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Opposed to the analogy of the Jewish Law ; 2ndly,
forbidden by the Primitive Church

; ordly, un

profitable. But it may be answered
; that

I. In the ordinary offerings of the Jewish Law, no
one Avas required to eat of the victim except the

Officiating Priest. The Passover was hardly a

proper sacrifice. But even the Passover was not

required to be eaten by women, children, and other

disqualified persons, who were members of the

sodality, for which it was offered. . . . 448-453
II. The rule of the Primitive Church, shortly before

the division of East and AVest was a daily Eucha
rist celebrated by the clergy the laity ordered to

attend every Sunday, and to receive on great
occasions.

The same rule may be traced from the eighth to the

commencement of the sixth centurv.

Bingham s opinion that this custom was introduced

during the fifth century, is

not required by the words of St. Chrysostom,
on which he grounds it :

not accordant with St. Chrysostom s own

practice :

and inconsistent with the fact that no notice

of the change occurs. .... 454-462

The Church s rule in St. Chrysostom s time seems to

have been

that all laymen in communion with the Church
were permitted to attend the daily sacri

fice, without partaking daily of the sacra

ment

that daily reception was recommended, and

that none could be in communion with the

Church, who did not communicate oc

casionally.
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Four considerations, which lead to this result :

1st, The Eucharistic Oiiice was the only
Public Ritual during the first three cen

turies.

2ndly, All persons in full communion, Avho

attended it, were expected to remain till the

end of the oilice.

Srdly, JSome who attended were not expected
to communicate. (Consistentes, &c.J

4 thl v, Xo canon of general obligation ordered

all to receive The canons quoted by

Bingham either inapplicable or local. . 402477

III. Those who exclude from communicating with

the Eucharistic sacrifice by prayer, ought to prove
the practice unlawful.

The custom advantageous, as respects individuals,

because

it quickens devotion :

it gives ([{ficitcy to their petitions :

Its advantage to the Collective Church
in maintaining a belief in the efficacy of

public worship ;
-

and a practical sense of the Mediation of

Christ, . 477-482

ERRATA.

Pages 4, 5, for Anti-Nicene read Ante-Nicene.

76, read note ~)7. ravra SE oiSiart ry rris iv^oyiets ovva/^st, Ttfos

f^irairiloiy^iM ja.! TWV paivo,,va. v Tr;y fvviv.

157-8, transpose notes 13 and 14.



THE DOCTRINE

OF THE HOLY EUCHARIST,

INTRODUCTION.

THE present work is the sequel of a Treatise on

the Doctrine of the Incarnation, which was pub
lished four years ago. Tt was there asserted that

&quot; Sacraments are the extension of the Incarnation,&quot;

and a chapter was devoted to their consideration.

But their relation to that great mystery was felt

from the first to require more detailed considera

tion. The Doctrine of the Incarnation therefore was

followed after a year by a work on the Doctrine of

Holy Baptism, and the present treatise completes

my design.

In treating on Baptism, little reference was made
to any authorities except Holy Scripture, and the

formularies and divines of our own Church. For

not only are our formularies singularly full upon
B
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this subject, but the language of our great divines

is singularly explicit.
So that in writing to Eng

lish Churchmen it seemed hardly necessary to go

deeper, or to enter into any great inquiry respecting

the teaching of the Primitive Church. In the pre

sent instance a different course has been adopted.

The greater intricacy of the subject, and the con

fusion in which it has been involved by an am

biguous phraseology,
has made it necessary to

mount up to the fountain, and to inquire what was

that interpretation
of Our Lord s words which was

received among His first followers. The method

therefore, which has been adopted in this work, is

that which was prescribed
for the guidance of

preachers by the Convocation which imposed sub

scription to the Articles. They were not to pro

pound anything except that which is consistent

with the teaching of the Old and New Testament,

and that which the Catholic Fathers and ancient

Bishops have deduced from its teaching.

Such is the principle
which is adopted in the

present volume. The authority of Holy Scripture

is first relied to, and its infallible decision set

forth. When its meaning is disputed, reference is

made to the Primitive Fathers, as providing the

best means of settling the dispute.
So that those

who maintain that Scripture is the only authority,

can rind no fault with the line here adopted. Scrip

ture is referred to as the paramount authority, but

when its meaning is disputed, the judgment of
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early ages has been taken, as being a safer exponent
of its real purpose than mere logical arguments.
And surely there is no point on which the judg

ment of primitive Christians is of more value than

this. For it was a point on which their judgment
was entirely unanimous. On many subjects the

Church was early rent into parties ;
so that at times

it was difficult to say what doctrine was pre
dominant. But respecting the Holy Eucharist

there existed no symptom of disagreement for eight
centuries and a half. No doubt the received doc

trine had been earlier disputed, but it was not by
dissentients within the Church, but by external

opponents. The Gnostics,
1 who denied that the

Holy Eucharist was the Flesh of Our Lord, cut

themselves off in the second century from the

Church; and the Messalian- heretics, who denied

that this sacred food was either beneficial or in-

jurious, were cut off from it by its public sentence

in the fourth. These external assaults throw

greater light upon the unanimity which prevailed
within. So that Paschasius is the first author who
has ever been alleged to have introduced any doc

trine which did not meet with universal approval ;

and the statements of earlier writers were admitted

at the time to express the collective judgment of

the whole community. Xow those who look to

the first Christians merely as witnesses, must allow

1

8. Ignatius ad Sinyni. (\. The passage is quoted by Tlieodoret. Dial. iii.
2
Theodor. Hist. iv. 1 1.
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that they were so far competent judges of the

system which was delivered to them, that they could

not all have been mistaken respecting its charac

teristic features. And those who take a higher

view of the Church s judgment, and admit it to

possess
&quot;

authority in controversies of
faith,&quot;

cannot

dispute its decision upon a point on which there was

no dissension. For the ei&quot;Tit centuries and a halfo

which precede Paschasius, are those also which

precede Photius
; they are the period when the

East and West were yet undivided, and when the

Church could appeal with the fullest confidence to

the promise of a supernatural guidance.

In the present work, then, the authorities cited

are all previous to the time of Photius, before which

the East and the West were not permanently
divided

;
as well as to the time of Paschasius, when

the Holy Eucharist first became a matter of dispute.

The opinions of later writers are referred to by

way of illustration, and not of authority. And
in fact, it has hardly been found necessary to go
lower than those eminent divines, who were con

temporary with the four great Councils of the

ancient Church. The value of these writers is,

not that they speak a different language from the

anti-Xicene Fathers, but that the controversies of

their times, and their own higher intellectual cul

ture, gave a scientific form to those truths which

had been believed from the beginning. And their

authority ought on every ground to be admitted by
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English Churchmen
;

for the reference of our law

on heresy to the four first Councils shows that

the English Church supposes herself to accord in

principle entirely with the Xicene. The authors

therefore whose judgment is mainly appealed to

in this work, besides the anti-Nicene Fathers, are

St. Athanasius, the Gregories, the Cyrils, St. Basil,

St. Chrysostom, St. Jerome, St. Gaudentius, St.

Ambrose, St. Leo, and St. Augustin. These,

and those who lived at about the same period,

express a distinct and accordant view respecting

the doctrine of the Holy Eucharist, and supply a

sufficient commentary upon the authoritative state

ments of Holy Writ.

It may be said, perhaps, that on so sacred a

subject distinct views are scarcely desirable
;
and

that it is better not to dogmatize upon topics on

which revelation is silent, and which the mind is

incompetent to discuss. No one is more sensible

than the writer, that to Theology, more than to

any other subject of human knowledge, applies

the remark of Quintilian,
&quot;

inter virtutes halebitur

aliqita nescire.&quot; But in this, as in every other

part of divine truth, our ignorance must be based

upon some fixed principle, and be bounded by some

definite and intelligible limits. AVhat can be more

mysterious than the co-existence of the Three Per

sons in the glorious Godhead, or than the union of

Godhead and manhood in the Person of Christ ?

Yet to make the depth of these truths a reason for
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refusing to accept them, would not be humility, but

unbelief. There must be some limit, then, to the

feeling which leads devout men to shrink from

mysteries some law which discriminates between

presumptuous inquiry and reverential contem

plation. And what can that limit be, save the very

principle which has been already laid down a

reference to the declarations of Scripture, and to

the teaching of the Church.

The present inquiry, therefore, will not enter

upon any topic which there is not this sanction for

considering. Whether Christ is truly present or

not in the Holy Eucharist
;

whether we are to

behave as though He were really with us, and are

truly responsible for a divine gift ;
and again,

whether in that holy ordinance there is a real

sacrifice these are in great measure practical

questions, on which it is possible to produce

distinct evidence from Scripture and the primitive

Church. But the manner in which Christ s presence

is bestowed, whether it be by transubstantiation,

or according to any other law, is a point which did

not come under consideration during the first eight

centuries. On this subject therefore it will not

be necessary to enter. But that Christ s presence

in the Holy Eucharist is a real presence ;
that the

blessings of the new life are truly bestowed in it

through communion with the New Adam
;

that

consecration is a real act, whereby the inward part

or thing signified is joined to the outward and
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visible si^n ;
and that the Eucharistic oblation iso

a real sacrifice these points it will be attempted

to prove by the testimony of Scripture and of the

ancient Fathers. &quot; Domine Deus une, Deus Trini-

tas, quircunque dixi in his libris de Tuo, ignoscant

et Tui : si qua de mco, et Tu ignosce et Tui.&quot;

&quot; Coram Te est scicntia ct ignorantia mca
;

ubi

mihi aperuisti, suscipe intrantem
;

ubi clausisti,

aperi pulsanti. Meminerim Tui, intelligam Te,

diligam Te.&quot;



CHAPTER I.

CONSECRATION THE ESSENTIAL CIIAllACTErJSTIC OF

THE HOLY EfCIIAKIST.

AN inquiry into the nature of the Holy Eucharist

must be founded upon Scripture, and upon that

passage of Scripture by which this solemn rite

was authorized as well as explained. The au

thority of Him by whom they were spoken, the

interest of the occasion on which they were em

ployed, the sententious weight of the expressions

themselves all give to the words of institution

an importance which few other passages even of

holy Scripture can claim.
&quot; Jesus took bread and blessed it, and brake it, and gave it to

the disciples, and said, Take, cat, this is My Body. And He
took the cup, and gave thanks, and gave it to them, saying,

Drink ye all of it
;
for this is My lllood of the new Testament,

which is shed for many, for the remission of sins.&quot;

The emphatic words of this declaration consist

in each case of three parts.
&quot; This is My Body.&quot;

&quot; This is My Blood.&quot; We have here, to speak

logically, a subject, a predicate, and a copula ; there

is something spoken of &quot;

This,&quot; which was taken
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by Our Lord : there is the affirmation itself It is

My Body : there is
&quot; My Body? My Blood,&quot; which

in each case is the predicate, or thing affirmed

respecting the subject. And this gives us three

topics, which must be considered in order
; first, the

subject which is here spoken of ; secondly, the pre

dicate, or that which is affirmed respecting it

&quot; My Body,&quot;

&quot; My Blood;&quot; and thirdly, the nature

of the relation which is affirmed to exist between

them. &quot; This is My Body.&quot;

To begin with the first the subject. Our

Lord s words respecting it involve this main truth

that Consecration is the essential characteristic of

the Holy Eucharist. For Our Lord does not speak

of bread at large, or wine in general, but of Tills,

i. e., of that which was consecrated or set

apart. It was the bread which lie had blessed,

over which He had given thanks, and which lie

had broken
;
and the cup over which lie had given

thanks
;
which were the subject-matter of His

declaration. The consecration, therefore, by which

these elements were separated from all co-ordinate

specimens of the same material, is that circum

stance which gives them the peculiar character

which His words express. And so we may learn

also from the only other passage of Holy Scripture

in which this subject is formally treated. When
St. Paul explains the nature of the Holy Eucharist

to the Corinthians, he refers to the consecration of

the elements as its distinguishing characteristic.
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&quot; The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the

communion of the Blood of Christ ? The bread

which we break, is it not the communion of the

Body of Christ ?&quot; We may infer, therefore, that

the elements, as consecrated, are the subject spoken
of : Our Lord s awful words do not refer to bread

and wine at large, but to that which lie held in

His hands, and which He had blessed.

