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TIE WORDS OF INSTITUTION,
TRANSUBSTANTIATION,

We have shown, against the reformed  Zuing-
imns, Calvinists or Anglicans, that-a figurative
sense cannot be given to thie  words, #his &s my
body. We are now going to shew against the Lu-
iherans, that the literal sense that must there be
admitted, and which they admitwith us, necessar:
dvceonductsto the dogma fo transubstantiation
This word, which is notin scripture, but which
¢he Clurch has adopted to give its ductrine with
more precision, expresses the chauge of the sub-
stanice of bread into the substance of the body of
Jesus Christ.  Now the hiteral- sense most neces-
sarlly supposes this change. Infhet, what our
Saviourblesses and distributes to his apostles, he
assures them, when giving it to them, that itis
his body. Before, it was visibly bread ard nothing,
else: actually, after his assertion, it is his body.
‘Fhere has, therefore, a change taken place; for no
auhstance whatever can at one and the same  time
-emain what itis,and become another, because
then it would be and weuld not Le isdf at the
same time:it would be itself, Laving 1emained what
it was: it would not be jtself; havieg become some-
thing else, whichis evidently absurd.

Will it be said, with Luther, that the hread hav-
ing undergone ne change, the budy is come 1o be
pined; or unitel to it? In that case, the words of
our Saviour arc changed; and Lis proposition a-
wounts to one or other of these twa, this is af
once bread and my body, or this bread is clso my
body. The literal sense of the words is manifestly
abandoned by explaining them in this manncr, or
rvathetthe words are not expliined at all, but
otiers are substituted in their place. Whoin fact
daes not sec that, this is my body, and £4is bread is
also my body, ave two different propositions? More-
aver this latter is inevery respect opposed to the
grammatical expression ofthe phmse. Our Sa-
viour did not say, this hiread, but this, cmploying
.an indefinite term, a demonstrativeneuter pronoun
which interpreters .ender by hoe.  Now the neu-
Aef pronoun cannot refer to bread, which is of!
aanther gender; it mustthen refer to the body, or
be taken in  gereral to denote indistinetly the
object that onr'Saviour was holding in his hand:
jod'theu the' literal serise i< this, that is tosay, tvhat
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Thald in my land, is my pody, butin no wise thisl| ward is, in the sentence tfiis is my body, it s im-

bread is mybody, 'The rules of grammmar could
not permit it, neither docs good sense admit. of it
for bread, remaining such, cannot be the body: it is
one or other, but notboth one and the other gt
once: there is therefore nceessarily a change of the
bread into the body, that thescwords, this is my
body, may be found true to the letter.  Again, the
wards of iustitution are explicit on the subject:
“Hetook bread, says St. Paul, and giving thanks
broke and said: Zake yeand cat, thisis my body,
which shall be deliverad for you; and St. Matthew;
“Drink ye all of this, for this'is my blood of the
new Testament which shall be shed for you.”
Jesus Christ gives to hiscpestles the body which
teas going to be delivered, the blood,-which was go-

|ing to be shed: and most_certainly there was no

mixture of bread in the body that was going-to be
delvered. : S
The Calvinists have perceived this as' well ag
oursclees. They have felt the necessity of =
changen the bread: but thrs change, according to
them is.pot real, it is only moral.  For them, from
ordinary aliment, the bread becomes the figure of]
the body, and the avoxls siguify, thisis the fizure
of my body. This opinion is absolutely inadmis-
sible, as we have proved in_the first part; .and the
Lutheransjoin with usinshewing them that they
must absolutely adhere tothe hieralsense,  Intheir

turn the Calvinists here umte with us against the|{s;

Lutherans, and demonstrate to them that their de-
fending the literal scnse must lesd-them to- trans-

ubstantiation, and to acknowledge that dozma oflf

the Catholic Church.  As they borrow  from} her
the arguments they employ againstthe Luthernns
on this question, Iwill press them into my service
for the purpose oflaying those arguments before
you. Qurproofs may perhaps appear stronger to
youwhen coming from their mouths, At leasy,
by bringing them on ithe stage oncafier another,
you willfindit more singularand striking to hear the
Calvinists proveto the Lutherans .the Catholic
dogma. . ’

Let us produce frstthe gx'-c';x"‘ enemy of the
real prescnce.  Zuinglinsepeakisout plaitly upon
this point in Tis reply Yo Billicanus: “Certainly
(says he) if we'take the word is in its hicral
signification, those who follow the Pope are tight,
and weanustbelieve that.the bread is flesh.”  'That
is tosay, according to Zuinglivs, the simple ond
literal sensc of-these words, this<s my body; neces-
surily includes transubstantiation. He has re-
course {0 the same argunient in histreatijcon the

Loxd’s Supper, “Ifwe explain wittiout figare he
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possible that the substance of iréad should not be
'clmngcd into thesubstauce of the body of Jesus
Chirist, and that, thus, what before was breadis no
longer bread. Fierinequit given panis substantia in
ipsam carnis substavtiam convertatur.  Panis
crgo amplius.non est, qui antea panis crat.? He
expresses himself moreover in the samme manner,
in awork against Luther: ““If the word this marks
the bread, and no figure can be tolerated in these
words, it follows that the bread becomes the body
of Jesus Christ, and thatwhat was bread, on
sudden is made the -Lody of Jesus Christ.  Jam
panis transit in corpus Christi, et est corpys subito,
quod jam panis eraty’  He had said to him a little
before: “If you obstinately persist ignot receiving
the figure, it foflows that the Popeis right in suy-
ing that the bread.is chapgedinto the, body of Jesus
Christ.® .. = . .

‘Beza maintaing against the Lutkerans in the éon-
ferece of Moribelliard, that of the tivo explications
which carifine themselves to the lifefal- sense “that
of the éatholies departs 'less from the words of
institution, ifthey areto be eSpounded word fi.i
word”  And he proves # Thus: “ihie advocates fo:
transubstantiation'say, that, by vifdue of these
divine words, iwhat Lefore was bread, havin
changed its substance, becomes instantly the vere
body of Jesus Christ, in order that the proposition
s is my body may thus be corréct: whereas the
‘expmitiou ofthe advocates for consubstantiation
saying that the words this is my dody, signify my
body s essentially, within; with, or uwuder tis
bread, does not declare what thie bread is become,
nor what it is that isthe body, but “fuercly where
the body is.” This proofis striking and degisived
For Jesus Christ, when lie saysthisis my body,
declares that such an object is his body, whereasin
Luther’s explication he declares where his body is,
withiu, with, or under the brend; butin no wise?
what hisbody is. “Itis clear (observes -Bossuet
onthis passage) that Jestis Christ -having taken
bread to make something of if, wasbound to de-
clare to us what it washeisished tomake it: and™
it is not less evident that this bread became hrt
the Almighty wished it to he'made. ' Now these
\words shew that he wished to make it his bodyy
in whatever manner it may-be understood; becaus
he said this-is my dody. -3 then this bread didnot
become his body in figure, it became so in cffect?
and we must necessarily admit either the change
in fizurc or the change in-substance. 'Thus, by
merely attending withsimplicity 16 the word > of
Jesus Christ, we must pass toilie doctrine of 18
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