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ol unbelicvers, impious, blasphemers, impostors,|
heretics, incredulons peaple struck with the spiritof|
blindness, burcfuced and shameless men, turbulend
ministers, busy agents of Satan, §c. l
Heshusious, after exposing the doctrine of Cnl-:
\ists, indignantly declares, that“they not only
wansform God into a Devil,the very idea of which is
homible; but that they annibilate the mevits of Jesus.
Christ to such a degree thattley deserve to be bau-
t<hed for ever to the botfom of hell**
"The Calvinists theroselves objected agai st this,
Jdoctrae of their leader.  Bulfinger proves its er-
ronicusness from Scripiure, the Fathors of the
whole Church, ““We do therefore® said he ¢‘prove
Jlearly from Scripture this dogma taught every
where since the Apostles® time, that God is not|
the author of evil, the cause of sin, but our corrupt,
'aclinations or concupisrence, and the Devil who
amoves, excites, and inflimesit.”(c]  And Chatil-|
{on, whom Calvin liad for a long time taken into
his house and fed at his table, was one of the first
10 take up the pen against his benefactor, and mas-
rer, although he did it with all the defference due to
Wis double title. “Me is alfalse God» said he
“ithat is soslow (¢ mercy, so quick to wrath, who
has created the greatest part of men to destroy
them, and has not only predestined them to dim-
nation, but even to the cause of their damnation.
This God, then, must have determined from all E-
ternity, and he now actually wishey and causes
that we be necessitated to sin; so that thefts, adul-
teries and murders are never committed but at his
smpulse; for he suggests to men perverse and shame
ful affections; he bardens them, not nicrely by sim-
ple permission, but avtually and efficatiously; so
1hat the wicked man accomplishesthe work of God
-and not his own, and it is no longer Satan, but Cal-
vin’s God who is really the father of lies.”?

Calvin in lis turn forgetsnot to reproach Chatil-
%on with his ingratitude, and adds: ““Never did a-
nyman carry pride, perfidy and inhumanity to a
higher pitch., He who does wot know thee to be
an imposter, a buffoon, an impudent cynic and one
ever ready fo rail at piety, is not fit to judge of a-
ny thing.”> Towards the end of his reply, he dis-
inisses him with the following Genevan .benedicti-
am: “May the God Satan quict thee. amen. A-
men. Geneva, 1558.”

o be continued,

DEFENCE OF CATHOLIC PRINGIPLES,

By Demetsius A. Gallitzin, a Russi inco 3
¥ Ucetsing A, . ian Princo ; now a Ca-
tholic Priest ; addressed’ by him toa reviler of our Holy

Religion.
. . Continued.
From this short explanation | have given of the
**atholic doctrine of Confession, you will candidly
agree. dear sir, that the practice of sacramental
Confession, far from being superstitions, is a very
sseful one. T shali nnw. explun what he Catholic
Clurch teaches and commands us to believe with

:l'gnl‘d w . .
TUIE HOLY %‘UCHAIUST,
)

] . LORD'S SUPPER,
It is sufficient toread the words of Chnst in the .
zospel, 1o form an accurate idea of what the Cath-!
slic: Church believes on that important sub—
cct.

desus Chirist says, “¥ am the bread of hfe.”

[ bread, he shail live for ever ; and the bread which

John vis 85 and 48.  “Iam tlic living bread which
came down jrom heaven: ibany man cat of this

I will give, ismy flesh, for the life of the world,”
John vi. 51, 52, .

« Unless vou eat the flesh of the san of man, and
drink fus bload, vou shall not Lave litt i yon. He
"that eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood. hat
everlasting hie 3 and I will raise him up at tie last
day.  For wy ilesh is meatindeed ; and my blood
is drink indeed.”

« He that cateth my flesl:, and drinketh my blood,
abideth in me, and Lin him.” )

“ As tie living Father hath sent me, and I live
by the Father & so  he that eateth me, the
same also shall live by me  John vi. 54, 58,

the subjeet of the Eucharist.

We helieve that Jesus Chyistys the living bread
the tood of cur mmortal souls.  Tohn vie 35,
48,

We belicve that we must feed on the sacred
flesh and blood of Christ, 1n order to obtan eter-
nal life, John vi. 54, 53.

