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PROTESTANT DENOMINA-
TIONAL SCHOOLS.

The Rev, Dr. Langtry has taken ocoa-
sion from a statement made by the Hon,
O. F, Fraser during the debate on the
Separate schools, to introduce into the
Anglican Synod a resolution affirming
the necessity of extending to all Protes.
tant denominations the rights emjoyed
by Oatholics to establish Separate
schools, in order that each Protestant
denomination may be in a position simi.
lar to Oatholiocs in this respect, and may
have the same assistance from Govern.
ment as is extended to the Catholic
Separate schools,

Dr. Lingiry’s resolution ssserts that
the Hon, C. F. Fraser and Hom, O,
Mowat are mistaken in supposing that
Protestant denominations have tbis
right already, and tbat they can estab-
lish denominational schools where they
see fit. It is a question of law, and
though Rev., Mr, Langtry may esteem
himself to be a very competent judge of
the position which the Pope occupied
in the Church sixteen hundred years
8g0, we submit that it is scarcely modest
for him to assert that in the ability of
interpretation of the laws of the Pro
vince of Oatario in the nineteenth
century, the Commissioner of COrown
Landsand the Premier of the Province are
entirely mistaken, and Rev. Dr, Langtry
is alone correct.

Tae Hon, Mr, Fraser, in his calm and
digunified defence of the Oatholics of this
Province, anawered the question of the
Equal Righters : “Why should the
Roman Catholics bave any rights which
we have noti” He said “he did not
read the law as saying that Protestants
cannot establish Separate schools, He
read quite the contrary. As a matter of
fact there are nine Protestant Separate
schools in this Province, and as he read
the law they could be established in
every city, town and village to-morrow,
and established by far more easy
methods as to control, as to the giving of
notice, and as to all that concerns the
machinery of the schocls than can
Roman Catholic Separate schools,”

He quoted from the Protestant Sep.
arate School Act,

‘‘Upon the application in writing of
five or more heads of families resident
in any township, city, town, or incorpor.
ated village, being Protestants, the
Municipal Council of the said Township,
or the Board of echool trustecs of any
auch city, town, or incorporated village
shall authorize the establishment therein
of one or more Separate schools for Pro.
testants . , ., . and in every such
oase such Council or Board, as the case
may be, shall prescribs the limits of the
section or sections of such echools.” It
is added : “In any city or town the per-
sons who make application, according to
the provisions of rection 2 of this Act
may have a Separato school in each ward
orin two or more wards united, as the
enid persons may judge expedient,”

There is one reatriction in the Pro.
testant Separate Schools Aot, the mean.
ing of which Rev. Dr. Lantry seems to
have entirely mistaken, The Anglican
8ynod will scarcely 8o stultify itself as to
pass Mr, Langtry’s resolution with so
glaring a blunder, as to fact, as the reso.
lution contains, Dr, Langtry’s resolu-
tion declares that the evident aim of
both speakers, namely, the Commis-
sioner of Public Works and the Premier,
“‘was to convinoe their audience and the
country that any denomination of Chris.
tians might establish schools of their
own and seoure the school taxes for
their support,” but this, he adds, “is an
altogether misleading inferenoce, and no
such right exists except in school sec.
tions where the teachers of Public
schools are Roman Catholics, and that
even then there is no right to establish
either Methodist, or Presbyterian, or
Caurch of England schools, but only the
non-denominational or secular schools
of the land,”

There is & clause in the Act, which
limits the establishment of Protestant
Saparate schools in rural sections, to
sections wherein the Public school
teachers are Roman Oatholics, The
olause is as follows: “No Protestant
Separate echool shall be allowed in any
achool section, except when the tescher

Roman Catbolie.” But is is perfeetly
well known that the term ‘‘scbool seo.
tion" refers to rural school sections, and
it is only 10 rural sections that this clause
applies. Mr, Fraser pointed this out in
bis speech, He remarked that “this is
the only restriction oontained through-
out the Aot as to the general power, . .
but the restriction applies only to the
ease of rural school sections, not to the
oase of cities, towns and villages, and
there might have been a very good
resson in the minds of those framing
this law why there should mot be a
second Protestant school in a rural
school section where already there was
one taught by a Protestant teacher,”