Such accordingly was the interpretation of Our
Lord s words, which was received from the first in

the Christian Church. This is apparent not only
from the direct statements of the Fathers, but

from those usages, which were coeval with the very
existence of Christianity. It is

&quot; the food which

is sanctified by the word of
prayer,&quot; which is

&quot; no

longer common bread, and common
drink,&quot; but

&quot;the Flesh and Blood of the Incarnate Jesus.&quot;
1

It is when &quot; the bread from the earth receives the

invocation of
God,&quot; that it is

&quot; no longer common

bread, but Eucharist, consisting of two things, an

earthly and a
heavenly.&quot;

: This is the same doctrine

which is more fully expressed by St. Ambrose and

St. Augustin.

Our bread and our cup is not any one,&quot; i.e. any specimen of

the food partaken, &quot;but it is a mystical one, which is produced

by a lixed consecration, and does not come by growth. That
which is not produced in this way, though it may be bread

and a cup, is a means of bodily refreshment, not a sacrament

of
religion.&quot;

3 &quot; Before the blessing of the sacred words another

Justin M. Apol. i. fiG.
~
S. In-n. iv. 18, 5.

3
S. Augustin. Contra Fanstum. xx. 13.
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species is named
;

after consecration the Body is
signified.&quot;

Before consecration it is called a different thing ; after con

secration it is called Blood.&quot;
4

These passages go to the exact point which it is

necessary to prove ;
that the consecration of the

elements was understood to be the characteristic

circumstance, upon which the validity of the sa

crament was dependent. They show the under

standing therefore, which the first Christians put

upon Our Lord s words, and that the consecrated

gifts were supposed to be the subject-matter of His

declaration. And the same thing appears both from

the importance which from the first was attached

to the act of consecration, and from the belief that

it could not be effected, save by those to whom a

specific commission had been transmitted. The

first of these points is attested by the Liturgies of

the early Church, as will be seen when we proceed

to consider them
;

the second is witnessed by
Church history at large. It may be said, perhaps,

that this was a mere rule of decency ;
and that it

contributed to the propriety of worship that public

offices should be discharged by public ministers.

But such a supposition is negatived by the 18th

Canon 5 of the Council of Nice, which assumes it as

4
S. Amb. de Myst. ix. 54. And in his Treatise &quot;De Fide,&quot; B. iv. c. 10.

124. &quot; Sacramenta . . . per sacra? orationis mysterium in earnem trans-

figurantur et sanguinem.&quot;
5
Deacons, it would appear, had in some cases taken upon them to deliver

the consecrated elements to priests. The Council therefore observes that

it is irregular that those who have not the power to consecrate should de

liver the elements to those who have. &quot; rovs f^oviiav //.n lyj&amp;gt;vran irpovQtptiv
rois

-nporrfipovin oioovxi TO TU/U.OI rov XpiiTot .&quot; Can. \ 8. It must be remembered that
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an acknowledged fact that Deacons had no au

thority to consecrate the Holy Eucharist, and that

this authority was confined to those who had been

admitted to the Priesthood. Now, unless there

were some real efficacy in consecration, whereby
the consecrated elements became other than they
were before, why could it not be performed by
the lower order of ministers ?

That the Priesthood, then, was a specific com

mission, whereby the power of consecrating the

sacred elements was conferred, and that on the

validity of this commission depended the reality

of consecration, was the universal belief of the

Fathers. &quot; To make the Divine Bread and to

minister it, with the view to its being the food of

eternal
life,&quot;

6 was the power, which is said to have

been given by Our Lord to His Apostles, and

which they transmitted to their successors.

J)o you not know,&quot; asks St. Clnysostoin, &quot;what the priest is ?

lie is the messenger of the Lord. His statements are not his

own. If yon despise him, it is not lie whom yon despise, but

God, who has ordained him. Does any one ask how it is known
that God has ordained him? If you deny this, your own

hope is made vain. For if God effects nothing through him,

you have neither the laver of Baptism, nor do you partake of
the mysteries. ... 80 that you are no Christian.&quot;

7

From the first origin therefore of the Christian

to offer and to consecrate were at that time equivalent terms. Wa
Second Letter to Kelsat/, Works, x. 118. Vide also Con. L arth. iv. Can. 4:

&quot;Diacoiius .... non ad sacerdotium, sed ad ministerium consecratur.&quot;
6 &quot; Ad vita ajterniB cibum, ccelestem panem perjicere ac ministrare.&quot; S.

Ililar. in Matth. c. xiv. sec. 10, p. G81.
7 In 2 Tim. i.

;
Horn. ii. 2.
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Church it was laid down, that no valid Eucharist

could be had, where there was no priest to conse

crate. In the earliest of all uninspired Christian

documents, the Epistle of St. Clement, the office of

the Priest is described as that of presenting the

Eucharistic Offering.
8 In the next writer, St.

Ignatius, the validity of the Eucharist is expressly

limited to those who act by Episcopal commission. 9

Then comes the Apology of Justin,
10

stating that

the
&quot;principal

minister offered the Eucharist.&quot;

This is fully confirmed by Tcrtullian, though some

equivocal expressions
11 of his have been cited as

having a different sense. The Holy Eucharist, he

says, was not received except from the hands of the

Church s public ministers. 12 And he speaks of it

s &quot;

ol TTOIOUVTES TO.S
-nfoTpofoK.&quot;

C. 40, and again C. 44.

Ad SmyiTKCos. S.
10 &quot;

wyjufirsTraxtTv; rov
TrpojTTiirof,&quot; &c. Ajwl. i. f&amp;gt;,&quot;&amp;gt;. The passage from

the Jhtil. i-niii J
/-//jjh&amp;lt;iw,

sec. 11(J, is not quoted, because not decisive

when considered in itself.
11 Xeander grounds his assertion that the sacraments may he ministered

by those who are not in Holy Orders on the authority of Tcrtullian.

Eci-les. Ifixt. vol. i.
]i. &quot;&amp;lt;):&amp;gt;. Hamburgh, l$-~&amp;gt;. He quotes two passages.

The first from Tertull. de Baptismo. sec. 17, refers only to Baptism, and
therefore can make only for the validity of lay-Baptism. The second pas
sage De exhort. Cast. sec. 7, is explained in Waterland s second letter to

Kelsall, works, x. 110 (IS:. :!),
and in a still more satisfactory manner in

Dollinger s Church History, vol. i. p. 2_ :

&amp;gt;

&amp;gt; (London, 1S40). Dr. Dollinger
shows that Tcrtullian recognizes the sacred character conferred in Ordina

tion,
&quot; honor per Ordinis consessum sanctifieatus a Deo :&quot; and he argues with

great probability that the usage to which Tertullian is here referring was

consequent upon the custom which then prevailed, of preserving the conse
crated Elements and receiving them at home. In this case Tertullian
maintains that the father of the family, who distributed them, was adminis

tering a priestly ofliec. and ought therefore to live with priestly sacredness.
It would seem probable, besides, that this work was composed by Tertul
lian after he had become a Moutanist, and its uncertain expressions ought
not to weigh against the direct testimony of his orthodox works. Vide
also De Marcd de JJiscrinii//&amp;lt;- ( Iiriconun ft, Jjii&amp;lt;;orum. vol. iv. p. ,311.

- De Corona Mil. sec. 3.
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as characteristic of heretics, that they assigned

priestly offices to laymen.
13

As \ve advance into a period, when Christian

writers become more numerous, the proofs that the

consecration of the Holy Eucharist was the specific

office of the priesthood, and was confined to them

alone, are so numerous, that selection becomes the

only difficulty. St. Cyprian speaks of the offering
of the Eucharistic sacrifice as the appointed act by
which the ministers of Christ were to imitate 14

their Lord. He describes the clergy as men who
should be &quot;

given to the service of the Altar and to

sacrifices,&quot;
15 and who were chosen to the post of

&quot;offering&quot;

16 to God. In the Apostolical Constitu

tions, the thing demanded for one who was called to

the highest office in the ministry was that he
&quot;might

have authority to offer the pure and bloodless vic

tim, which Thou hast appointed through Christ as

the mystery of the New Covenant
;

&quot; 17 and the

ground on which the Priesthood is entitled to the

reverence of the people is said to be,
&quot; because

they honour you with the saving Body, and the

precious Blood, and release you from your sins,

and make you partakers of the sacred and Holy
Eucharist.&quot;

18

When we pass to post-Nicene times, we find St.

|*

DC Pnrseriptione, sec. 41. I4

Ep. Ixiii. p. 104. (Riga.lt, Paris, IHfiO.)15
Clerici non nisi altari et saerificiis dcservirc . . . dc-beant.&quot; En. Ixvi

page It)!).

lti &quot;

Sacrilk-ia Poo offerentes,&quot; &c. Ep. Ixviii. p. 113. Vide also Ep. Ixiii.
17

Aj). Con. viii. 5. 18
Id. ii. 33.
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Basil accounting for the fact that the hermits in

the wilderness were accustomed to carry with them

the consecrated elements, and administer them to

themselves, by saying that it was done,
&quot; when

there was no
priest.&quot;

1&amp;lt;J St. Hilary shows that the

charge against St. Chrysostom, of disturbing the

ministration of the Holy Eucharist, could not be

true, because Scyrus, who was said to be minister-
/

ing it, was not a priest. And without a priest, he

says, the Christian Sacrifice could not be offered.-

St. Jerome says that deacons ought not to rank

with priests,
&quot; ad quorum preces Christi corpus

sanguisque conficitur :&quot;

L&amp;gt;1 and he tells the Luciferians

that their leader, Hilary, &quot;could not consecrate

the Eucharist, having with him neither priests

nor
bishops.&quot;-

It is obvious, then, both from the practices ofthe

first Christians, and from their doctrines, that

they supposed consecration to be the essential cha

racteristic of the I loly Eucharist. They considered

the validity of the ordinance to turn upon the

setting apart of the sacred elements
; they supposed

( )ur Lord to speak not of bread and wine at large,

but of Tlds, which He held in His hands, and

which His ministers after His example are to break
1!l

Epistle 93.
20

&quot;Porro sacrificii opus sine presbytero esse mm
potuit.&quot; Ex. Opere

Ifixt. Frag. ii. 10. page lL&amp;gt;&amp;lt;)4. Epistola 101. Ad Evangelum.
-&quot; Adv. Lucif erianos. vol. iv. Part ii. p. .502. Vide also S. Greg.

Xaz. (jr. 21. sec. iv. Paris. KJ30. 5. C/irysostow fie Saccrdotin, iii. 4, a, and
vi. 4. The Council of Neocesara-a, Canon !), and Council of Gangra, Can.
4, refer to the consecrating power of the Priest, as a matter of course, and
the First Council of Aries. Can. 15. speaks of it as a monstrous abuse, that
deacons should presume to consecrate.
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and bless. They would not otherwise have sup

posed that it was necessary that a peculiar class of

men should be set apart for the performance of this

action, that it could not be effected without a

special commission, and that on its validity de

pended the perpetuation of Gospel blessings.

It will throw further light upon this subject, if

we compare the Holy Eucharist with that, which

in many respects possesses a corresponding cha

racter the sacrament of Baptism. Both of these

ordinances were instituted by Christ Himself
;
and

both have an immediate connexion with those

blessings, which He bestows upon His mystical

Body. In both there is an inward grace and an

outward sign. In both the union of form and

matter is necessary to the completeness of that

which is outward and visible. But in Baptism the

inward part consists only of the benefit bestowed,

whereas in the Holy Eucharist, as our catechism

reminds us, the thing signified is distinct from the

benefit by which it is attended. Baptism, that is,

implies two parts only, the outward symbol, and

the inward gift; but the Holy Eucharist implies

three the outward sign, the inward part or thing

signified, and the accompanying blessing. In Bap
tism therefore the outward sign has no permanent
relation to the inward grace, since the rite has no

existence save in the act of administration
;
but in

the Holy Eucharist the outward sign has something

more than a momentary connexion with the thing
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signified. As respects Baptism, therefore, Our Lord

used no words which imply that any particular

portion of the element employed is invested with a

specific character: it was not this water, but the

element at large which was sanctified to be a

pledge of the
&quot;mystical washing away of sin.&quot; And

the Church has always acted upon this principle.

It is orderly and decent that the water should be

set apart with prayer, and that the ceremony should

be performed by Christ s minister; but the absence

of these conditions does not invalidate the act,

either according to the belief of the ancient Church,
or according to the existing law of the Church of

England. For the setting apart of the clement

confers only a relative holiness
;

it is not necessary

to the validity of the sacrament
;
the inward grace

is associated with the act, and not with the ele

ment
;
and does not require that the outward part

should be brought into an abiding relation with any
inward part or thing signified. And for the same

reason, the intervention of the minister, however

desirable, is not essential. A deacon, in the priest s

absence, is as much authorized to baptize as a priest.

