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soul is by the bady Mite senses of this body must
in general be first arrested, that the invisiblg sout
way be moved. Tais is the principle by which
the church aels in the institution of every ceremo-
ny.in her public service, or the administration of
the sacrgutents.

“Thc Catholic church has been much censured
Ly her adversaries, for denying the cup to the lai-
ty. Butit willbe seen, that the censure is un-
fuumle}l, when we rcflget, that under cither form
of bread or wine, Cluist’s body and blood, soul
and divinity, are entirely contained. The man
who reccives either, then, receives as much as he
who partakes of both : thore is consequently no in-
jury done to the laity. If itbe asked, why the
officiating priest reccives both, the answer is obvi-
ous. llciscommissioned to represent the inystery
of redemption, and as in that mystery the blood
was drained from the Redeemer’s body, so in the
Mass is the appearance of wine separated from that
of bread, and the representation of the sacrifice
made more perfect by his receiving ‘both. The
laity arc not vommisdionet by the chutch to rep-
resent, in that perfect manner, the mystery, of re-
demption, and it was only tg the twelve Apostles
and their succésgdrs, that Christ said at the last
supper, ¢ Drink ye allof this.” The people cannot
complain, if no-injury be donp to themn.; neither is
the sacrament impaized-or injused by this custetn.
Most of the reformed churches have déclired,that
the sacrament may be 'administerpd without the
cup. The divines of the established church of
Lingland hpve "written, as well as the Calvinistic
Synod decreed, that thdse, who on account of sick-
ncss or any other cause, ernnot_drink wing, may
pattske of the braad only. (Discipling, ¢hap: xii
art. 7. 8ynod of Rochelle, 1751.) Far our-adver-
saries, she should be sulicient proof, that thd wine
is not essential to the satrament ; {for if it were, the
bread should beabgolugely be refused, wnless, unit-
ed with tiie wine. In the Gatholic churchy the re-
fusal of the cup ib a mattet of discipliue, in which
she does not p.etend te be infallible, unless it be
connectedl with faith ‘or morals; our assent dnd
compliance, however, are justly required, so long
as the disciplinarian canon:is in force. For il .does
not belong to an individual to ipfringe 4 law even
of expediency, when thadt law is general. ¢ I{ the
Catholic chureh,” observes the eminent Bossuet,
« have confined ;the faithful to ond kind, if ig not
through any contempt of tlie ather, but to prevent
therirreverencd, which theinaitention or.négligence

of these latter ages might occasion : réservirg the.

re-establishing of both kiads, uatil thé getiod, when
peace and union may therchy he moare effectunlly
promoted.” (Expos, see. 17. p. 119, N. York edit.
1508.) C

‘The Catholia church formerly glve communion

-
under both Linds; bul for wise reasons, she after-
wards ordained, that the laity should receive unde
the form of bread only. 7This ordinanee toes not
stand in contrndiction to any part of scriptafe, for
Christ says, “I{ any man cat of thisbreadhe shall

Tive for evor.” (St. John, vi.) To datbread'then

issufficient. 'St. Paul writes, ¢ Whoever ghall cat
this bread or drink this cap » (1 Cod. ki. 27 ; the
veformérs changed ‘the or into uhd) IHenee it
scems, that even in the apostblic age, cdthmurion
was sometimes administercd vntler one kind''only.
In fact, the munner of admimstering the sierament,
(for we have proved that both kinds' are nof,cssen-
tial,) can haidly be a matier of ‘sérious diSunion,
and like othér poirits of diseipline, may afid ought
to vary, as the cireums(gudes of tides and glaces
eliange, and justify those variations, Tn‘points of
faith and morals afone, dogs the chureh claint.infal-
libility and immbtability. L
Another object of censure in the eyes of, our.dis-
senting brethren, . is ;the adaption of an unknown
tongue, .in the calebration of Masg. [ nged not
here repeat the argumeats, which Catholic djvines
gonerally employ tp defend a gustgn, canscerated
in their eyes, by the sufferings of sg many,gentuties.
very otherchurch ig o.inodern chureh, the lan-
guage of their. liturgies thgm should:be modern ;
but as the Gatholic church is of ancient date, the
language which was vernacular at thopgriod of its
institution, should still be retained. ‘The Chris-
tians of the Latin church are not sipgular in the
uge of an ahcient language, "jn, their public ser-
vice. The Greeks, the Russians, and the Arme-
nians, the Syrians,, ,Copts, Ethiopiuns, .and, Geor-
gians, together with. the other eastern Christians,
still tetain the lijungies, which they received from
the fathers.of their faith, and which,are wriltet in
tanguages unintelligible to the vulgar. Every liv-
ing-langnaga is in continual fluctuation, and the
prebent -genetation can hardly-understand the lan-
guage of their ancestors, at a few centuriés remove.
Ifa modern language were adopted. in the church
service, the service would of necessity be frequent-
ly reformed, and this change would be particularly
odious in a church, whose greatest pride is immu-
tability. The service of the Jews, after the capti-
vity, was performed in a tongue gencrally unknown;
nor do we learn, that the castom was ever blaniéd
by our Saviour. Neither is the modern chuteh of
England perfectly free from objection on-this sub
ject, for in the year 1560 .the English.praycér took
was introduiced’ dmong the natives of the- sister
country, and the Irish were compelled under the
severest penalties, to assist at the celebration of the
English lithurgy, although. they weéro perfectly un-
acquainted with the language. The Catholic'sul-
fers no inconverience from his ignorance of the

language, in which the Maes is celchratell ; his



