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firm belief in the Ghurch of God, and this holy Synod doth now
declare it anew, that, by the consecration of the bread and of
the wine, a conversion is made of the whole substance of the
bread into the substance of. the body of Christ our Lord, and of
the whole substance of the wine into the substance of His Dblood;
which conversion is, by the holy Catholic Church, suitably and
properly called Transubstantiation.®

W. Wilmers, a priest of the Society of Jesus, in his
"ILehrbuch der Religion", a work recognized by Catholic authori=-
ties as authentic, presents the doctrﬁne of transubstantiation
somewhat as follows: "According to the words of Holy Writ it
cannot be understood of the body and blood of Christ, that they
are present in, with, or under the bread and wine. With the
words, 'This is my body -- this is my blood,’ Christ claims no
more and no less than this: That which he held in his hands,
was his body and hlood, because with the word 'this' Christ
undoubtedly had reference to that, which he was giving to his
disciples, and in no other way could the disciples understand
his words. Had there remained only bread, he would have said:
This (actual) bread is my body, which manifestly would have been
an untruth. Christ's words also would have been at variance
with the truth, if the body of Christ had been present in, with,
or under the bread. For surely nogne would point to a stone and
dare to say: This is God. And yet God in his infinity is
present in the stone just as well, as according to Luther's view,
the body of Christ is to be present in._the bread.

Learned men have therefore quite rightly pointed to
the great danger of idolatry, to which the believers would be ex-
posed, if aside from the body of Christ, bread also were present.
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Then also it does not seem proper that earthly food should be
eaten together with the heavenly.

Useless would be the obﬁection. that Christ, if
both bread and body were present, had said only of the latter:
*"This is my body". For would not the apostles necessarily
have understood these words as réferring to the bread, just as
we, if a stone, is shown to us, and the words apoken:'this is
God,' understand the word 'this' to mean the stone? For if
two substances are present under the same form, we naturally
will understand reference to one of these as meaning the one
which has the outward form by nature. Consequently, the word
'this' will be taken as referring to bread, if both, bread and
body of Christ are present. The accidents or forms designate
the substance which is hidden under them. They will, therefore,
first of all, designate the substance to which they belong.
But they belong to that substance, in which they are inherent,
and which are evident tb our senses. Consequently they
designate bread as long as bread is present; therefore, if both
bread and the body of Christ were present, the disciples neces-
sarily must have understood this: This bread is my body, and
thus Christ would have uttered an untruth.®

This argument is indeed tybical of a member of the
Society of Jesus, and he might well be termed an "advocatus
diaboli® in the fullest sense of the term. But it seems as
thpugh he might have proved himself a "worthier" member of
his society, if he -had placed the paragraph, in which he states,
that in "This is God", when pointing to a stone "this" refers
to stone at least a few pages later, for it is a glaring con-

tradiction to that, which immediately precedes. He claims first
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that in the words of institution, “This is my body®, "this®
refers to the body of Christ, which is not visible, but that,
if one took a stone in the hand, as before the bread, and
would make the statement, "This is God", then “this" would
refer to the stone, which is, in this case the visible
element. But God did not say about a rock: This is my
body, but he did say in communion when giving his disciples
bread: This (what I am giving you) is my body. His argument
that there is the danger of idolatry rests on a false
premise, because God did not command to adore the wafer, which
is an earthly element, but he rather comanded that he alone
is to be worshiped. Hence there is no danger at all.

Then also the &isciple of the‘Holy" Father ageglgrge'?o foTEOL,
when he accuses Christ of an untruth, if he had meant that the
actual bread given were his body, that Christ, being himself
the allmighty God, could institute the Holy Sacrament in what-
ever manner he chose, and could give it whatever meaning he
wished to atfcn to it. It surely is not for Wilmers to say,
what Christ ought to have said and meant, but to arrive at the
truth the words of Holy Writ must be accepted as they read.
This whole question is really unnecessary, yes, out of place.
Christ said, "This is my body", and thus we accept his words.

Wilmers now continues: "It is also contrary to
Scripture to say that bread and wine were united with his
person, as the Word assumed the human nature. -- Even though
such a union had taken place, bread and wine would essentially
have remained bread and wine, just as the human nature, although

assumed by Christ, nevertheless remained a human nature., =--