Mr, Fraser showed clearly that in the
cities and towns and villages the law
fully provides for the establishment of
Separate schools for Protestants where.
ever the Protestants desire to establish
them, But if there is a restriction to
their establishment in rural sections, the
restriotion was made in order to meet
the wishes of Protestants themselves,
who have no wish to facilitate the erec-
tion of Protestant Beparate schools in
thinly peopled localities, where the
teacher is already & Protestant; but in
all this there is certainly no argument
against the reasonableness of affording
every facility to Catholics to establish
Catholio schools wherever they feel
themselves able and willing to support
them. And when this is the case it is
but just and equitable that the Catholic
schools should be fairly treated, and that
no obstscle be thrown in the way of
their cfliciency and practical operation,

Certainly, Catholics will throw no
obstacles in the way of Protestants
establishing religious schools if they
desire to do s0, provided always that in
mixed schools there be no tampering
with the faith of Catholic children by
the introduction of Protestant teaching,
It is one of the chief defects of the
Public school system that there is no
provision for giving a religious training,
and if the Protestant denominations
reslly desire to establish denomina-
tional schools, they should have full
liberty to do so. Yet it does not appear
that they do seriously desire it, for it
they did they would scarcely be so
strenuously opposed to Catholic Sep-
arate schools, Even most of those who
are willing to grant Catholics the liberty
of enjoying their Separate schools in
peace appear to be of the opinion that it
would be better that there were mno
Separate schools at all. Whether Ray.
Mr, Langtry’s resolution be adopted or
dropped by the synod, we are of
opinion that most of the opposi-
tion towards oarrying it into effect will
come from his own ©00.religionists,
who are not convinoced that religious
teaching should be imparted in the
schools. It is to be remarked, however,
that, notwithstanding the opposition
which the Protestant clergy generally
bave always shown in Ontario towards
Catholic Ssparate schools, the sentiment
is certainly growing amongst them that
there should be more religious teaching
in the schools, Dr, Langtry’s motion is
an evidence of this, and the recent de.
liverence of the Presbyterian General
Assembly of the United States is another
evidence of the fuct that they would not
oppose religious teaching in the schools
if they oould only force Protestant teach.
ing on Catholic children,

Thus this Committes of the General
Auembly, dealiog with the question of
education, strongly denounces the recent
declslon of the Supreme Court of Wiscon.
sln which protects Cathollc children in
that bdtate from belng forced to use the
Protestant bible as a text.book, Oa the
question of religlous education, however,
the Assembly clearly enunclates the
Catholle doctrine that hand in hand with
{atellectual tralning & ‘moral tralning
should be imparted. The Amembly Com.-
mittee adds that otherwise “the schools
Ay prove a curse rather than a blestlng ;
bat this moral training must be based on
religlon, otherwise its sanction will not
be strorg enough to grasp the consclence
of the people, or 1is utterances obligatory
enough to shape thelr character,”

Feom this they draw the inference that
the bible should “ba restored to its true
place in our system of education.”

Cathollcs malntaia that the mere Intro.
ductlon of the blble as a text-book, some-
times sccompanicd with Protestant com.
mentaries, sometimes even with Infidel in-
struction, {s not the kind of religlous traln.
Ing which s needed. But in any cate
King Jamee’ version of the bible cannot
be tolerated as the text.book from which
Catholle children are to recelve their re-
liglous {nstruction ; atill leas can ( ’athollce
eliher in the United States or Canada
accept the version of the Amerlcan Bible
Soclety which mutilates even King Jamey’
mutilated version,

Dr. Langtry portrays in strong lauguage
the evils which necesearlly follow from
the absence of religlous teaching in the
achools, His resolution says :

“This synod cannot but regard with
growing apprehens! the practical exclus.
lon of the teaching of that truth from the
Pablis_schools of tbis country ; they are

persuaded that the dally record of breaches
of trast, fraud, peculation, forgery and

of the Pablic school in such section is o !

other crimes, which godless education
would hm:o with whfeh the oolu‘:u of

o 5

of the sqeesticiem asd grovisy
ul
:llel are opreading ti'l?ui tlu‘ lsad,
bear ahr-l:fdm-uy to the dire con-
sequence which mere sseular education is
producing.” .