No doubt it might have pleased God to assign the

same limitations in the case of Baptism which ob

tained in regard to the Holy Eucharist
;
but such

limitations are not expressed in Scripture, nor has

the thing been so understood by the Church. The

priestly office, indeed, is essential to the validity of

Baptism, because without it there can exist no

c
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living branch of Christ s Church, into which new

members may be engrafted; but its relation to this

sacrament is general and not specific, because Bap
tism depends upon an act which all Christians may

perform, and not upon any consecration which re

quires a special commission.

Now the reverse of all these things is true of the

Holy Eucharist. Here it is not the element at

large which is spoken of, but this bread, and this

cup. The intervention of the minister is not

matter of decent ceremonial
;

it is essential to the

validity of the ordinance. For valid Baptism is

that which is ministered to a competent receiver,

but a valid Eucharist is that which is received,

after consecration by an authorized priest. It is

obvious, then, that consecration is the essential

characteristic of this sacrament, since, but for it,

the inward part and the outward part cannot be

brought together. And this fact is testified by

that law of our Church, which renders the services

of the priest indispensable in the celebration of the

Holy Eucharist, as it was testified by the practice

and assertions of antiquity.

Now, since the necessity of consecration is thus

attested by the very nature of our ritual, how

comes it not to have been put more prominently

forward by our divines? For it can hardly be

disputed, that the importance of consecration has

been little dwelt upon by many English writers,

and that its validity has not been understood by
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our people to be the circumstance on which the

efficacy of this sacrament depends. The reason

may probably be found in the popular unwilling

ness to break altogether with the foreign Pro

testants. For the Protestant bodies, with the

succession of the ministry, had lost all value for

that act of consecration, which is never found to

be permanently appreciated, when men have re

nounced the ministerial commission, which is

essential to its reality. Hence it was felt that to

dwell upon this point as indispensable, would be to

renounce all connexion with those communities.

This is obvious from the words of Bishop Cosin,

though the reverses which befel the Church of

England through the Great Rebellion, seem to

have led him at a later period to modify his

opinions. After quoting St. Augustin s statement,

that if there were no consecration the elements

would be no sacrament
;

&quot;

1
doubt,&quot; he says,

&quot; whether the Puritan s sacrament at Geneva or

elsewhere be not such an one or no
;

for they do

boldly deny any words of mystical consecration at

all.&quot;
23 In those days men were not prepared to

draw such conclusions respecting the necessity of

adhering at all hazards to the principles of the

ancient Church, as the course of events, and the

progress of infidel opinions, have since forced upon
all Catholic Christians. So that in assigning to

Consecration the place awarded to it by the

23 Nicholls s Additional Notes on the Common Prayer, p. 48.
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teaching of Scripture and the testimony of Primi

tive antiquity, we are not forsaking the principles

of our own Church, but only bringing out those

truths, which the circumstances of a former gene

ration withheld it from expressing.
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CHAPTER II.

EFFECT OF CONSECRATION, THAT THE BLESSING IS

CONVEYED THROUGH THE ELEMENTS.

THE Consecration of the elements, then, is the

essential characteristic of the Holy Eucharist.

And from this follows a second truth that the

inward blessing resulting from this ordinance is

bestowed through its outward form. Hereafter it

will be necessary to discriminate between the thing

signified, and the benefit by which it is accom

panied (res sacramenti and virtus sacramenti) ;
at

present we may speak of the two together, and say

that they are communicated through the outward

and visible sign. The consecrated elements, that

is, are not only a pledge assuring us of the inward

gift, but they are the means through which that

gift is communicated.

And yet it is not meant that this sacrament is a

physical, but only a moral instrument in man s

salvation. By a physical instrument is meant one

which acts of itself, by means of those qualities
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which are inherent in it: by a moral 1

instrument,

one which derives its efficacy from the perpetual

intervention of its employer s will. When a

chemist would precipitate a salt through the

admixture of an acid, the acid employed is a

physical instrument it acts by virtue of those

properties which belong to it, in a manner

irrespective of his will. But the hand by which he

pours it into the mixture is a moral agent ;
its

action is not for a moment independent of his

causing will. Now, when it is said that certain

inward gifts are bestowed through a sacrament, it

is not meant that they are so physically associated

with its outward form, as to follow from it in the

way of natural consequence : the inward gifts are

dependent altogether upon the ordaining will of

Almighty God, who appoints a certain external

form as the means whereby He bestows His gifts.

So that a sacrament is a moral instrument, which

derives its efficacy from the perpetual intervention

of the Being by whom it has been appointed.

But it may be asked, is not this the case re

specting creation at large ? Do not all things

which are, depend upon the perpetual sustenance

of God
;

the which were He to withdraw,
&quot;

their

instant annihilation could not choose but follow.&quot;

Is not this the necessary result, considering that

the ultimate cause of all things is an Infinite Mind ?

Must we not always come to this, if we mount high

1 Vide Estius in 4 Sent. Dist. i. 5.
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enough in the chain of causation ? So that in oneO

sense all created things may he said to be moral

instruments, seeing that their efficacy is never hide-o */

pendent of the will of their Creator. And what is

meant, therefore, when we ascribe this name to

sacraments in particular : why should they appro

priate a title which belongs to all God s works ?

The answer is, that when we speak of sacraments

as moral instruments, we are merely discriminating

between the order of grace, and the order of nature
;

we affirm that sacraments pertain to the first, whereas

those things which are called physical instruments,

belong to the second. For it has pleased God that

the whole material creation should obey a certain

set of laws, which are called the laws of nature.

Every individual object, therefore, has its peculiar

dimensions, bulk, and qualities; and by virtue ofthese

does each act upon the others, in a certain uniform

and appreciable course. The only exception would

seem to be those responsible beings, to whom their

Great Author has given that power of spontaneous

action, which renders them in this respect an image
of Himself. Hence it is that we arc able to speak

of the permanence of the laws of nature, and can

calculate upon the regularity of their effects.

And this we do, without implying that they are

independent of the will of God, or can produce

their effects without His co-operation.

But in sacraments the order followed is not that

of nature, but a higher one, which is refcrrible to
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the immediate interference of Almighty God. As

a king might govern his dominions by unalterable

laws, without laying down such general rules in
/ O O

his own family, so the gifts which the Most High
bestows through sacraments in the household of

faith, are regulated by a different law from those

which are bestowed in the kingdom of nature. In

the last there is nothing which to our observation

betrays His interference; He allows things to

move on according to the invariable law of

physical causation : but the means which are

employed in the first, derive their whole efficacy

from His continual intervention. It is not meant,

then, that sacraments are less certain in their

effects than physical agents ;
nor yet that their

mtlity depends upon those circumstances in their

receivers, which are essential to their nti/ift/. But

they arc called moral instruments, because they

derive their validity from the immediate appoint

ment of Him, who acts in common according to

that law, which He has imposed upon the material

creation
;
because they belong to the order of grace,

and not to the order of nature.

It is as a moral, and not a physical instrument

then, that the outward form in the Holy Eucharist

is the means of conveying the inward gift. And

here a further distinction between Baptism and the

Holy Kucharist, is suggested by the transient

nature of the one, as compared with the continuous

nature of the other. Since Baptism exists only in
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the act of its administration, it is this act alone

which can be the means through which it conveys
an inward gift. And therefore there is no such

consecration, as invests the material employed
with any permanent efficacy. It is otherwise in

the Holy Eucharist, where the outward part is

consecrated to be the instrument through whichO
there is a continuous ministration of the inward

blessing. In the last case, therefore, ( )ur Lord s

words indicated that This, which lie held in His

hands, was the fixed medium of conveying the

hidden gift. So that in one case the medium is an

act, in the other an clement : the act of baptizing
is the moral instrument in one instance, the conse

crated element in the other.

Such are the conclusions respecting the charac

ter and office of the subject spoken ofj which follow

from Our Lord s words. And there are various

means whereby these conclusions may be further

substantiated. They may be substantiated posi

tively by the language and practices of the ancient

Church, and negatively by a consideration of the

results which follow from their denial. Let us com
mence with the latter of these two modes of aimi-o

incut, reserving the former for a separate chapter.
The proposition before us then, is, that the

inward gift bestowed in the Holy Kucharist is

bestowed through the consecrated elements. What
inconveniences have followed from the denial of

this truth ? The first person by whom it was
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formally denied was Zuinglius. It formed a step

in his progress towards a denial of the validity of

consecration, and of the necessity of orders. We
know by his own confession,

2 that long before he re

nounced the office of a Roman priest, he disbelieved

the reality of those sacred rites which he ad

ministered. In this respect he was a remarkable

contrast to Luther, a man of less acuteness, but

of greater honesty of character. From this covert

unbelief Zuinglius gradually mounted up to an

open denial of the reality of the work effected by

consecration, and of the commission of the priest

hood. Thus he did not begin, like Luther, by

assailing manifest abuses, but attacked that which

is common to Christianity at large. His course,

however, was acceptable enough to his democratic

countrymen, who were well pleased to be taught
that the ministerial office was not a trust com

mitted to men by Christ, but was derived from

the free choice of every congregation.
3 For

it followed that the clergy must be responsible

to those from whom their authority proceeded.

It must not be supposed, however, that Zu

inglius denied the weakness of man, or the necessity

2 The proofs of this, from Zninglius s correspondence, are given by Plank,
&quot;

Entstehung derProtestantischen Lehrbegriffs,&quot; Book v., note 97, vol. ii. p.

2,&quot;&amp;gt;7. lie also quotes Luther s contrary assertion, &quot;Ich bin gefangcn : kann
nicht heraus,&quot; &c. Id. p. 232. Luther refers to the circumstance in his
&quot; Defeus. Verb. C:viu.&quot;

&quot;

Zuinglius confitetur, quod id in vita sua

nuuquam crediderit.&quot; Works, x.. vol. vii., f. 390. He may allude to the words
of Zuinglius :

&quot; Nemo nostrum (sub Papatu) unqiiiim vcre credidit, so in

isto pane tale quiddam edere, quod somniavimus.&quot; Hospinian, vol. ii.

p. 4G.
1 Guerikc s Kirchcn Geschiehte, p. 806.
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of grace. He differed from the Socinian school,

which followed in his steps, in that he recognized

the need of spiritual assistance, and attributed to

it the whole work of man s recovery. The point

of contrast between his doctrine and that of the

ancient Church was, that he failed to recognize

Our Lord s Humanity, either as the means whereby
He intercedes for His brethren with the Father, or

whereby He communicates to them divine gifts.

Now this, in truth, was to deny the mediation of

Christ. That Zuinglius really fell into this error,

appears from his saying that Our Lord s Body
and Blood are not introduced in this ordinance

by reason of any present influence which they exert,

but only because they were the media through
which He wrought that work ofatonement, which He

formerly^ effected. And, in consequence, he was

at a loss to explain why Our Lord s Body and

Blood should be spoken of as occupying any place

in His present dealings with mankind, and why

they should have been introduced in that pecu
liar and emphatic manner which Our Lord was

pleased to adopt at the Last Supper. For ac-

*
&quot;Per manducationem ergo sni corporis, ct bibitionem sni sanguinis, nibil

alind intclligit, quam lick-re niorte suit, quam pro iiobis pertulit.&quot; Zuinglius
in Jlospinittn, vol. ii. p. 48. And in his &quot;

Su/j.ffdiitm dc Ewharistia&quot; he says
that believers &quot;have no need of Christ, according to the flesh, for they know
that His flesh would not profit them, if they cat it

;
but it is of great profit

to believe that Christ has been slain for you in the flesh,&quot; &c. Zuinglius s

Works, vol. ii. f. 245. And he speaks of himself as having advanced so

far nt carnem illam extemam et corporenni ad salutis summam mini con-

ducere intelligeremus.&quot; Id. ii. f. 278. On St. .John. vi.. p. 51, he says:
Carnem hie pro morte et passione Christi aeeipi. quod luxv in earne facta

sit.&quot; And again :

&quot;

Corpus pro morte ponitur. qmmiam mors in corpore.&quot;

Works, Id., Hi., f. 808.
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cording to his system, the Holy Eucharist does not

depend upon Christ s acts towards us, but upon our

nets towards I lirn
;

it is not the presence of Christ

living, but the remembrance of Christ dwtd.*

In this way it was that Zninglius arrived at the

theory which lie declared to be characteristic of

the Holy Eucharist, and which he substituted for

that belief in the efficacy of consecration which

had previously been received. I laving denied that

the benefit bestowed was bestowed through the

elements, he defended his system by asserting that

the characteristic of the ordinance was not the

consecration of the elements, but the disposition

of the receiver. The 1 Toly Eucharist, he said, was

not the communication of any objccttrc gift, but

merely a mode of giving expression to our own

snlijcdirc. feelings. Its advantage was only that

it was a means of obtaining those spiritual gifts

which God bestows equally upon all occasions.

