aro many. When the Holy
Ghost stood on the head of Chrisy, in the
shape of a dove, he had the color, the
touch, the appeurance, size and a:l other
visible and 1angille properties, of the dove,
and yet it would be a terrible blasphemy
to say that ile had in himself the corres-
ponding substances of that bird. The
sume reasoning is applicable to the An-
gels that appeared in Auman appearances,
to Chiist in the appearance of a wraveller,
4 gardener, and to tho tongues of fire.

Q. Butsuppose there were no Bible-
precedents for Transubstantiation, would
we be still obliged to believelin the changel

4. Whynot? Can Goddo notlung
without examples ?  How did He create
the heavens, and the earth, and all things
animate, and ivanimate ? with examples ?
or without them? Are Oamipotency, and
mysleries, and sacraments, the creitures
of analogy 2 What are precedents in the
cyes of the Eternal,

Q. but what becomes of the substance
after or in the change effected by the words
of the Iustitution 2

A. They cease 1n be in the sacrament.
But fiow they cease, or are changed, or
are transubstantiaied, we know not.  The

reason of our ignoranco is the positive willthat is, the propertics of the bread and
of our Lord, whn has not thought proper |wine, may be effocted in all these ways ;
to instruct us.  Can any one explain Aow ! but not so tho body of Christ.  Christ’s
God has mads something out of nothing ¥} body is now spiritual, glorious, incapable
haw angels could cat fuod, and not dlgcstzof suffering, and cannot therefore, by pos-
it? |sibility, suller any injury, any sacrilege,

Q. But are not the very particles of strictly speaking. God Himself, his es-
the substances of the biead and wine, sence, and all his absolute attributes are
truly, 1cally,und physically, transmutated ‘'as absolutely, and unequivocally in hell,
into the very particles of Chris’s body as they are in beaven, as essentially
and blood? iil}. the souls of the damned, as in the spirs

A. They are not, and cannot, be so‘ils of tho just; in the most forbidden
changed,—Christ’s budy cannot ve pro- places, as in the loveliest retreats ; and
duced out 6f pre-existing matter, for if it'yet the Very God, his very essence, his
could, He would have other bodies.  No darling auributes, ure not, therefore, af-
certhly, or physical, particles can be min- fected, injured, corrupted, destroyed!!
gled with, or changed into the spivitual,: The glotious disk of the sun is not eclips-
glorified, and impassible body and blood [ed by the nature of the place, whereon
of Christ.  Itisenough for us to kuow his rays may fall. Let his cffulgence
that the substanees ara absolutely chang-'dance on golden domes and silver turcets,
ed by the_Power that created them, with-:and yet ho is no brighter than when he
out impiously endeavoring to fathom myssiwarms the thatched cottage of yonder
tery. Mysteries are for belief, and not: gule,  Lat God visit us n the veil of the
for anatomy: sacrament, and let heresy rave.

Q. Isthere anything in the Bible, that] Q. DBut are not all our senses deceivs
would serve us in fainly undeistanding .ed by the fond doctrine of Transubstan-
this sacramental change o! substances? |tiation?

A. 'Therois. Angels did eat of mor-| A. Not one of them is deceived, or
tal food, and yet they did not turn by any ! canbe deceived. The senses can, atbest,
process of digestion the substances of that: but merely judge of those qualities only
food into the very substances ol'lheinspir\!lhal fall under thsir cognizance. Their
iwal natures.  Christ dined with his A-'utmost exient of jurisdiction is when, and
posiles after the Resurrection, and.yet ue’only when properly disciplined so puss
know, that the food was not changed into'sentence on visible accidents.  The Ca-
his glorified, and sdorable body. Taese ' tholic chuich neither interdicts,nor usurps,
are things of faith, and not of speculation. their province; for they see the proper-

Q. But what good reason can be as ties of bread and wine, as truly aad as in-
signed for the visible appearance remain- ! fallibly, after the sacramental change, as
ing without their substances 1n the sacra. ! they could defore the divine words were
mem 2 Tuttered.  The substaites, they could not

' hJ -
A. They are absulutely esseatial 1o’ SC® before the act of God in the Mass
‘They are the sensible them they cannot see afterwards. Whilst

vihve . .
signof the sacrament, Take tem away, 'l“f “'"S"? l°°f‘ upon weak elements, the
and you eliminate the sacrament. It is \lmce "" ¢ 'e;’"'Gve(’iS"' lhel\.’mce of Faith,
impossible 1o receive the body and blood ¢ Voite 01 o4, prociaim to us, cast

of Christ sacramentally without them. '?s'uic lhedszllcramum;l ve(;ls, a.nd gave with
Q. But why do Catholics use such aiﬂml;’ lm: or;‘c, ;ml Ab?m:‘m;]’ (;ln lh:;t

sh tha ire ¢
hard, and barbarous, and modern word," esht sufiered, that blood that flowed,