Surely with such testimonies as thess to
the importance of religlous teaching ia the
schools, the Protestant clergy of Ontarlo
would be more profitably employed In
endeavoring to secure religlouns teaching
for children of thelr own creed than in
attempting to deprive Catholles of the
froedom they at present enjoy to edneste
thelr children as good Chzistians and good
eltizons,

We fear that there is some cause for
suspecting that Dr, Langtry’s resolution
is intended more for the purpose of find-
ing some fault with Mr. Mowat’s govera-
ment than for the serious purpose of
.establishing religious teaching in the
schools on a firm basis, We must sy,
however, that we believe Mr. Fraser's
statement to be unassailable, that the
law gives the Protestants of Oatario all
the facilities they desire to establish
Separate Protestant schools, If they
do not make use of them, they should
ot least abstain from eflorts to oripple
the operations of the Catholic schools,

While the discussion on Rev, Dr,

Langtry's motion was prooeeding in the
synod, the Rsv. Dr, took ocoasion to say
that the encroachments of the Church
of Rome should be resisted, Such an
ineulting, narrow.minded statement
ought not to have been permitted ina
respectable body without being repro.
bated by the other members. 1t is a re.
production of all the falsehoods which
have been uttered by bigots during the
last twelve months, but it seems to have
been quite palatable to the members of
the synod, Wherein do these encroach-
ments consist ! We are not aware that
the most extreme fanatics have acoused
the Catholics of any encroachments upon
Protestant rights, in Oatario, excspt in
msintaining their right to freedom of
education, Yet this is the very thing
which Mr. Langtry is demanding now for
the Church of England. It would seem,
therefore, to be Mr. Langtiry’s opinion
that the Church of England has a right
to make encroachments, but that Catho-
lics must submit passively to every
tyranny. Rev. Dr, Langtry should have
lived two centuries ago,

The final action of the synod on the
motion was to lay it over until their next
meeting, when it will be considered as
unfinished business.

HUMAN reason may safely range around
nstural truths, but, attempting to go bi-
yond them, it muet necessarlly fall into
the quegmire of error. Without deslring
to demonstrate the verity of this propo-
sltion, we would eimply request you to
cat a retrospective glance over the paat,
aud see those genluses who have wander.
ed far into the mire of error, because,
disdalning to accept the ald of revelation,
they strove, armed with reason alone, to
wrench from the grasp of God those
truths that He wishesa not to be under-
stood by men, Human reason may be
compared to 8 man standing on & moun-
taln before a clty which the darkness pre-
vents him from seelng. He has suspiclons
that myriade of his fellow - creatures
peopls tho vale that lies before him, and,
their busy hum coming faintly to his ears,
makes him long to be in thelr midst,
Yet he cannot, Preclplces are on every
slde, and, were he to take a step, he would
auoredly be dashed to pieces. When,
however, the sun lights up the mountain
In many.varled hues, the scene is changed.
The city, bathed in splendor, stretches out
before him, 1'he sunlight, fisshing on
towers and gllded palacei—dancing om
hill and vale—forms a plcture which en-
trances his wondering gaza, Safely, by
yawning gulfs, under overbanging cliffs,
be may now chocse his path, and reach
the city.