So that the sole circumstance which leads to

the employment of those particular emblems which

are used in this ordinance, is merely that the

feelings of men arc thereby associated with the

past actions of Our Saviour.

5 In a letter to Luther. Ziiinglius denied altogether that Our Lord s

Body was &quot; viviticans in niysterio virtute Spiritus Divini.&quot; Ebrard s Dogma
von lliil. AlmdmrM, ii.&quot; 258. This appears to be what is meant by

Claude, when he says that Our Lord s Body and Blood act &quot;en qualitc de

causes me ritoires qui a&amp;lt;rissent moralement, ou de causes motives, qui non

sculement produisent leurs effets etant ahsentes, mais memo lorsquelles nc

sont pas encore.&quot; Seconde 7iV/;o.sv, 321. And therefore Zuinglius says,

Quid caro manducata super his omnibus faeeret, nori inveniebamus in

divinis oraculis.&quot; Hospinian, vol. ii. p. 47.
&quot; Carnem hanc nihil morantur,

contenti credidisse earn pro nobis mactatam esse.&quot; Zuinglius, vol. ii.

fol. -2i:&amp;gt;.
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Such was the first theory which was substituted

for the ancient belief in the reality of consecration.

It affirmed the Holy Eucharist to derive its

efficacy merely from the intention of the receiver.

And hence it harmonized well enough with the

system which a denial of the ministerial com

mission involves, that every individual is designed
to gain salvation for himself, by applying the

general truths of Scripture to his own benefit.

For whatever prominence is assigned to the Holy
Eucharist among the means of grace, its main

condition, according to this view of things, may
l)e secured through the secret action of the indi

vidual mind. Such a notion was diametrically opposed
to the belief that in this ordinance the outward

elements are the means of conveying any inward

gift. This belief results from the conviction that

our glorified Head is still bestowing gifts upon
His people, through the communication of His

exalted Humanity. But Zuinglius maintained

that the Holy Eucharist has reference only to

Christ as He was once a Mediator upon earth,

and not to Christ as He is still a Mediator in

heaven. The Church-system implies that the

Holy Eucharist has been ordained as the appointed
medium through which the benefits of Our Lord s

Humanity may be communicated to men. But

Zuinglius, though allowing that all things may be

occasions of obtaining grace, because they may
incite the mind to seek it, yet denied absolutely
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that grace was conveyed
6 or communicated by

any sacrament. According to the Church-system,
the words of institution possess a living power ;

but Zuinglius supposed them to be a mere dead

history. So that if there was any sacredness at

all in the Holy Eucharist, he supposed it to lie

not in the elements, but in the transaction at

large ;
and the faith of each receiver was the sole

consecrating principle which he admitted.

Now there are two main errors with which this

theory is chargeable ;
one relating more imme

diately to the Holy Eucharist itself, the other to

the nature of Him who thus vouchsafes to com

municate Himself. If the Holy Eucharist be

nothing but the eating a specified kind of food

in remembrance of Christ, what is to distinguish

this act from any ordinary meal which is partaken

by Christians ? For ought not devout men to do

every thing in the name of Christ, and with

reference to Him ? At any rate, if this ordinance

turn exclusively upon the intention of the

receiver, it is obvious that men s common
food might at any moment be converted, by a

secret act of their will, into the Eucharistic symbols.

Now such a system is not only at variance with

those feelings of reverence towards the Holy
Eucharist which have prevailed universally among

Christians, but it fails to account for various em-
6 &quot;

Credo, imo scio, omnia saeramenta tarn ahcsse, ut gratiam conferant,
ut ne adterant quid-em aut dispensent.&quot; Ad Car. Imp. Fidei Ratio. Nie-

meyer Collectio Confess., p. 24.
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pliatic passages of Holy Scripture, in which the

Humanity of the Second Adam is set forth as com

municated in some mysterious manner in this

sacrament.

But a further evil results from that denial of Our

Lord s mediation, which the theory of Zuinglius

involves. His system turns upon the notion that

the action of the Divine Spirit has superseded that

of the God-man
;
and consequently that Our Lord

exercises no present influence through that ordi

nance, whereby He communicates Himself. Now
this principle, when carried out into its results, is a

form of Sabellianism :

7
it supposes the Second and

Third Persons in the Ever-Blessed Trinity to be

merely successive modifications of the One Divine

Tower; and that the functions of the one super

sede those of the other. Otherwise, why should

not the Second Person in the Blessed Godhead con

tinue to bestow those gracious gifts, which He once

made His Humanity the instrument of conveying?
If this is no longer possible, it must be because the

action of God the Holy Ghost has done away in

some measure with that of the Incarnate Son. And
hence it will follow that the distinction between

these Blessed Persons does not lie in their ow-n

eternal nature, but only in their relation to the

created Universe.

The Zuinglian theory then is untenable, not only

on account of its irreverent dealing with this holy
7 This subject will be treated more at length in the 10th chapter.
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sacrament, but also because it fails to do justice to

the nature and operations of the Incarnate Son.

This was felt by Calvin, when the death of Zuing-
lius threw into his hands the guidance of the new

opinions in Switzerland. No one spoke with

greater force or fulness on the office of Our Lord s

Humanity,
8 and he was obviously disposed to as

sign to it an influence which had not been attri

buted to it by Zuinglius. It followed that he

could not suppose the force and efficacy of the

Holy Eucharist to depend merely upon the dis

position of the receiver,
9 because the necessary

consequence of such a supposition is to destroy all

belief in the objective reality of the gift. And yet
he was not less indisposed than Zuinglius to admit

the validity
10 of consecration, or the necessity of

orders. Against this he was pledged, not only by
his party and principles, but by the fact that he

himself exercised ministerial functions without ordi

nation. So that it was necessary to his position to

find some third alternative, which, without involvingO
the validity of consecration, might yet put this

sacrament upon a higher ground than had been

taken by his predecessors.

]\
Tow it is obvious that a gift bestowed by one

party upon another may be important either in

8 Vide a striking passage in Calvin s Institutes, Lib. iv. 17. 7, 8, 9.
&quot;

Respondeo non sic intelligendum quod dixi, quasi ab cjus qui recipit
conditione aut arbitrio vis et veritas sacramenti pendeat.&quot; Instit.iv. 14, 10.

10 He objects to rest upon
&quot;

coiisecratio&quot; as being
%i

magica incantatio.&quot;

Inst. iv. 17, 15.
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consequence of the value of the gift itself, or by
reason of considerations derived from the parties

concerned in the jnviiiGr and receiving. The ordi-o o o

nary food, which sustains us, is an instance of the

first kind: it has its value in itself; it is the phy
sical instrument of our support. We may find

examples of the other sort in the Old Testament.

The &quot; ribbon of
blue,&quot; which the Israelites received

as an article of dress by Gon s appointment, was of

no value in itself : its effect was derived solely

from the associations to which it gave rise in the

minds of the wearers. Here then was a gift, which

\vas only rendered important by the state of the

receiver. Again, when it pleased God to put His

Bow in the cloud, here was a thing which neither

was of value in itself, nor yet derived it from the

disposition of the spectator. The Bow had no

tendency to prevent a deluge; it only expressed

the intention of Him who put it there. So that

we have three different ways in which a gift may
be important; first, from its own value

; secondly,

from the state of the receiver; thirdly, as expressive

of the intention of the giver.

Let us apply, then, these principles to that sacred

gift which was bestowed by Our Lord when He

employed the words of Institution. On which of

these three grounds are we to rest the importance
of the gift which He conferred, when He said,
&quot; This is my Body?&quot; Those who maintain the

validity of consecration, of course adopt the first :

D
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they suppose His blessing to have bestowed its

value upon the gift which He communicated.

Zuinglius took the second alternative: he main

tained that the significance of the gift was derived

entirely from the receiver. Calvin adopted the

third hypothesis, as enabling him to do justice to

the importance of this sacrament, without admitting

the necessity of consecration. He said that its effect

did not arise out of the state of the receiver, nor

yet depend upon the value of that which was con

veyed in the elements, but that respect must be had

exclusively to the intention of the Giver.

This threefold view of things shows itself in the

various definitions which have been given of the

word sacrament. Those who retain their belief in

consecration will readily accept that of Peter Lom

bard, which Bishop Overall has amplified,
&quot;

invisibilis

gratise visibilis causa.&quot;
11

According to Zuinglius,

the definition of a sacrament grows entirely out of

a consideration of the receiver
;

it is a public tes

timony of that grace which each individual pos

sesses,
12 or &quot; a means by which a man displays him

self to the Church.&quot;
13 But Calvin states it to be

the main end of sacraments &quot; that God may by
them testify, represent, and seal His favour to us.&quot;

u

11 Lib. Scntent. iv. Dist. I, 2.
12 &quot; Testimonium publicum ejus gratia?, qua; cuique private prius adcst.&quot;

Fidei Rat. ad Car. Imp. in Niemeyer s Co/lectio Confess, p. 25.
13 &quot; Sunt saeramenta signa .... quibus se homo ecclesise probat/ &c.

De Vcra et falsa ReUqione.
14 &quot; Ut per ea nobis gratiam suam testetur Deus, representet, atque

obsignet.&quot; Consens. Tigur.vii. Niemei/er, p. 193. This confession exhibited

Calvin s matured views. And his shorter definition of a sacrament in his

Institutes is,
&quot;

L&amp;gt;ivince in nos graticv testimonium, externo signo confiniiatuia
cum mutua nostra; erga ipsum pietatis testificatione. iv. 14, i.
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The Divine intention, then, according to Him, is

the thing to be considered in the Holy Eucharist.

The elements are not to be looked upon as an

instrument of effecting anything, but merely
as indications of the purpose of God. For

at the same moment when these pledges are

exhibited to the lips, it pleases God to produce
a supernatural relation between our Lord s Hu
manity and the renewed soul. Respecting the

means by which this relation is effected, Calvin

spoke uncertainly ;
whether it was by the raising

of the soul to heaven, or by some spiritual but un

defined presence of our Lord s Humanity upon
earth. A recent writer,

15 who has undertaken to

perfect and extend his theory, sees in it the germ of

the opinion, that the essence of matter is spiritual,

and maintains that when Calvin affirmed Our Lord

to be spiritually present, he meant that according
to the essential part of 1 1 is human nature, Our Lord

was really present to the receiver. Calvin cer

tainly uses ambiguous phrases, on which such a

construction might be put; though his real meaning-

appears to have been that the soul was lifted up
into heaven :

1G but the point upon which he insists is

15 Vide Ebrard s Dogma von Hciligen Abendmahl, vol. ii. p. 550. G5S.
16

&quot;Quasi vero si ad se nos evehat, non ajque potiamur prasentia.&quot;
Instit. iv. 17. ;51. And so the thing is expressed in the several confessions.
The first Scotch says, &quot;Nos vera fide super omnia qua) videntur . . . vehit,
et ut vescamur corpore et sanguine Jesu Christi, semel pro nohis effusi et

fracti, efficit, quodque mine est in
coelo,&quot; &c. Niemeyer, p. 353. It will he

shown in the sequel how nearly this passes into the theory of Zuinglius,
that Our Lord is merely an object to the intellect of men. Vide fust. iv.

17. 18. For our relation to Christ is affirmed by Calvin to be like that
of St. Stephen, whose eyes, he says, were miraculously strengthened, so
that he saw into heaven. Vide Answer to Ifeshus. Works, viii. 728.



56 THE BLESSING CONVEYED

merely that the inward benefit of the Holy Eu

charist is the union which takes place between

Christ and the receiver s soul.