. . . . . that heart that burns whilst i
as Transubstantiation, to express theirbes’ | " h ) 1t blecds., that
Lof 2 soul that loves, that divinity that quit the
. . heavens and came dow J
A. TVko has a right 'o dictate to Ca- hat Ties bl d" X down, and :;ml ef;us
- . . 1at lies bleeding, incarnate :
tholics their choice of terms 1 Cannot Ca- §, Incarnate, and weeping
. . . |10 woo, and to welcome us from the land
tholics use their own words to express their fsin. 1o the b f1he Most Hioh 1 1
. of sin, to the ban '
cun belief?1 Is there any sect so learned Tl 1 f; qu'ct ot the Rlost g
as 10 be able 1o teach 1he church of the 0 lu sense o )e:;rll;l_g henlrs the _voxce ?f
universe?  The church has her owy!Ombipotence—of im whoso existence is

choice of twords but no choice in dogmas.%‘?wa"‘::wiq op fn onlf dEte’r’nal .;Now, say*
Y . . . in this i 2,7 s¢this i
The word Transubstantiation is neither} "8’ fs 1s my Dody, this s my

" Ha ” -
harder, nor less elegant, nor more barbars blood,” ** this is my flesh,” and believes,
and adores, and is not deccived! Truth
ous, and modern, than the termes, Cons ! 0 " ? eceve Trus

s . calls for substantial gifis, whilst heres
svbstantiation, Jmpanation, and other Eu- B1s of

phionious terms.  Why do men fight about starves. .
. . . .1 Q. Docs that ckange,which the church
a word, whilst they sacrifice the doctrine? °

. calls Transubstaniiation, belong 1o faith 1
Sophists quarrcl aboutsounds ; sound rea-
o . A. Iitdnes not merely belong to, but
soners about sense.  ‘Vhe Arians, and

M . it is absolmely of, Faith., Leta mande-
Nestorians, and Lutherans aad other pseu. . . . .
ny this change, called Transubstantiation,
do-reformers, would squabble about Hou-

N . .. and admit of a different change and he
mousion, Deipard, Transubstantiationand{ . if . 5
. will cease to be a Gatholic. But nobody
yet basely abandon the doctrines ex-|, . .
1 e is bound to believe the different ways.
pressed by these words!  This isan old hereby Theo'ozians | P it
R wh [ 1ans [
trick of heresy. creby Theo'ogians have endeavored to

explain this wonderful change. ‘The rea-
Q. DBut a3 the sacrament can bo cor-

. . ]son is Christ has not instruced us therein ;
rupted, eaten profanely, and broken in

X w2 nor has fle told any one to act as teacher.
picces, the body of Christ, may, therefore, ] What has a good christian, as such, to do
be exposed to man’s profanation.

the sacrament.

an's p with modes 2 Faith, Hope, and Love, are
A. The Sensible sign of the sacrament, ' 35 province.~ Catholic Telegraph.

From the Catholie Herald,
The Protcitant Reformation.

Mr, Editor,—Among the moans used
by the eurly Reformers in esiablishing
the new rehigion, and vverthrowing, as
far us they could, the religion of Christen-
dom, ZForgery stood, and will stand,
conspicuous. This is the principle en-
gine with which error always surrounds
iself, when it would dare to meet truth
in open combat. ow could it be other-
wise? what else has it 1o depend on, and
why should not the Father of the Refor-
mation use very extansively, and stamp
indelibly ou the forebead of his offspring,
bis and their **pecuvhar disease 2" DBes
cause he stood not in the truth, “*ho is a
liar, and tho Father thereof.” So deeply
attached were the English Reformers to
forgery, that nothing within their power
escaped their pollution; but above all,
they nimed at corrupting the Holy Scrip~
tures—so that they might appear to the
common people, to have the Word of
God on their side, and thus more roadily
impose their new doctrines on the unwary.
In the editions of their Bible published in
1562, 1577, 1579,, &c., they aliogether
oxcluded the words ** Catholic”—¢¢ Altar”
—¢ Priest”—* Bishop" &c.—and to this
day *¢ pedance™ is not found in their
Bible, besides rejecting several Looks of
Holy Scripture aliogether, and aliering
those they retained to suit their purposes !
But on the accession of James I. when
the Protestant religion was firmly -estab-
lished in England, the great number of
Bibles that was scattered through the
country, and the dangerous uses that was
being made of them by the seditious and
fanatic, compelled the Reformers (who
now had to save their plunder) to ack-
nowledge before ine world that all the
Bibles they had in use during the estab-
lishment of their Refoimation, were greats
ly corrupted, and that a new one was
highly necessary. Accordingly the work
was undertaken, and although it correcied
many of the errors of all the former edis
tions, it left much more untouched, and
added some new ones of itz own* Hun-
dreds of petitions, memorials, and re-
monstrances were presented to the King,
by different bodies throughout the couns
try, against the forgeries and corruptions
of the new Bible. Mr. Brougham, in his
epistle 2o the Lords of the Council, de-
sires a unew translation with ll speed,
« Because,” says he, ¢ that which is now
in England is full of errors.” He else-
where tells the bishops that their public
translation of Scripture inte English, is
such, that it perverts the text of the uld
Testament in 848 places, and that it causs
es milions of millions to reject the New
Testament, and to run to eternal flames.”
We all know what the Buptists think of
the present Protestant Bible, as well as
e Unitarians and Universalists ; but it
is not generally known, uspecialy among
Methodists, that John Wesley condemns
it as having its faults it And yet this is
the book, with all its * faulis”—*¢ corrup~

tions,” and ¢ forgeries,” which the would-

® Sce Ward's Errata of the Protestant Bible.
t Fletchers’s Checks to Antinomianism.