1N like manner man, accompanied by
reason, stands before the city of God’s
mysteries, Vague and falnt murmurs of
thelr heavenly musle, as, with order and
measure, they revolve around the throne
of God, resound in his ears, but, restrained
by his impotence, he cannot pierce the
gloom that overshadows and thuts from
bis sight those secret: of the Almighty,
Faith, taking pity on him, lends him her
heavenly ald, and the mlsts are cleared
away and a vast horlzon of revealed truth
burets upon him. By the sunlight of
God's all truthful word, flarlog on the
vast reglon of revealed religlon, he may
see mysterles of whose exlstence he had
never drcamed, and which, {standing in
serried and mejestic phalanx before the
throne of God, will forever bld defiance
to the investigations of reason. Lot us
be convinced of the weaknees of the hu-
man {ntellect with regard to mysterles,
and, humbly prostrating ourselves, let our
lips murmur that word that has been the
salvation of nations, that has brought
many & soul, weary with the buffetings of
error, Into the haven of peace—'* Credo,”
“ I belleve.,” I belleve, but not blindly.
Reason, though it faln must lean on its
heavenly sister, Falth, rerigns not {ts
glorlons prerogative of lnvestigating o
docteine, of seelng whether, without ay

prejudice to our reason, we may embrace
#ush or tach & trath, It saanot laderd
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inspect the emential parts of & mystery,
but, gleaning from revelation that such &
doctrine bas been revesled, it can show
the reasonablengss of our belleving it,

TRANSUBSTANTIATION.

In reply to our comments on his former
letter, our esteemed correspondent,
Anglican, has written a secocd commun.
ication as follows :

To the Edstor of the Catholic Record :

Bir—I bave read oarefully
two articles dealing with my letter on
the above subject, but I thin my main
diffioulty remains yet without being
cleared away.

The ¢ of Pius IV, declares “a con.
version of the whole substancé of the
bread into the Body snd of the whole
substence of the wine into the Blood”
to take place, and since the notion of the
substance being a thing apart from all
the qualities is given up everywhere, and
the word “substance” is now taken to
mean all the qualities of any thing when
added together ; 50 that, as the weight
and color and taste and chemical pro-
perties of the bread and wine are ad-
mittedly unchanged, it follows that the
bread and wine are unchanged too,

The real question involved is as to the
annihilation of the bread and wine, But
this is nolonger held by Roman Catholic

ns, though they are no at lib.
erty to alter their terminology, The
tenet of transubstantion depends en.
tirely upon the “realist” view of sub-
stance, that it is something apurt from
all the qualities which sre discoverable
in physical bodies of any kind, as ¢ 9. the
iron in a red hot bar is something apart
from and over above the heat and red.
ness we observe, But the universally
received doctrine in philosophy now is
that “substance” is nothing more than
& ocollective name for all the qualities
or “‘accidents” of bodies, and the Romans
now grant that all the accidents of bread
and wine continue after consecration
snd are not mere delusive phantasms;
they thereby admit taat the substance
of brend and wine remain though they
are barred from stating this formality.

There is another minor point to which
1 would like to refer. Supposing the
outward species of the consecrated ele.
ments to be corrupted, should the Flesh
and Blood cease to be present and the
former substances be again restored 1

Before closing this letter aliow me to
state clearly my belief concerning the
Real Presence, 80 that you may not con-
fuse it with the Lutheran views. The
aucient teaching of the Church is that
the bresd and wine in the Holy Euchar
ist continue physically what they were
before, but become spirituslly what they
were not before, the Real Bidy sad
Blood of Cbrist verily present. The
mode of that Presence is and must ever
be on earth a mystery, but it is not a
presence which contradicts our senses
orour reason, Faith has always grounds
{0 go upon, and faith in the presence of
our Lord at the altar is not unreasonable
though it is above reason.