By this theory Calvin designed at once to leave

room for those strong expressions which Holy

Scripture and the ancient writers used respecting

the Holy Eucharist, and yet to obviate the necessity

of admitting the sacrcdness of the elements, and of

letting in the validity of consecration and of~
&amp;lt;j

orders. For no words could be too strong to em

ploy respecting the benefit of this sacrament, sup

posing it was allowed to be the actual enjoyment

of that union with Christ, the possession of which

is the life of the soul. For to be &quot; in Christ,&quot; is to

be &quot; a new creature.&quot; But this involved no kind of

sacredness in the elements. They were merely

signs, or pledges, with which the Supreme Giver

vouchsafed to accompany the inward work which

He was performing. A seal, or pledge, does not in

any way partake of the character of that which it

certifies : it is only an assurance of the intention

of the party by whom it is given, and its validity

is guaranteed by his ability and his truth. Such,

maintained Calvin, was the sole purpose of the

elements
; they neither require consecration, nor

are they the means of communicating any gift :

they are merely like
&quot; the seals of a deed,&quot;

17 and

convey to us an assurance of God s inward action.

17

&quot;Diplomatum Sigilla.&quot;
T/ist. iv. 14. 5. He compares them to the

Bow in the Cloud. Inst. iv. 14. 18.
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But can it be intended that all who receive the

elements with their lips, are spiritually united to

Christ Our Lord? Do all such persons receive

that gift of oneness with Our Lord s Humanity,
which implies the life of the soul? This cannot

be intended. Yet it would seem to be required

by the terms of Calvin s argument. For the ele

ments, according to his theory, are like the chain

and purple with which Daniel was clothed, and

which implied that he already enjoyed the favour

of the Babylonish monarch. Calvin s statement is

that the elements are the seal of a charter, or title-

deed, whereby Our Lord gives expression to the

relation which, at the moment of delivery, lie

establishes between His own Humanity and the

receiver s soul, ^ow, since the very principle of

a bond or charter is that it pledges the party who

executes it, why does not this inward result always

go along with the delivery of the external sign ?

Yet this cannot be
;
for the inward result, accord

ing to Calvin, is the union of the soul with Christ,

and the soul cannot be united to Christ except it

lives.

It is no sufficient answer to this difficulty to

reply that such a result is put within the reach of

all, although none but devout communicants avail

themselves of their opportunities. It may be said

that though this answer would be inconsistent with

the principles of a Calvinist, yet that it ought to

satisfy those who suppose that all men receive
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such grace as is sufficient for their salvation. But

to make such a reply is to give up the very merit

of Calvin s system. His superiority to Zuinglius

was, that he did not suppose the Holy .Eucharist to

be merely an occasion on which God bestowed the

general succours of grace, but that he asserted it

to carry along with it a specific and peculiar bless

ing, namely, that relation to Christ which results

from oneness with His glorified Humanity. Thus

did he at once account for the title assigned to the

elements, by reference to the real character of that

with which they were connected, and afford an

opening also for all those statements, whether in

Scripture or the Fathers, whereby the mysterious

sacredness of this ordinance is expressed. He was

able, consequently, to accept St. Cyril s language

respecting the efficacy of Our Lord s Flesh, and

his followers have always boasted that the highest

conceptions on this subject find a place in their

creed.

Now, with such a view of things, it was essential

for Calvin to point out why the outward pledges,

by which the Divine Giver of the Holy Eucharist

expressed His intention, were not always attended

by the desired result. It would not do for him to

fall back upon the notion, that the thing bestowed

in the Holy Eucharist was merely the preliminary

assistance of God s grace, for that would have been

to abandon the capital truth, that the inward part

in this sacrament was the actual Humanity of the
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Son of God. So that the difficulty recurs, does

this relation of the soul to Christ take place when

ever the elements are received by the lips ;
and

since it plainly cannot take effect except in those

who are in a state of spiritual life, how can we

speak with truth of the outward elements as being

the pledge of an inward blessing?

Calvin s answer to this must be sought in that

which was laid down as the foundation of his sys

tem, that the importance of the Holy Eucharist

arose neither out of the value of the gift which it

conferred, nor yet from a consideration of the re

ceiver, but from its expressing the intention of

Almighty God. The outward elements therefore

are, as it were, a deed or charter, by which the

Supreme Being binds Himself to bestow the gift

of Christ s Presence simultaneously upon the soul

of the receiver. But this charter is limited by a

secret article,
18

by which Almighty God has as

signed some of His creatures to bliss, and others to

misery. To the former only arc the elements really

the seal of an inward gift : to the latter they are

18
&quot;Ait qnidem Calvinus et recte, prodesse nullis sacramenta, nisi prae-

dcsfinatis.&quot; W/iltaki-r, Pro ln:t. i. 3. So in the Consensus Tigurinus, in

which Calvin joined with the divines of Zurich, A. i&amp;gt;. 1549,
&quot; Sednlo doce-

inus, Dcimi non promiseue vim snain exerccre in omnibus, qni sacnunenta

recipiunt, scd tantnm eleetis.&quot; sec. 1G.
&quot;

lieprobis peraeque ut electis signa
adininistrantur

;
veritas autem signorum ad lios solos pervenit.&quot; sec. 17.

A icmeyer, p. 195. So in the Confess. Belijica. sec. 35, 2\i&amp;lt;-nieycr, p. 385.

And so in the Inxli1nti-s, speaking of the reception of Christ, he says,

&quot;reprobos ab ejus participatione arceri.&quot; iv. 17, 34
;
and vide iv. 14, 17.

And in his Tract &quot; l)e vera Participutione&quot; he points out that his doctrine

of Decrees is a substitute for the efficacy of consecration. He says,
&quot; Non

esse inclusam Spiritus gratiam autvirtutem externis signis: quia nee saqua-
liter nee promiseue omnibus prosnnt, .... sed Dcum liberc, prout visum est,

Sacramentis nti. ut electis adminicula sint in salutem, aliis nihil conferaut

adeoque cedant in exitium.&quot; Works, vol. viii. p. 743.



40 THE BLESSING CONVEYED

but the empty eating of bread and wine. So that

the objection against Calvin s theory of the Holy
Eucharist is, that it involves that dogma of repro

bation, which is the opprobrium of his system.

And as the theory of Zuinglius has been shown to

be inconsistent with the first principles of Christian

piety, so is Calvin s with any due respect for the

declarations of Scripture and the character of God.

And thus are we thrown back upon the reality of

consecration, and upon a belief that the inward

gift in the Holy Eucharist is bestowed through the

outward form.

Such is the negative argument in favour of the

Church-system of the Holy Eucharist, which is de

rived from a consideration of the opposing theories.

It has been shown that the importance of that which

our Lord gave to His disciples, must either have

arisen from the value of the gift itself, or from a

consideration of the parties concerned in the giving

and receiving. Thus arose the three systems, of

which alone the case admits
;

the benefit of the

Holy Eucharist is either conveyed through the

elements, or else it depends merely upon the dis

position of the receiver, or upon the intention of

the Giver. So that to show the untenable nature

of the two latter hypotheses, is to establish the

first.

Neither is it any answer to this mode of argu

ment to say .that these three systems may possibly

coalesce, so that the efficacy of the Holy Eucharist



THROUGH THE ELEMENTS. 41

may depend upon their combined effect. For it is

not denied either that it is the intention of the

Supreme Being to give effect to His ordinance
;
or

that the Holy Eucharist is inefficacious, unless

there be a devout receiver. The thing objected to

in the theories of Calvin and Zuinglius, is not that

they insist upon these conditions, but that they

substitute them for the validity of consecration.

These conditions are fully recognized in the Church-

system, but they are not allowed such exclusive

weight, as may render consecration unnecessary.

Whereas, to admit the theories of Calvin and

Zuinglius, is to attribute every thing either to the

disposition of the receiver, or to the intention of the

Giver. It has been shown how untenable is each

of these two hypotheses ;
but before WTC proceed to

produce positive evidence in behalf of that system

which remains, there are two important conclusions

which require to be noticed.

First It has been seen that there are two counter

theories, w?hich oppose the belief that the inward

gift in the Holy Eucharist is bestowed through the

elements. Xow it is important to remember that

both these theories might be adduced as proofs of

the statement with which the present chapter com

menced. For though both contain a denial that

the gift is bestowed through the elements
; yet both

imply that this truth could not be denied, if the

validity of consecration were admitted. It was the

object both of Zuinglius and Calvin to deny the
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reality of Consecration, inasmuch as it brought

along with it that whole system of the Priesthood

to which they were opposed. Jt was with a view to

exclude this belief that they denied that the inward

gift in the Holy Eucharist is bestowed through the

elements. Their opposition to this conclusion was

founded on their hostility to the principle out of

which it arose. We have seen the groundlessness

of their objections ; they produce no good reasons

for denying that the inward gift in the Holy
Eucharist is communicated through the outward

form. But we have no reason to question their

authority, when they affirm this belief to be the

necessary result of admitting consecration : they

are witnesses that none, who allow consecration,

ought to deny that the gift in the Holy Eucharist

is bestowed through the elements.

Secondly The considerations which have been

adduced, show that the dogma of an Absolute

Decree is the corner-stone of Calvin s system of

the Holy Eucharist, and that its removal must be

fatal to the whole superstructure. For it is through

this dogma alone that he is enabled at once to dis

pense with a belief in consecration, and yet to do

justice to the solemn and mysterious nature of the

inward ordinance. Let this dogma be taken awr

ay,

and his system falls down at once into Zuinglianism.

For if the inward gift in the Holy Eucharist be not

the very Presence of Christ s Humanity, but merely

that general assistance of God s grace which belongs
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equally to all ordinances, there is then no ground
for those lofty expressions which were used respect

ing this sacrament in early times, nor anything
unreasonable in the statements of Zuinglius, that

its peculiarity lay only in its signal fitness to affect

the heart. It is only therefore by his notion of

an Absolute Decree, whereby he limits its communi

cation to the elect, that Calvin is able to lift this

ordinance to the level assigned to it by Scripture
and Antiquity.

We may understand, then, what has been the

result, when the natural repulsiveness of the dogma
of an absolute decree has led Calvin s followers to

drop it from their system. The necessary effect

has been, that their belief respecting the Holy
Eucharist has settled down unconsciously to the

level of Zuinglianism. And hence have arisen

those consequences a total irreverence as regards
this sacrament, and a practical disbelief in the

permanent action of our Lord s Humanity which

have been shown to be the result of the latter system.
Nor has this process been confined to those coun

tries in which Calvin s system professedly bore

sway. It would be idle to deny that his theory on

the sacraments has exercised a large influence upon
our own writers. It could hardly be otherwise,

considering that his Institutes were a Text-book

for nearly a century ;
and considering the attrac

tions of a system which promised a security against
the abuses of a carnal interpretation, without de-
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tracting from that mysterious reverence with which

this sacrament had always been regarded. Hence,

many of his expressions passed unconsciously into

the circulation of the English Church. The notion

that the elements are mere scats or title-deeds, and

not the instruments through which Christ s Presence

is dispensed that is, that they are pledges only of

an absent, and not media of a present gift was

adopted, in ignorance that this theory was incon

sistent with that principle of consecration which

still retained its place in our formularies
;
and that

to be a substitute for a belief in consecration, had

been the very purpose of its introduction.

The consequences of the system developed them

selves in time in England, as they had done in those

countries where Calvinism was formally established.

No sooner did the dogma of an absolute decreeO

sink, through its inherent unpopularity, than Zuing-

lius was found to have entered through the door

which had been opened by Calvin. We may see

this by comparing two such great writers as Hooker

and Waterland. It must not be forgotten, of course,

that each had derived the larger part of his opinions

from the teaching of antiquity,
19 and that, unlike

Calvin, they were members of a Church wrhich re

tained the ministerial succession, and the rite of

consecration. It is to those expressions, therefore,

10 When these, therefore, or other modern writers, are quoted in the

present work, rhe author does not intend to assert that he agrees with them

entirely : his agreement witli them is limited by their agreement with the

Primitive Church.
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which imply them to have been infected by the in

fluence of foreign Protestantism, that the present

comparison is confined. Such statements as that Our

Lord s Presence is to be looked for in the receiver,

and not in the sacrament
;
and that the gift be

stowed is bestowed through the ordinance, and

not through the elements, are essential parts of

those very theories which were invented as sub

stitutes for the reality of consecration. Now, the

contrast between these two writers depends upon
the consideration, that the one lived in the six

teenth, the other in the eighteenth century; the

first, therefore, while the doctrine of Absolute

Decrees was still predominant, the second when it

was completely abandoned. We should expect,

therefore, that Hooker would take a far higher view

of the gift bestowed in this sacrament than Water-

land : and that the two would illustrate the diversity

between the Calvinistic and Zuini-lian theories.O

And such is found to be the case. With Hooker,
the efficacy of the Holy Eucharist is built entirely

upon its relation to the Humanity of Christ; he

enlarges upon the subject with greater force and

fulness than any of our writers
;
and does ample

justice to its present effect upon this sacrament.

