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_ Oxrue DocTaisg 0F TRANSUBSTANTIATION.
(Concluded from page 132.)

Itappears from theaccount given by Sicur
Barthelemy of the writings of Paschasius,that the
doctrine of transubstantiation was not at that time
universally admitted in the church,  Paschasius
must have written either to instruct those who
were jgnorant of this doctring, or to convince
those who denied it. In cither case,it is clear there
must have been persons who did not entertain the
samesentiments with Paschasius, It is of no con-
sequence What was the causc of this difference ;
whother ignorance or conviction. The fact re-
mains the same; namely, that the church was not
universally of thie same opinion,

_ If conviction was the cause of the difference,
en, this consequence is very plain, that there
were persons who were convinced that the real
rescnce was not founded on the scriptures,nor on
heauthority of the fathers. Andif this was the
rue cause of the difference it follows farther that
e number of persons who denicd the real pre-
nce, must have been very considerable ; other-
visea person like Paschaius; Who is cand tu Laie

been both Iearned and pious; would ncver have
spent so great a part of his Lfe in refuting then.
Nor could he even have acquired so much honor
and reputation for opposing a few scattered indi-
viduals.

But if ignorance was the cause of this differ-
ence, then, it clearly follows that multitudes were,
inthat age, ignorant of one of the capital articles
of the Catholic faith, The chnistian church had
now subsisted more than seven hundred years.
For three hundred years, the chrstian religion had
Leen universally cmbraced bpall the nations, mn
Gau), Britain and Germany. Yet multitudes re-
ained all that time, ignorant of what the Catho-
lics esteem the most Important article of faith.
Are we then to suppose that the Bishops and Pres-
Lyters of thoscageswere so deficient in their du-
ty,us wholly to neglect the instruction of their
flock in this fundamental point ?  Or isit not much
wore reasonable to suppose cither that the bishops
liad notyet adopted this doctrine, orif they had
adopted it, that they did not esteetn 1t a subject of
any impartance?  This we must either admit, or
suppose that they rad neglected thar duty formore
than three hundred yoars,

It s Jear that the wrnitings of Faschasius were not



