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The present doctrine o~ the Lord's SU.pper, aa the 

Roman Church teaches it, ia a rather late development. In 

844 the French monk Paachavius Radbertus published a work 

wherein.the change of bread and wine into the flesh and 

blood of Christ was vigorously defended. The term,•transub­

atantiation•, by which thia doctrine ia now generally known, 

seems to have been first used by Hildebert of Tours about 

10?9. His •encouraging• example was soon followed by other 

theologians, as Stephen of Autun, 1139, Gaufred, 1188, and 

Peter of Blois, 12bo, whereupon several ecumenical counci1a 

also adopted this significant expression, as the Fourth 

Lateran Council, 1215, where this unscriptural doctrine was· 

made the doctrine of the Catholic Church, and the Council· of 

Lyons, 1274, in the profession of faith of the Greek Emperor, 

Michael Paleologus. The Council of Trent not only accepted aa 

an inheritance of faith that which was contained in the idea, 

but authoritatively confirmed •the aptitude of the term• to 

express most strikingly the. doctrinal concept developed by the 

church. 

The Roman doctrine of transubstantiation, whic4 Catholics 

assert is based on revelation, is in short thia: ~hriat be-

comes present through conversion of the whole substance of 

bread into the substance of the body of Christ, and the wh9le 

substance of the wine into that of the blood of Christ, while 

only the outward fo:rm of the bread and wine remain. 

. 
The Council of Trent sa.;ya: -•:And because that Christ, 

our.Redeemer, declared that which He offered under the �s�p�e�c�i�e % � 

of bread to be truly hia own body, therefore has it ever been a 
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1'1:rm belief' in the Qhurch of' God, and this ~oly SynQd doth DOW 

declare it anew, that, by the consecration of' the bread and of' 

the wine, a conversion 1s made of the whole substance of the 

bread into the substance of. the body of Christ our Lord, and ot 

the whole substance of the wine into the substance of Bis bloot; 

which conver-sion is, by the holy Catholic Church, suitably and . . 

p~operly called Transubstantiation.• 

W. Wilmers, a priest of' the Society of Jesus, in hia 

1 Lehrbuch der Religion•, a work recognized by Catholic authori­

ties as authentic, presents the doctrine of transubstantiation 

somewhat as follows: "According to the words of Holy Writ it 

cannot be understood of the body and blood· ot. C~ist, that they 

are present in, with, or under the ~ead and wine. With the 
• . 

words, 'This is my body -- this is my blood 1 1 Christ clans no 

more and no less than this: That which he held in his hands, 

was his body and blood, because with the word 1 this 1 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 wQuld have said: 

This (actu~l) bread is my body 1 _which manifestly wouid have been 

an untruth. Christ• a words also would have been at variance 

with the truth1 if' _the body of Christ had been present in, with, 

or under the bread. · For surely no~ne would point to a stone and 

dare to say: This is God. And yet God in hi:a. inf.inity ia 

present in the stone just as . well, as according to Luther's view, 

the body of Ch_rist is to be present i11-.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 Chr:l!at, bre·ad also were present. 
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Then also it does not seem. prope~ that earthly food shou1d be 

eaten together with the heavenly,. 

Useless would be the objection, that Christ, it 

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 referring to the bread, just aa 

we, if a stone, is shown to us, and the words spoken: 1This is 

God,' understand the word •this• to mean the stone1 J!or if 

two substances are present under the same form, we naturally 
. 

will understand r~ference to one of these·as meaning the one 

~hich has the outward form by nature. Consequently, the word 

'this• will be taken as referring to bread, it 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. 

Bllt they belong to that subs~ance, in whic~ they a~e inherent, 

and which are evident to 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 -typical of a member of .the 

Society of Jesus, and he might well b~ termed an •advocatus 

diaboli• in the fullest sense of the term. Bit it seems aa 

though he might . have pr~ved himself a •worthier• melllber Gf 

hia society, if he -had placed the paragraph, in which he states, 

that in •~is •is God•, when pointing to a stone •this• refers 

to atone at l~ast a few pages latar, for it is. a glaring con­

tradiction to that, which immediateiy precedes. He claims first 
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that in the words ot institution, •Thia ia my body•, •thia• 

refers to the body of Christ, whicli .ia not visible, but that, 

it one took a atone in the hand, as before the bread, and 

would make the statement, •Thia is God", then •this• would 

refer to the atone, which ia, in this case the visible 

element. But God did not say about a rock: . Thia is my 

bo~, but he did say in communion when giving hia disciples 

bread: Th:f:a (what I am giving yqu) is my body. His argument 

that the;re is the danger of idolatry rests on a false 

premise, because God did not command to adore the water, which 

is an earthly element, but he rather comanded that he alone 

is to be worshiped. Hence there is no danger at all. 
· ., --' eeems to for~et, 

Then also the disciple of the Holy·· Father at Rome . 
. 

when he accuses Christ of an untruth, if he had meant that the 

actual bread given were his body, that Christ, being himself' 

the alimighty God, could institute the Hol.y Sacrament in what­

ever manner he chose. and could give it whatever meaning he 
a 

wished to attch to it. It surely is not for Wilmera 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. 

Thia whole question is really unnecessary, yea, out of place. 

Christ said, •Thia 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 hia 

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. --