In Waterland s time, on the contrary, belief in the

efficacy of the Holy Eucharist had gone down

entirely to the level of Zuinglianism. He thinks it

sufficient, if he can maintain against the Socinians,

that the inward part in this sacrament is the com-



46 EFFECT OF CONSECRATION, ETC.

munication of some spiritual grace. The peculiar

efficacy of our Lord s Humanity, and the signal

medium of its influence which is supplied by the

Holy Eucharist, are altogether lost. He censures

Calvin for having attempted the vindication of this

mysterious truth; not perceiving that it was this

very circumstance which had enabled Calvin to

do some justice to the teaching of Antiquity and

to the declarations of Holy Writ.

But we must now pass to another subject, and

show what positive proofs can be adduced, that

the gift bestowed in the Holy Eucharist is be

stowed through the elements.
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CHAPTER III.

TESTIMONY OF THE ANCIENT CIU RCTI TO THE EFFECT

OF CONSECRATION.

CONSECRATION lias been affirmed to be the essential

characteristic of the Holy Eucharist
;
and from this

fact it has been inferred that the gift bestowed in

that ordinance is bestowed through the elements.

Such is the statement which has been shown to

have been implied in Our Lord s words of Institu

tion. AYe have seen what objections attach to the

two systems of Zuinglius and Calvin, by which

this truth is opposed. We must now see the direct

evidence which is borne by the ancient Church in

its favour. The Church s testimony will complete
the proof, that we have given a right interpretation

to the first of Our Lord s words of Institution, that

the subject of which He spoke, is such as has been

represented.

The evidence of the Ancient Church may be

most conveniently divided into three parts.

I. The ancient Liturgies turn upon three main

points Consecration, (
)blation, Communion. All
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these acts make that which is done to and through

the elements the prominent consideration ; and

contemplate them as the medium through which

the blessing; is communicated.O

II. There are distinct statements in the ancient

writers, that the elements themselves are subjected

to a change in consecration, on which their efficacy

is dependent.

III. The conduct observed respecting the ele

ments in the early Church, implied them to be the

medium through which a gift is transmitted.

These subjects must be taken in their order.

I. The Liturgies. In considering this kind of

evidence, it will be necessary to inquire, first, what

is the antiquity of the ancient Liturgies ; secondly,

what is their number
;
before we come to the third

question, what is it which they teach. One

preliminary statement however it is necessary to

make
;
that in considering the Liturgies we shall

have no occasion to examine the authority of single

expressions, because they arc here appealed to as

witnesses to that general mode of action which

pervaded the primitive worship, rather than as

supplying a dogmatic interpretation of individual

statements. The object is to inquire what was

that mode of consecrating the Eucharistic Elements,

which prevailed throughout all parts of the ancient

Churcli from Spain to the Euphrates, and from

Gaul to Africa
;
and what the elements themselves

were supposed to acquire by consecration.
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Little attention was given to this subject in the

eighteenth century, because the Liturgies were sup

posed to express nothing but the existing opinions

of the Church, and it was thought impossible to

discriminate their original constitution from the

accretions of later times. But subsequent inquiry,

and the discovery of new documents, have supplied

such decisive tests, that it is now possible, first, to

show conclusively, what was that Liturgical Order

which existed during the Nicene age, and secondly,

to show by probable evidence, what was the mode

of worship in the generation which immediately fol

lowed the Apostles. These are the two points

which must first be demonstrated.

Now, by what means are we to ascertain the

mode of worship which existed in the Nicene age ;

that is, during the latter part of the fourth and

the commencement of the fifth centuries ? The

first inquiry must plainly be, what are the oldest

documents which exhibit the service of the An
cient Church. Here it must be admitted, that

with the exception of some Palimpsests, very

recently made public, we have nothing which

can carry us up to the Nicene age. The earliest

Liturgical documents previously known, belong to

the end of the seventh century. Such is the

manuscript of the Liturgies of St. Basil and St.

Chrysostom, formerly in the Barberini 1

Library at

1 Proemium to Gear s Euchologion. Bunscn has given a list of its con
tents. Ilippolytus and His Times, iv. 382.
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Rome, which Montfaucon dates about A. D. 09 1.
2

( )f nearly equal date are the manuscripts, from

which the Gallic .Liturgy, and the Gelasian recen

sion of the Roman Liturgy were published by

Thomasius;
3 the Leonian Sacramentary by Blan-

chinius, and the Gregorian by Muratori. These,

together with a Gallic Sacramentary of about the

same age, from a monastery at Bobbio,
4 which was

printed by Mabillon, have all been republished in

the valuable work of Muratori/

A great step, however, has been lately made, by

the discovery of various Palimpsests, which profess

to carry up our manuscript authority to a much

higher period. Bunsen has published one, from

the Library of St. Gall, which he dates A. i).

350, and Mone has published a collection, which

from their larger number is of far greater value, from

Palimpsests at Carlsruhe. The new writing which

had superseded them, was itself of the beginning

of the eighth century, and Mone would refer some
O *J I

of the Liturgical documents which preceded them,

and which a chemical process has enabled him to

detect, to the time of St. Ircnacus. That which
-

1 aimer s Origines, i. 4 f
J.

&quot;Codices Sacramcntorum nongentis minis vetustiores,&quot; Romjc, 1080.

For the authenticity of these documents, vide Palmer s Orig. Liturgicie, i.

11(5, 143. Cave lllxt. /.itrmriu, i. 4G4. Morinus, by whom the larger part

of these appear to have been first noticed, when in the possession of

1 ctaviiis. a Senator of the Parliament of Paris, from whom they passed to

Queen Christina, supposed the Codex which contained the Missale Fran-

eorum to have been written before the year 5&amp;lt;j&amp;lt;). Penitentiary App. p. 52.

The &quot;Missale Vaticanum Vctus,&quot; was from the Vatican Library, but

of as old a date as the rest. M^/iratori. ii. 515.
4 Muratori. ii. 7I&amp;gt;7.

5

Liturgiii Romana Vctus, edente L. A. Murntori. Venctiis, 1748.
G

Ilippolytus and his Times, iv. 470.
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seems not improbable, however, from the allusions

to persecution, and from other circumstances, is

that they were of the age of Dioclesian. 7

It cannot be said, then, that these manuscripts

(for the Palimpsests are too recently discovered

to have taken their place as decisive authorities)
can carry us back to the Nicene age. They are

important, as showing demon strably what kind of

service was used .a hundred years before the time

of Paschasius Radbert, and therefore before a

carnal interpretation is alleged to have been given
to the doctrine of the Real Presence. But if we
would ascertain what was the mode of worship
in the Xicenc age, we must discover what usages
were employed anterior to the composition of the

oldest surviving manuscripts. Xow this we
are enabled to do, through those divisions which

followed the great Councils of 431 and 451. The
different bodies which then left the Catholic Church,
were so completely separated from the orthodox,
that no intercourse has since existed between

them. So that when there is an identity between

the Liturgies which are still retained by the

Catholics, and those which these bodies carried

with them into their separation, it will show what
was that mode of worship which was in use pre
vious to the division. This species of inquiry was

suggested by Renaudot, and it enabled him to

fix the text of the two great Liturgies of St. James
7 Messen aus dem zweiten bis scchsten Jahrhundcrt. Von F. J. Mone

1850, vide p. 10, 55.
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and St. Murk, which form a basis for all the other

Liturgies of the East.

The most important of early Liturgies is that

which eocs by the name of St. James, because it

was the Liturgy originally employed in the Church

of Jerusalem, and thence in other parts of the

ancient Patriarchate of Antioch. It is still read

on the festival of that Apostle at
&quot;

Jerusalem, and

in some of the islands of the Archipelago ;&quot;

and

has been printed from various early manuscripts.

Moreover, it is referred to by various writers, who

lived within the Patriarchate of Antioch, in which

it was employed, such as St. Jerome, St. Chry-

sostom, Ephrem Syrus, and St. Cyril of Jerusalem.

The last in particular gives a description of it in

his Mystagogical Catechisms, by which alone it

might be sufficiently identified. It seems to have

been imitated also by the writer of the Apostolical

Constitutions, who lived in that part of the world

about the Nicene Age, and who borrowed what he

called the Clementine Liturgy from the usages

of the Church. This work, however, being only

that of a literary individual, is not of the same

importance
10 as any of the public Liturgies,

8 Ncale s History of the Eastern Church, i. 1318.

9 Palnu-r s Orpines Liturgies, i. 21.

&quot;The Chevalier Bunsen (Hippolytns and his Aye, vol. iv.
]&amp;gt;. 161) attaches

great importance to some liturgical fragments, which were taken by Ludol-

phus from an vEthiopic version of the Apostolical Constitutions. But

besides the objections stated in the text, it is to he observed first, that

the .Ethiopic Church was not founded till the fourth century ; and, secondly,

that the manuscript from which Ludolphus s extracts were taken (as he

himself savs. &quot;mcndosissime et corruptissime &quot;)

was evidently of late

date. Vide Ludolpluis Commentarivs a&amp;lt;l JHxt. JEthiopicam, p. 304, kc.
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supposing their form to be asccrtainable. And

\ve can determine what was the form of St.

James s Liturgy, as it was used during the

Niccnc Age, because its basis 11 turns out to be

identical with that of the Syriac Liturgy,
12 which

goes by the same name, and which has been pre

served among the Monophysites, or Syrian Jaco

bites, who have held no kind of communion with

the Catholics, since they separated at the time of the

Council of Chalcedon, A.D. 451. And this Syriac

Liturgy is the parent of thirty-nine others, which

are preserved among the Jacobites, and in which

its features are more or less repeated. Thus then

we can determine what was used as the Liturgy

of St. James during the Xicenc Age, because it

is preserved for us among the liturgical offices of

two parties, whom the strongest mutual hostility

has prevented from acting in concert during four

teen centuries.

A similar mode of argument enabled Kcnaudot

to determine what was the ancient Liturgy of St.

Mark, or that which was employed in the Church

of Alexandria. A Liturgy purporting to be that

of &quot; the Holy Apostle and Evangelist Mark,&quot; and

proved to be of Egyptian origin, by the prayers

which it contains for the rising of the Xile, has

been printed from a manuscript
1 &quot; of the tenth or

11 Vide Palmer s Orig. Litur., i. 24.

12 The Liturgy of St. James is printed in &quot; Neale s Tetralogia.&quot;
The

Syriac Liturgy of St. James is translated by Itenaudot, ii. 29. (Paris, 1716.)
13

Compare Kenaudot, i. 40, 144. &c., and Palmers Orig. i. 85.
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eleventh century, discovered in a Greek convent

in Calabria. Now this Liturgy is found to tally

exactly with that which is at present used at

festivals by the Egyptian Monophysites, and which

Kenaudot translates from the Coptic ;
and the cor

respondence between them is found to extend even

to those slight questions of arrangement in which

different families of liturgies differ from one another.

The Coptic service indeed bears the name of St.

Cyril, whom the Monophysites (though unjustly)

were accustomed to claim as authorizing their

opinions ;
but that it presents the form in which

the Alexandrian service was formerly solemnized,

is shown by its re-production in the ./Ethiopia

Canon,
11 and its nine derivative Liturgies. So

that here again we can tell with certainty what

was the Liturgy which was used in Egypt before

the year 451
;
lor the several parties by whom the

documents have been preserved, have been sepa

rated, not only by religious antipathy, but by
difference of speech.

These two Liturgies then, of St. James and St.

Mark, form the basis of our inquiry, because

their form can be fixed in a positive manner.

The Liturgy of St. James affords the means by
which we may ascertain the genuineness of the

office attributed to St. Basil, which was introduced

into the Church of Caesarea about A.D. 370 or 380.

&quot;

Renamlot, i. 490. Xcale s History of the Eastern Church, i. 324.

