ON THE DOCTRINE OF TRANSUBSTANTIATION.

rive the proofs of his omnipotence, wisdom and
beneficence? Where are we to scarch for the
proof of these doctrines, but in the universe which
God haa made, and which cannot be known to us
but by our senses ? It appears then, that faith ie
founded in the testimony of the senses ; and it
can have no other foundation. But the doctrine
of transubstantiation contradicts our scnses. Tt
overturns their testimony. Conscquently, if true,
it overturns faith also, and all the doctrines of re-
ligion, which can have no other foundation than
that testimony,  Since this doctrine overturns the
testimony of the scnses, and there is no other way
in which it canbe proved, it is evidently incapable
of proof. There isno species of evidence left on
whichit can rest. There is no method of proof
by which it can be established. It clearly follows
that this doctrine cannat be proved at all. Aund if
the gospel contained sucha doctrine it would bea
clear proof that the gospel did not contain adi-
vine revelation,

The fourth argument that was wentioned, was,
that the doctrine of transubstantiation is contrary
to what we are taught in the ecriptures concerning
Jesus Christ. The scriptures informs us that
Jesug Christ rose from the dead, the third day after
his dcath, and that he will die no more, leisa-
live for ever mure.  But how is this consistent with
the assertion that we cat his body in the sacra-
ment of thie Eucharist? Is it not aplain contra-
diction to say we cat the body of & person, who is
still alive, and who reigns over all things? We
eat his body, and feed upon it, digesting itin our
stomachs ; yet he isalive, gloriousand triumphant.
The one of these propositions flatly contradicts
the other. They cannot both be true—one of
them must be false. Whatever we have proved
respecting the former contradiction, is equally true
of this. It must not be ascribed to God, the Au-
thor of the scriptures: it cannot be explaed asa
miracle—it affords no proof of omnipotence. It
does not gerve the purpose of & miracle ; nor can
itbe proved by the same cvidence by whicha
miracle is established. This therefore is another
contradiction implied 1n the doctrine of transub.
stantiation, which contains all the absurdity, and
all the difliculty of the former,

Having explained our four arguments for the
figurative interpretation of our Saviour's words
respecting the bread and wine used in the Eu-
charist, we go on to consider the reasons stated by
the Bishtop of Meauy, in favor of the literal ex-
planation of the same words.

The Bishop of Mcaux argues, thaty asthe Jewr
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were required to cat the flesh of their sacrifices, so
christians behoved really to eat the budy of Clinst.
This at Jeast is given ngan iflustration of the doc-
trine, if not as an argument for 1t.

This mode of reasoning is altogether inconclu-
sive, For, although the Jews had been required
to eat part, or the whole, of their sacrifices, it does
not follow that oll sacrifices must be eaten, There
were many circumstances attending the Jewish
sactifices which are not to be found in the sacrifice
of Christ. T'he victims amongthe Jews were pre-
sented by the persons in whose behalf they were
offered ; they were slain by priests, and laid upon
an altar.  But Christ presented lnmself, thougl he
was not sacrificed on his own account ; he was
slain by Roman soldiers, and luid upon the cross,
nut analtar.  We are therefore authurizedin say-
ing that it was by no mecans nccessary for the sace
rifice of Christ to be treatedin every respect, inthe
same manner with the Jewish victims,

But what sets the weakness of this reasoning in
the clearest point of view,is,that,in fact, the Jewish
sacrifices were not alleaten.  Seme were required
to be caten, and some were to be wholly consumed
with fire 3 wlich clearly shows that the circum-
stance of eating the victim is not essential to the
nature of a sacrifice, The Bishop of Meauxindeed
attempts to explain this in 2 manncr agreeable to
hisown hypothesis, by saying, that the cating of
one kind of sacrifices shows that we must eat the
body of Christ ; while, the abstaming from eating
another kind of sacrifices served to remind the
Jews of the imperfection of their oblations 5 and
therefore Christ the perfect sacnfice, must be real-
ly caten.  But this explanation isentirely arbitrary.
1t has no foundation 1 scrpture, andis altogether
unsatisfactory. It still remuins clear, that since
some sacrificcs were to be eaten, and others not,
we arc just as much at iberty to suppese the sac-
nfice of Clurst to be of the latter knd, as of the
former.

The belief of transubstantiatics, it is eaid, great-
ly heightens the efiect of the eacrament ; us the
person who reccives the mass, behieves the body of
Christ to be within his breast, and cotsguently 1s
more deeply affected with the impressivn of tns
Saviour’s love than he could be by simply medi-
tating on his passion, Lo this, we aiswer, first ;
—that Christ’s curporeal presuncein tie sacrament
does notin the least enbiance lus luve.  Ihs suf-
ferings,whether corporeal or miental, are alfowed to
be the same, whether this ductiiue be trucor false.
‘I'he only way, then, that this ductrine can Le sup-
posed to produce a beiter «ff rt upon chiristaus,
than the manner i wlhich Protestiits consider the



