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intended fur the instruction of children, nor for the
conversion of Pagans, nor with « view to convinee
heretics. The plain purport of thenis, to instruct
christiansin a doctrine with which they were notsuf-
ficiently acquamted,or to direct ther attention toa
suliject of which they were not seusible of the im-
portance.

In whatever light, then, we consider this matter,
it is undeniable that multitudes in the time of Pas-
chasius cither fromignorance or conviction were a-
verse to his sentiments, T'hefact is, as clearly
appears from his writings, as well as the history of
that age, that many of the learned were convinced
of the fulschood of his doctrine ; and many of the
vulgar had heard nothing or, at least, very little of
the subject, I'o suppose the contrary, is ridicu-
lous. What shonld we think of the man who
would devote his time and talents to prove the doc-
trine of'the real presence to the Roman Catholics
of the present day 2 What should we think, if he
farther complained that many were slow of belief
and diflicult to be persuaded ? Andif he boasted
also that many others bad been led by him toa
knowledge of the truth? Would not all the
world assure him that his labors were of no use ;
that his complaints and his boasting were both
without foundation 7 "The eaistence of these writ~
ings, and the rcputation which they procured to
theirauthor, prove ULeyond all cuntroversy that
the sentiments which they contained, had many op-
posers,  Otherwisc, what purpose could they have
served ? What service could they have done to
the church 2 No man can acquire reputation by
teaching what every body hnows. Nor will any
onc beapplauded for proving what every body be-
lieves.

It is clear fromthe words of Paschasius, that
Frudegarde had entertained doubts on this sub-
ject. This he could not have done, if the church
had been asunanimous as they are represented in
the belief of it.  Ilence also it appears thatit was
not then deemed impious to doubt of this doc-
trine.

Hincmaralso says there were persons, who from
a love of novelty and a desire to acquire a vain re-
putation, denied the real presence. These must
have been persons of some learning. TFor the
common people are neither fond of novelty, nor
desirous of gaining reputation by singularity.

Hincmar attributes the denial of the real pre-
sence, to a love of novelty which Lad seized some
persons. The truth is, that before this period,
none had expressed themsclves determinately on
cither side. Christians, during the preccding ages,
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lad contented themselves withusing the words of
scripture on this subject, without minutely inquir~
ing how they were to be understood,  No sooner
had they begun to giverange to theirimaginations,
than different opinions were started. Each party
accused the othier of innovation ; and with some
degree of justice.  For cach made usc of lan-
guage that had never beenused before. Al that
can be said therefore on this part of the subject s,
that the innovation which expluned the words of
our Saviour as denoting hisreal presence in the sa-
crament,cametobe the prevailing sentiment. It was
favoured by most of the clergy,and by many princ-
cs and great men.  From this cause, and from the
fondness which ignorant people always discover
for things marvellous and eatraordinary, the opun-
ion of the real presence at last trinmphed over the
other.

We may next inquire whether it be possible that
thedoctrine of the real presence couldeverhavecrept
inte the churely it it had not been received from the
beginning?

The Sicur Barthelemy has determined this ques-
tion in thie negative,and by a train of reasoning
from the nature of the thing, he professes to have
proved 1t unpossible for such a doctrine ever to be
added to the faith of the church if 1t had not been
believed from the beginmng by the first followers
of our Lord.

Indeed, according to the supposition which he
makesrespecting the state of the chuarch during
the cight, ninth, tenth, and ecleventh centurics,
such a thing isimpoessible. TFor he supposes the
state of the church to have been the same, during
these centuries that it now is, and that it has been
since the reformation. Ile supposes,for example,
that such as admitted the real presence, .egarded
those personswho denied itasheretics, Hesupposes
farther thattheformer worshipped thelost asat pre-
sent, and were consequently considered by the lat-
ter as idolaters, Ilad those suppositions been
just, it is clear that the most violcnt disputations
must have followed, Even in the darkness of the
tenth century, much discussion and wrangling
must have taken place, and numerous recordsof
these disputes must have remained to the present
day. The non-cxistence of any account of such
violent disputes is a proof that they never existed.
There were debates indeed,of a certain kind,as we
learn from the writings of Paschasius and others of
the same scntiments, as well as from those of
Jonnnes Scotus and other opposers of the
doctrine of the rcal presence. But these were
neither so violent, nor so lasting as those which,in
later times have been agitated between the church