Palmer, i. 97.
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For St. Basil s Liturgy is a sort of recension of that

of St. James, as the Liturgy of St. Chrysos-

tom aerain is of that of St. Basil. These last are the
c)

two Liturgies at present used in the orthodox

Greek Church
;

St. Basil s on his own feast, and

during the greater part of Lent
;

St. Chrysostom s

during the rest of the year. Their general au

thenticity is shown, not only by their agreeing in

arrangement with the Liturgy of St. James, from

which they are derived, but from the relation borne

to them by the Armenian Liturgy, which is histori

cally connected with that of St. Basil, and by the

Ncstorian, which has the same connexion with

that of St. Chrysostorn.
15 And besides these

general grounds of acceptance, Mr. Palmer 11

maintains that their text may be determined by

the ordinary proofs resorted to in respect to other

ancient documents.

There are two main Families of Eastern Liturgies

then, that of Jerusalem, and that of Alexandria,

and it is known what was the exact form of each in

the Nicene Age. It is unnecessary to express an

opinion respecting the assertion of Neale and

lienaudot, that the Nestorian Liturgy of St. Adaeus

and St. Maris is to be added as a third family, and

as the ancient Liturgy of Mesopotamia.
17 For

even if its antiquity should be admitted, its frag-

15 Vide Renaudot Diss. de Lit. Orig. i. 34. Ncale s History of the

Eastern Church, i. 320.
16 Palmer s Origines, i. (56, 75.

17 Neale s Hist, of the East. Church, i. 320, 483. Renaudot, ii. 568, 599.

Mr. Palmer maintains the contrary ; Orig. i. 195.
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mcntary form would render it of little practical im

portance. We may turn, therefore, to the Western

Church, and observe that we can determine what

was the form of St. Peter s Liturgy, or that which

was used in the Church of Rome, in the time of

Leo the Great. Tor the Sacramentary of St.

Gregory is of unquestioned authority, and two

earlier recensions of the same Liturgy, copied from

manuscripts of the eighth century, are published

by Muratori. One of these is that which was

originally printed from the manuscript of Christina,

by Thomasius, the other from a still older manu

script at Verona, by Blanchinius. The only pre

ceding Bishops of Home, to whom these recensions

of the Liturgy can with any plausibility be at

tributed, are Gelasius and St. Leo. 18 So that

here again we are led to the year 451, as a date

at which the Liturgical practice of the Western

Church also, can be ascertained. And this is con

firmed by the resemblance which exists between

the Leonian Sacramentary, and the Ambrosian

Liturgy employed at Milan. 19 So that we may
add the Liturgy of Home to that of Alexandria

and Jerusalem, as well as to those of St. Basil and

St. Chrysostom, as affording a positive basis from

which to reason respecting the Liturgical usage

of the Church in the Nicene age.

The conclusions thus attained supply a key to

18 Vide Palmer s Origines, i. 117, and Muratori, Dissert, de Rebus Litur-

gicis. cap. 3.
19 This is given, Muratori Lit. Rom. Vetus, i. 131.
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the formularies of two other Churches, those of

France and of Spain ; respecting which the

evidence, when viewed in itself, is less decisive.

We know, indeed, that the ancient Liturgy of

Gaul cannot be referred to a later date than the

eighth century, because the Koman Liturgy was

introduced in its stead in the time of Charle

magne: and also that the Spanish Liturgy was

in existence as an independent rite, before the

Mahometan invasion, A.I). 714. The last (called

Mosarabic, from its employment while Spain was

under the Moors) was originally printed, though
not in a very correct form,

20
by the celebrated

Ximenes, A. D. 1500. The ancient Liturgy of

Gaul is preserved under various forms, three of

which were published originally by Thomasius, as

the Gothic, Francic, and Gallican Missals. 21 These

names indicate the localities, in which Liturgies,

which bear them, were severally employed.
&quot; The

old Liturgy in the South of France was called

20 &quot; Lcslcus Prrcf. Miss. Mosarab. Soc. vii. shows what portions of the

Mosarabic Liturgy and Missal were added in the time of Ximenes, and

during the Middle
Ages.&quot; Pyli/wr x O/ iy. Lit. \. 17-. The Mosarabic

Liturgy occurs in Mr. Nettle s Tetralogia, and a translation of it in his

Introduction to the History of the Eastern Church.
21

It is a peculiarity of the Gallic and Spanish Liturgies, that the sub

sidiary parts of the service, which admit of variation, are repeated under a

great variety of forms, while those which are essential, and therefore un

varied, are rarely written at length, but are commonly referred to by their

headings, as though the Priest was designed to repeat them from memory.
In the Missale Gothicum the Canon, or order of Consecration, as it is

called, nowhere occurs at length, though its separate parts are referred to

perpetually. But we may learn what the whole Canon was both from the

Missale Francorum, in which it occurs (No. xxiii.), and also from an
account of the Service by Germanus, Bishop of Paris, written probably in

the sixth century (Mabillon s Thesaurus Novus Anecdotorum, vol. v. p. 90).
Both of them show the Gallic, Liturgy to have agreed in all essential points
with the forms which prevailed in other countries.
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Gothic,&quot; says Mone,&quot;
&quot; because the West Goths

possessed the country for a long time, and gave

it the name of Gothia : the Liturgy of Central

Gaul was called Gallic
;

that of its northern

portion Francic, because used in the time of the

Francic ascendancy. But all these are Gallic

Liturgies. The title Gothic is not a correct one,

because there is nothing Gothic in the Liturgy, it

would more properly be called Celtic, for the south

and centre of France were known, even in the fifth

century, by the names of Ccltica and Gallia.&quot; . . .

&quot; The Mozarabic Liturgy, too, would be more cor

rectly designated as the
Spanish.&quot;

It is a ground for attributing high antiquity both

to the Spanish and Gothic Liturgies, that they

show no signs of having been either influenced by
the doctrinal 23 errors of the Arian Goths, nor yet

by those ritual arrangements, which their con

nexion with Constantinople-
4

might have suggested.

Hence it is probable that these formularies must

have been of earlier date than the Gothic invasion

at the beginning of the fifth century. It has been

seen how much higher antiquity Mone claims for

the Rituals which he publishes. So much can be

said with certainty, that the early liturgies of Gaul

and Spain may be discriminated from those of

other countries, not only by their language,
25 but

by various most marked peculiarities
of arrange-

22 Mone s Messen. p. 1.
M M- P- 2.

2&amp;lt; Palmers Origines, vol. i. 170. Ncale s Tetralogia, Pref. p. xxvii.
25 On the Provincial Forms of Latin, vide Mone, p. 40.
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ment
;

so that their agreement in fundamentals

with other ancient liturgies, the date of which can

be precisely fixed, swells the amount of their com

mon authority. For it contributes to prove that

the &quot;

original forms from which all the liturgies in

the world have been taken, resemble one another

too much to have grown up independently, and

too little to have been copied from one another.&quot;-
1

We have proof, then, what was the mode of

worship in the Nicene age. Even if the Palimpsests

should not possess the full antiquity assigned to

them, yet historical evidence determines what was

the Liturgy by which St. Leo consecrated, and

which was commented upon by St. Cyril. And the

accordance of the Fathers of the Nicene age in

such a ritual, enables us to ascend a step higher,

and to ascribe it with great probability to the

Apostles themselves, or to their immediate suc

cessors. For how came the liturgies of various

Churches to present that admixture of variety and

accordance, by which they are characterized ?

Flow came the Bishops of such distant countries,

when they met at the first great Christian assembly

at Nice, to display such unanimity in their modes

of worship ? We know from history
2
~

that when

they met on such public occasions, their custom

was to solemnize the sacred mysteries; yet there

is not an indication that any of them expressed
26 Sec the excellent paper on &quot; the Antiquity of the Existing Liturgies.&quot;

Tracts for tlie Times, No. 63.
27 Vide Eusebius s account of the Council held on occasion of the Dedi

cation of a Church at Jerusalem. Life of Constantine, iv. 43.
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surprise or dissatisfaction at the usage of their

brethren. This could hardly have been the case,

unless their services had been derived from a

common origin. Yet in whom can that origin be

found, save in the Holy Apostles, or in those their

immediate successors, by whom the great Churches

of Christendom had been founded? So that the

union of accordance and variety which is apparent

in the liturgies of the Xicene age accordance in

all fundamental features
; variety in minor details-

enables us to determine what were the general fea

tures of the Church s worship in the age which

immediately followed the Apostles.

Secondly So much for the antiquity of the

ancient Liturgies : the next question is their num

ber. And this likewise is a point of considerable

importance. For it must be remembered that (with

the exception of a few baptismal offices), there

exist no traces of any other public formularies. A
few prayers remain as the composition of indi

viduals, but the consecration of the Holy Eucharist

was the only thing (so far as we know) for which

the early Church thought it necessary to provide a

formal ritual by public authority. Hence we may
infer the great weight which it attached to this

action. And it is not immaterial to observe the

variety of forms into which each Liturgical Type

speedily multiplied itself a variety which, with

out being incompatible with their common origin,

shows the amount of thought and attention which
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they early received. For, first, we have the Liturgy

of Jerusalem, with its forty derivative Syriac forms,

together with those of St. Basil and St. Chrysos-

tom, which bear a certain relation to it, and are

themselves illustrated by the Armenian and the

three Nestorian Liturgies. Next we have the

Liturgy of Alexandria, the authenticity of which is

witnessed by the three Coptic and the ten Ethiopia

Liturgies. Then comes that of Rome and its re-o

latcd Ambrosian Liturgy. Finally, we have the

Spanish Liturgy ;
and the Gallic, published in

four shapes by Muratori, and in another by Mone.

Thus we have sixty-two Eastern, and at least eight

AVestern Liturgies. Indeed, were the different

forms under which the Gallic recensions occur to

be counted as different liturgies, the number of the

whole would exceed one hundred.

Thirdly Now this leads to the third subject of

inquiry, what is the conclusion to which these

various Liturgies conduct. For no doubt their

number is a most material consideration in any

argument which is based upon their consent. It

may be readily admitted, not only that single ex

pressions, but that important usages and prayers

may have been subsequently introduced into them.

Thus we can refer the wide employment of the

word o/iioovffio? to the first, that of OCOTOATOS to the third

general Council. In like manner we have an ac

count of the introduction of the Cherubic-8

hymn
- 8 Vide Gear s Euchologion, p. 131, and 1 almer s Origen. i. 2-1.
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into the Church of Constantinople in the time of

Justin. But it is not possible, considering this

vast number of independent offices, that the same

expressions should have been accidentally intro

duced into all
;
and still less that they could all

have agreed in attaching to the same usages thatO O c5

peculiar importance, which we see to have been

assigned to them. For that which is found to be

the essential characteristic of all ancient Liturgies

the very purpose, which not only speaks in their

individual expressions, but gives shape and con

sistency to their whole arrangements is that they

represent a certain transaction, a certain course of

events, of which the crisis and consummation is

that which is done in respect to the sacred elements

themselves, with a view of giving to them their

character and importance.

We have every variety, therefore, in the initiatory

parts of the service, but as soon as we come to

the repetition of the words of Institution, we find

the most striking sameness of expression. The

multiplied introductions of the Spanish and Gallic

forms fall back into the appointed canon or order,

so soon as the solemn words recur,
&quot; who in the

same night in which He suffered&quot; [Qui pridic

quam pateretur, &c.]. Throughout all Churches

founded by the Apostles, the exact repetition of

those words which Our Lord had originally uttered,

were supposed essential to the consecration of the

Eucharist. In all Liturgies, with the smallest pos-
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sible exception, they are found to be identical.

This proceeds upon the principle which is explained
in the Liturgy of St. Chrysostom, that the real

minister in the consecration of the Holy Eucharist

is Christ Himself 1&quot;- The victim is identical with the

priest. &quot;Thou art the thing offered and the offerer.&quot;
30

Such is the doctrine which is written no less clearly in

the whole ritual, than in the individual expressions
of the ancient writers. For why this scrupulous
care to repeat

31 the exact words of Our Lord, unless

some peculiar effect was dependent upon the action ?