Oar Lord is & spintual yet most real
presence within us, Neithercan we see,
taste, smell or feel our souls ; we can do
this only with our bodies. Yet a body
which has no soul in it is not & man but
a corpee. The rcal unscen presence of
the soul makes all the difference be-
iween life and death, between a man and
& corpse, and 80 the unseen Presence of
our Lord Jesus makes all the difference
between certain things being only com-
mon bread and wine and being His Body
and Blood,

Such is the doctrine of the whole Angll
can Church (In common with the whole
Cathollc Charch for nine centuries) as set
forth in her authoritative stancard of
doctrlnti The Prayer Book, He is pres.
ent in the sacrament, as the article oays,
“ounly after an heavenly and spirfual
manner ;” and for the same reason “we
epiritually eat the Flesh of Christ and
drink Hls Blood,” and God “vouchsafes
to feed us with the spiritaal food of the
most preclous Body and Blood of our
Saviour Jesus Christ,”

The 28th article declares: “The Body of

Christ 1s gwen, taken and eaten, only after
& heavenly and spiritual manner.”
Hence your remark that my doe-
trine is  “only the doctrine of
the Tractarians or High Churchmen fs
erroneous, since our authorized standard
of doctrine plainly tesches the ¢rue Catho-
Ue doctrine of the Real Pressnce, whether
certaln parties or individuals accept it or
not.
The “Black Rabrlc” whish you quote
{s & protest against any gross or carmal
presence, and In no way affeots the doc-
trine as stated abeve.

Your quotations from the Fathers will
be found to be in perfect barmony with
the Anglican doctrine as stated above,

Thanking you, Mr. Edltor, for the kind
attentlon bestowed on my former letter,
and hoping you will find room at en oarly
date for insertion of this letter, I am

Yours, ete,
ANGLIOAN,

Toronto, June 7th, 1890,

We must in the first place call atten-
tion to the fact that what our correa-
pondent now calls his main dificulty,
the philosophical theory which he
opposes to the Catholic doctrine of
Transubstantiation, does not appear in
his former letter as & main difficulty at
all, It is not surprising, therefore, that
we should have made but slight refer-
ence to it, Itis true, he asserted that
the dootrine of Transubstantiation is
founded upon a system of philosophy
which is “probably ‘false,” But as we
showed that the doctrine was held con-
stantly in the Church, that it is derived
directly from the words of Holy Serip.
ture, which indicate, not the presence of
bread after consecration, but the pres.
ence of Christ’s body only, and that it
was received by the ancient Fathers and
teachers of the Church, we conceive that
we answered fully the difieulty as he

proposed it. We remarked that the

.system of philosopby maintained by St,

Thomas is not the basis of the doctrine

of Transubstatiation, but the ' super.
Atrusbure, It is, thercfors, -mf‘:.

say tbat even it that philosophy were
proved to be erroneous, the dootrine of
Transubstantiation should fall with it.
The doctrine of Transubstantiation ex.
isted before St, Thomas applied to it the
terms of the Realistic philosophy, but
the Realistio system was remarkably
well adapted to its philosophical explica-
tion, According to this philosophy, ex.
tension and the other qualities of bodies
which fall under the cogunizance of the
senses are something distinot from

YOUF | matter itself, or material substance,

Henoe we can conceive of the miracle
whereby the substanceis changed, while
the sensible attributes remain,

Oan God cause substance to exlst inde-
pendently of the ordinary laws of space 1
8t. Thomas maintained that He can ; and
notwithstanding our correspondent’s de-
claration that the Reallst’s theory s
probably false, we venture to say that it
bas never been demonstrated that sub.
stance conslsts simply of all the quallties
or accidents of bodles, as our correspond.
ont maintains, This s a theory, bat
nothing more, and inssmuch as it s un-
deniable that man does not know wherein
the essence of substance conaists, it would
be extremely presumptuous to assert that
Omnipotence cannot change the sub-
stance, while leaving the sensible quali-
tlee unchanged. The senses do mot tell
us what subetance is, They tell us only
that they are varlously affected by the
qualities of which they are cognizant,