We believe that the flesh of Chiristy and the blood
of Christ, are our spiritual food indecd, and notin
firare, 56 3 and finally, that in the holy Eucharist
we receive Jesus Chirist himself the spirtual foud of
our souls, 53,

philosophising on the present mysetry, nor do we
make ourselves uneasy aboutthe means by which
Christ is to enable us to accowplish what he here
requires. *Ne do not ask withthe Jews: How can
this man give us his flesh to_eat? but with Simon
Peter we say, “ Lord! to whom  shall we go! thou
hast the words ofcternal life.”” John vi. 69. Surely
sir, we ought not to be blamed for believin that
Christ meant what he said,

The Jew may be scandalized, the Philosopher may
smile in his selftsufficiency’ but the Catholic, with
the huniility of’a child, submits, not knowing what
it is to rcason upon impenetrable mysterics. He
may stand in silent raptures of astonishment at the
depth of God’s unfathomable wisdom; but he does
not know what it is to doubt, and he has that com-
fort to know, that before the tribunal of Christ, he
will be able to bring the very words of Christ in
evidence of the orthodoxy ofhis belief,

Pray, sir, laying asideall prejudice, will you say
that Christ, on the areat day of retribution, will
condem me as wuilty of superstition, for believing
precisely what he telis me? viz. that I mustreceive
his living flesh and blood; that I really reccive both

‘inthe blessed Faucharist 3 that ¥ reccive Christ him.
Isar according to his own repeated declaration. You
{will hardly say no.

On the other band, what excuse, what plea, will
any one have, who, notwithstauding Christ,s pos-
itive declaration. can see nothingin the  sacrament
but bread and wine.

Christ says, you must cat my flesh and drink my
blood. No, no, says limited reason, for how can
Christ give us lus flesh toext? Christ says, my flesh
is meat indeed, and my blovd is drink indecd. No,
o, says carrupted reason, itcannot be so indeed,
itmust be meant as a figure only.  Christsays, he
that eateth me, shall live by me.”  What?(says li-
mited reason,) what? To cat Christ—that is absurd
—that cannot be.  Aud thus dozs man,s corrupted

|

Divine mysterics being imperviousto  human;
reason, we do not arrogate to ourselves the vight of

of Christ, and substitute a shadow, a mere nothing
1 the wmost precious gift whicl Jesus Christ evev
bestowed on man,

T a superficial mind, there is perhaps something
specious in these dictates of limited reason,  Bnt,
sit, we must remember, that to understand and ¢x
plain divine mysteries, is not the province ot buw
man reason. If we are justifiable in rejecting one
mystery, because it is heyond the limits of reasor.
then we may, nay,(in order 10 be consistent,)u:
ought to reject alldivinemysteries, as beyond  the
tsame limts.  ‘Thus we ought to expunge fiom our

|;crecd the mystery of the Frinity. and of the Inca:
Here you sce in plan words what we believe o nagon the very fandamental mysteries of the Chris

tian Religion:  'Who, indeed, can conceive, how
there are three distinet personsin God, and evers
one of them God, and yet there is but one G.w?
Even the existence of'a God invisible and immense
in every place wholeand entire, and vet Lut oue,
even the existence of that God, Isay, oughtto tw
rejected, if we are justifiable in rejecting any my =
tery, onaccountof its being impervious to limitcd
reason,

Here I weuld beg leave to observe, that a distii -
tion cuzht to be made, between a thing beiny
against reason’ and being above reason.  Ifa thing
is really against sound reason, we cannot submi.
to believe it, neither would Almighty God require
it as in doing so he would contradict his own
work, which is impossible. If a thingisabove rea
son, that is, beyond the limits of human under-
standing, this is by nomeans a proof of its bemg
false.

With regard to the present mystery, then if 1.
is really against sound reason, Christ cannot, and
will not, require a beliefof it; if it is only beyond the
the limits of reason, it ought to be believed, where
the words of Christ are plain : Nay, siritbeing i
pervious to reason, stamps onita character o
divinity, which essentially Lelongs tothe works of
God.

Revclatian, similar to the pillar of fire which guid -
ded the Israelites in the desert, hasits  dark side
but it has likewise its luminous side, from  whence
emanaie the purest and brightest says of truth,  In
vain will human reasun penetrate into the darl.
recesses of the sanctuary 5 o vell Langs belere it
and in furnishing us with the blessings of revelation
it certainly was the willof God to supply the
wants, the insuflicicney of reason. It was the wu.
of the Host Hiagh, that to him, with the moswe
profound humility, we should make a sacrafice, no
cof reasunt itself; but of that vam and  presumptuous
confilence which we aretco apt to Lave in the
Jdictates of our lipited reason.  As Voltare olisgre
ives ¢ Reason condycts you s advance by its lighs,
'procech a few steps more ; butlimit your carces .
onthe brink of the infinite stop short there an abyss
begins, which you must respect.”

“The most cummion tlungs(says the celcbrated
Locke)liave their dark sides, where the most ues-
’cing cye cannot penetrate ; many difficulties ate

reason do away and make void, the sacred words]
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found in natural religion.
i Concelvp, if you can, how any thirg can e cren-