As our correspondent admits that the
worde of Christ at His last supper, “this is
My Body, thisis My Blood,” imply the real
presence of His Body and Blood in the
Holy Eacharlst, 1t was sufficient that we
thould show that they equally imply that
the substances of bread and wine are no
longer there. Anglican 1s careful to In-
form us thet his ylew of the manner of
Christ’s presence must not be confounded
with the Lutheran views, namely, those of
Consubstantlation and Impanation. Of
those Lutheran views we already explained
the signification, Impanation signifies
the real presence of Christ's body iv,
with, or under the bread, which is also
supposed to remain in its proper sub.
stance, Oonsubstantiation supposes a
hypostatical union of the substances of
bread and the body of Christ. We showed
from the nature of Christ's words
that they imply only the presence of
his body, as He does mnot say “My
body is in, with, or under this bread.”
His words are “this is My body,”
which certainly imply that the substance
Which was bread before is now His body.
Anglican certainly maintains that both
substances are existent in the Sacra.
ment, This is, it seems to us, substan-
tially the same as Lutherans maintain ;
still we are willing to admit that in
some deiails he may possibly explain
the matter difterently from the Luther-
sns, But what will be the gain of such
an explanation? He will only succeed
in showing that he has a new view of
the subject which is not and never was
the teaching of the Church, nor even
the teaching of the Lutherans. His in.
terpretation will therefore be open to
the very objection which he erroneously
brings sgainst the Catholic doctrine,
that it is neither found in the words
of Christ mor in the teaching
of the doctors of the Church in all ages,
Now, as the comstant teachlng of the
Church is the guide to the meaning of
Christa’s words as impazted to His Apos-
tles, and by them lmparted to the whole
Cburch, it follows that Arglican’s Inter-
pretation ls quite allen from that of the
Church at the period when he acknowl.
edges that her doctrine was the doctrine
taoght by the Apostles. This period he
fixes in his present letter to the first nine
centurles. In his former letter he admitted
twelve centuries, It does not show ex.
cesalve confidence whereas he now reduces
the perlod to nine.

Bat let us see whether the doctrine of
the Church was what Anglican states it to
be durlog those nine centurles, We
already quoted several of the Fathers of
the first part of this perlod, who assert
plalaly that the bread and wine are changed
into Chrlet's body and blood, and even
that the bread and wine remain only in
appearance, Clearly as this expresses the
doctrine of the Cathollc Ohurch, our cor-
respondent says only of these testimonies :
“Your quotations from the Fathers will
be found to be in perfect harmony with
the Anglican doctrine as stated above,”
Such an answer to our quotations s very
insufliclent.

With due respect to our correspondent,
we must say again that the Anglican
dootrine is not that Christ is really
present in the Eucharist. We do not
deny that the doctrine was composed as
a compromise doctrine which would not
strike very hard against the opinions of
Eoglishmen, whatever might be their
belief on the subject ; and for this reason
all parties in the Ohurch extract their
own belief out of the Anglican standards,

but it is well known that the great bulk | I

of the Anglican body do not believe in
the Real Presence, nor did any consider-
able number of them profess belief in it
uatil the Tractarian movement grew
strong in our own generation, The
myjority of the Anglicans, eyen row, do

not believe In it, and for the most part

+ S judicial decislons of the oouriy hay:

ing authority in the Church are sgainst
the doctrine.

The whole scope of the tesching of the
Fathors of the Church s in favor of the
change of one substanceinto another, Be.
fore Bt, Thomas spplied the system of
pbilosopby which he favored, thelr lan.
gusge may not have been at all times as
clear as bis language was, but there fs no
other doetrine in their view than that
which the Chuzch hasalways held, the doc.
trine of Transubstantistion, or the change
of substance, We will add a few instances
of what they sald upon tbis subject, but
we wiil state first In regard to St, Thomas’
philosophical doctrine that it is no part
of the doctrine of Transubstantiation,
which existed before 8t, Thomas pro-
pounded bis theory, Yet this. theory has
not been demonstrated to be erroneous,
and certainly other fancifal philosophical
theorles, which may be right, or may be
wrong, must not be taken as destroying
the credibility of a divine revelation.

Bat 1t is & mistake to aseert, as Angli-
can does, that modern pbilosophy, or,
mather, modern philosophers, have suc.
ceeded in demonstrating the impomibility
of the doctrive of Transubstantiation.
Speaking of extension as a quality, with-
out which matter is inconcelvable (to
map), Sir Wm. Hamllton says (Motapby-
sles, vol. ii.,, 404), “It s not competent to
argue that what cannot be comprehended
a3 possible by us is impozsible in reality ;”
and Lewes In his blatory of philosophy
says;

“It has been said that the Oreator
Himself could not make s body without
extension, ior such a body is impossible,
The phrase should be ‘such a body is
impossible for us to conceive,” But our
indissoluble associations are no stand-
ards of reality,. That we cannot con.
ceive a body without extension is true 3
but that because we cannot conceive it,
the contrary is false, is preposterous,”’

These are clear admissions, if we apply
the principles to the dootrine of Tran-
substantiation, that it involves no con-
tradiction to true philosophy, and that
the philosophy of S, Thomas is merely
supplemented, not overthrown, by these
theorists,

We will add here a few patristic testi-
monies to those already given, which show
that Transubstantiation, and not Consub-
stautiation or Impanatlon, in any of their
forms, was the doctrine of the primitive
Church,

St. Gregory of Nysea says: “We
rightly believe that the bread is changed
into the body of the Word of God, being
sanctified by the word of God ;" and
‘‘the nature of the things which are seen
is chauged.” ' (Oratio Catechetion 37.)

8t. Cyril of Jerusalem, whom we
quoted before, speaks in similar language,
and St, Oyprian says this change is mad e,
“not in appearance but in nature by the
Omnipotence of the Word,”

St. Jobn of Damascus says (Book 4
on faith): “The bread and wine are
changed supernaturally into the body
and the blood of Christ, and they are
not two but one,”

Venerable Bede speaks frequently of
thls miraculous change. Among other
things he says : “The form of bread fs seen,
bat the substance of bread is not there $
nor is any bread there but the bread which
came down from heaven.” The bread
which came down from heaven 1a Chrlst
Himself, (St, John vl, 41 51)

Pope St. Gregory I, says: “The creator
of our weakness, by that power where-
with He created all things from nothing,
and by the unspeakable sanctification of
the Holy Spirit, changed bread and wine,
while retaining thelr own Appearance,
foto His body and blood,”

Theee passages suffice to show that the
Wwhele current of Catholle belfef, within
the perliod mamed by Anglican, was in
favor of the doctrine of Transubstantia.
tion.

We may add here that Calvin in his
controversies agalnst Luther plainly stated
that the words of Obrlst in no way coun-
tenance the presence of bLread and the
body of Christ in the Eacharlst at the
same time, but that if the real presence s
to be admitted at all, Transabstantiation
must be accepted, and Consubstantiation
rejected. When also the Lutherans sent
the Augsburg Confesslon to the Greek
Schismatical patrlarch of Constantinople
for approval, the latter denounced the
doctrine thereln taught, adding : “In the
boly supper, after consecration and bless.
ing, the bread {s changed into the very body
of Jesus Chrlat, and the wine Into Hies blood
by the power cf the Holy Ghost,”

This judgment shows that the tradition
of the Greek Church was the same with
the Catholle teachiog, and, moreover, that
thls traditlon must have dated back to
long before the perlod of the Greek schism,
elnce it would not, otherwise, have been
retalned in the schismatieal Caurch,

— e
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Rev. Father Henning of St. Patrick?
Church preached his ffreweu sem':onc kt;
his congregation Sunday morning, He
eaves for New York this week in obedi.
euce to the orders of his superiorsin the
Order of Rademptorists, to which he be.
longs, Father Henning was known as
one of the most eloquent priests in
Toronto and his departure is witnegsed
with reﬁret. Rev, Father MeInerney,
also of New York and attached to the

same religious society, will take his place
n; :‘a‘y}nh priost of 8¢. Patriox -Zgnm