It proceeds upon the notion, which St. Paul autho

rizes, that the Holy Eucharist is a perpetuation of

Our Lord s Passion, wherein that great event, on
which the salvation of mankind wholly depends, is

continually pleaded before (rod. &quot; As often as ye
29

Considering the general character of Luther s doctrine, it mHit have
been expected that lie would have admitted the reality of consecration
and probably he would have done so. if to recognise the priestlv commis
sion had not been its necessary result. The high Lutheran party who
drew up the Formula Concordia) in 1580, ordered the repetition of Our
Lords words ot consecration,

&quot;

ut elementa pauis et viui ad huiic sacrum
nsuni .... sanctificeiitur sou beuedieantur.&quot; Art. 7. p. 74!). The effect
of the omission maybe seen in the gradual dying out of high views respect
ing the Holy Eucharist among the Lutherans. But, that Luther s own
feelings on this subject harmonized with the ancient system was shownwhen he was brought into collision with Zuinglius in &quot;the conference -it

Marburg.
&quot; He did not teach, he said, that men by their word could brin&quot;

( linst s Body into the bread. Verba nou nostra. sed Christi sunt : Facite
&c. Per hoc verbum facit, ut manus sacerdotis sit iiianus Christi Os
non est meum, lingua non est mca, sed Christi, though I be knave or cheat

&quot;

Col/tit inHospinian, pt. ii. p. 124, as cited by Ebrard, vol. ii. p. ;?2L&amp;gt; Ebrard
would understand the last words,

&quot; ich sey cm bub odor sclialk.&quot; as thou-di
Luther meant,

&quot;

otherwise I am a knave&quot;.&quot; Hut they have surely a similar

force
to the statement in our 2(ith Article. The consecration is effectual

because wrought by Christ, though the minister may be an unbeliever
Luther repeats the same statement, I/osjn nian, vol. ii., p. ]-&amp;gt;7- &quot;AVcnn die
wort iiber das Brot gesprochen werden, so ist der leib da. wie boss der sey
cler sie spncht.

J

&quot;&amp;lt;rv

&amp;lt;yxp
It o Trpoifipuv xii

^ocrpEpd^fvof.&quot; Goar, p. 72.
Hence in the English canon, as Henaudot observes, the words of Inti-

tution are ordered to be re])eated. if the consecrated elements are found not
i surncient for the communicants. Dissert, vol. i. p. xiii.
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eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the

Lord s death till lie come.&quot;

Now this crowning mystery of the Gospel was

commenced by Our Lord Himself, when He gave

Himself, as their spiritual sustenance, to His

Apostles. His words, if taken literally, imply that

the oblation which He had assumed our nature to

present, was already commenced. &quot; This is My
Body, which is given for you !&quot;

&quot; This cup is the

New Testament in My Blood, which is shed for

you.&quot;
And if from the literal force of the words

themselves, we turn to the Church s comprehension

of them, we find it affirmed both that Christ on that

occasion 02 instituted the Priesthood of Melchisedcc,

and that He then bestowed Himself as the sus

tenance of His brethren, &quot;Who is carried,&quot; says St.

Austin, &quot;in his own hands ? In the hands of others

a man can be carried, but not in his own. How

this could be understood literally of David we do

not find : but how it can be understood of Christ we

do find. For Christ was carried in His own hands,

when commending His own body He said, this is My
Body. For he bore that body in His own hands.&quot;

33

The holy words of Our Lord then had begun that

work, which was to be accomplished by the unholy

hands of others. It was commenced in the upper

chamber, but consummated on the cross. And
32 .. Chvistus .... obtulit hoc idem, quod Melchisedech obtulerat, id

cst pancm ct vinuni. smnn scilicet corpus et sanguinem.&quot;
And lie goes on

to say,
&quot; Christum otferre oportehat circa vcsperara diei, &&.&quot; CyprianEpist.

C3. i 1(5. p. 101, 104. (Paris, HilJG.)
33 In Psalmum xxxiii. Enarratio, i.,

sec. 10.



WITNESS TO COXSECKATIOX. 65

that which Our Lord began to do by His own
words when He was upon earth, He still continues

to do, through the ministry of His servants, now
that He has ascended into heaven. The commis
sion given to His Apostles was to represent Him
self. This commission they delivered to their suc

cessors, the bishops throughout the world. From
them have all priests received like authority. So
that the action which they severally perform is not

their own action, but the perpetuation of that priest

hood of Melchisedek, which their Great Head was

pleased to undertake. This is well expressed by
an Eastern writer quoted by Renaudot :

&quot; The priest

says the same words which Our Lord spoke in the

Upper Chamber when He framed that mystery;
that it might be known that it is Christ Himself,

who, through the Father s will, and the operation of

the Holy Ghost, sanctifies the offering which is

placed upon the altar. Christ does so through the

agency of the priest who pronounces the words.

For not he who ministers, but He who is invoked,
is Himself the consecrator.&quot;

:J4

To this principle, then, the ancient Church bore

witness, not only by its words, but still more by its

actions. The care with which the words of conse

cration were repeated, implied a belief that they
were essential to the validity of some great action.

And if so, it must have been this action itself, and
that with which it was conversant, on which the

34

Dionysius Barsalibi in Renaudot, vol. ii., p. 84.

F



GG ANCIENT LITUK(iIKS

value of the ordinance depended. Its importance

must have rested, not merely on a consideration of

the Giver or receiver, but likewise on the worth of

the thing received. The gift conferred in and through

the elements themselves must have been the thing-

regarded. Nothing renders this more apparent than

a comparison of the ancient forms with any of those

which were introduced under the influence of Zuin-

o-lius or Calvin. In the ancient Liturgies theo tj

words of Consecration were quoted literally, and

not in the way of narration : they were made part

of a prayer, and the people were enjoined to answer,

Amen. But in the Calvinistic formularies this

prayer is changed into a sermon; and instead of a

mystical action addressed to God, we have a narra

tion for the instruction of the congregation. Thus

in the service employed in the Palatinate,
35 after a

discourse on the subject of the Holy Eucharist, in

which the hearers are informed what Our Lord said

and did at the Paschal Supper, the minister is di

rected to conclude,
&quot; From this institution of the

Holy Supper of Our Lord Jesus Christ, ire see that

He directs our belief and confidence to His perfect

offering once made on the cross,&quot; &c.

Here is an example of that which Ebrard affirms

to be true of all Protestant formularies, that &quot; the

consecration has only a declaratory, and no operative

meaning.&quot;
30 And the belief of the ancient Church,

35 This is taken from the &quot; Clmr-Pfalzisehe Kirchen-Ordnung in anno

1011 imblicirt.&quot;
Vide Sammlung Evangeliseh-Lutherisch und Reformirter

Kirehen-Ordmmpeii. Ziil/u-lunt, 1738, vol. ii.. p. !&amp;gt;28.

36 Dogma von II. Abendniahl, see. xliv., vol. ii.. p. 794.
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namely, that the words of consecration were effective

and not exegetical, is rendered more striking by the

contrast. They were not recited to the people for

their information, but pleaded before God for the

attainment of the promise. The people were not

to listen to them only because they were words of

instruction; but to say Amen to them, because

they were words of power. So that here lies the

wide difference between the systems which we have

been comparing. According to the modern notion,

nothing was really transacted in the Holy Eucharist,

but the people were taught what God might please

to do through some other channel, or what they

might attain through their own faith. The benefit

of the ordinance was supposed to turn on considera

tions drawn either from the Giver or the receiver,

not from the thing itself. But because the ancient

Church believed that a gift was bestowed in the

Holy Eucharist itself, therefore those acts, on which

the consecration was dependent, received the whole

weight of its attention.

It was stated that all ancient liturgies, with the

very smallest exception, repeat the precise words

of consecration, supposing that their exact repetition

is essential, because they are effective and not

merely declaratory. The only exception would

seem to be found in some copies of certain Syriac

Monophysite Liturgies. It can hardly be supposed,

as Eenaudot 37
conceives, that the omission which
* 7

Renaudot, vol. ii. p. 88, 84.
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is observable in these liturgies has arisen from neg-

lio-ence or because those well-known words which
o

were always employed were repeated from memory,

inasmuch as the Institution appears to be really

narrated, but in an imperfect and abbreviated
38 form.

Of the three liturgies to which this remark replies,

that of Xystus, the 2nd of St. Peter, and that of

Barsalibi,
31 the two first are given by llenaudot from

other authorities, in a more perfect
40

form; that

of Barsalibi
11 he seems to have found incurable.

But however singular and censurable may be these

deviations from the usual rule, they rest upon a

principle
which tends to corroborate the present

argument. For it can scarcely be doubted that

the peculiarity
which distinguishes these few (and

comparatively modern) Monophysite Liturgies, re

sults from the great stress which they lay on

another part of the liturgic office, the invocation of

the Holy Ghost.

This rite is made so prominent in the Syrian

Liturgies, that they have been supposed
42 to imply

38 This is tin- distinction between these liturgies, mid that of St.
_

Adonis

and St Maris (/ietuiudot, ii. WW.); in which the words of Institution are

altogether omitted. Kenauelut supposed this to arise from a defect in the

ancient manuscript from which he printed. Mr. Neale refers to another

manuscript in the British Museum. (Xeale * /fist, ofEastern (. hurrh, i. 4N5.J

But this is not onlv of very modern date, hut it contains a mark, implying

that the words of consecration should he supplied verbally. A more impor

tant point which he mentions, is that theNestorians were charged with th

omission fib. p. 485.) Yet if this omission had existed anciently in the

Litur-v of St. Adivus, how could the words of Institution appear in the two

later Nestorian Liturgies, those of Theodore, and of Nestorius?

the doctrinal peculiarities of the Xestorians would account for the omis

sion of these words in the one case, hut not for their insertion in the other;

since the tendency of their heresy was to diminish the reveren

towards Our Lord s Human Body. ..

Kenaudot, ii. p. 82.
40 Vol. ii. p. 135, and p. loG. &quot;Vol. n. p. 4,,0.

&quot;By
Richard Simon, in his notes to the &quot;Itinerarium Montis _Libam. -

Vide Kenaudot, vol. ii. p. 83.
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that it is the sole principle of consecration, indepen

dently of the repetition of the words of Institution.

It will be shown in the tenth chapter that the invoca

tion of the Holy Ghost is not incompatible with the

ancient view of the importance of the words of In

stitution : but it is sufficient to say that the weight

attached to the elements themselves, and conse

quently the reality of the gift which is bestowed in

them, is more clearly brought out by this part of the

form of consecration than even by the other. For

the Invocation of the Holy Ghost, which occurs in

all ancient liturgies except the Koman, particularizes

commonly the elements themselves as the object

for which it asks a blessing, and in numerous cases

specifies the change of the elements as the especial

blessing solicited. Thus, in the Liturgy of St.

Chrysostom, we read,
&quot; Send down Thy Holy

Ghost upon us, and on these prepared gifts, . . .

and make this bread the precious Body of Thy
Christ, . . . and that which is in this cup the pre

cious Blood of Thy Christ, . . . changing them by

Thy Holy Ghost.&quot; In like manner the Armenian

Liturgy: &quot;We beseech Thee, O good God, that Thou

wouldest send down upon us, and upon the offering

which is before us, Thy Holy consubstantial Spirit.

Bless this bread, so as to make it the Body of Our

Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. Bless that which

is in this cup, so as to make it truly the Blood of

Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. Bless this

bread and wine, so as to make them truly the Body
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and Blood of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,

changing them by Thy Holy Ghost.&quot;
1

The most ancient of all liturgies, that of St.

James, prays in like manner :

&quot; Send upon us,

and upon these proposed gifts, Thy most Holy

Ghost, .... that coming upon them with His holy,

and good, and glorious presence, He may hallow

and may make this bread the Holy Body of Thy

Christ, and this cup the precious Blood of Thy

Christ.&quot;
44 Just similar is the language of the

Gallic Liturgies :

&quot; We pray Thee, () Omnipotent

Father, that Thou wouldest pour the Spirit of

sanctirication upon these elements, placed upon

Thy altar, that by the transfusion of the celestial

and invisible sacrament, this bread may be changed

into flesh, and this cup translated into blood, that

it may be wholly grace, and may be a medicine to

those who receive it.&quot;

1 Now all these passages

refer to the elements themselves, as the especial

object of the Spirit s influence, and therefore con

template the gift actually bestowed, as the thing

of value in the transaction. Here, again, the full

force of the ancient expressions will be best appre

ciated by comparing them with those of the Cal-

vinistic school. The following passage in the

Kirchen-Ordnung of the Palatinate appears to be

designed to correspond with the prayer for the

descent of the Holy Ghost in the ancient liturgies.

43 Neale s Hist, of Eastern Church, vol. i. p. 578.

&quot;

Neale, p. 575.
45 Hone s Messen. p. 21.
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&quot; In order that we now, beloved in the Lord, may be fed

by Christ with the true bread from heaven, let us not fix our

hearts on the outward bread and wine, but rai.se up our hearts

and faith above themselves to the heaven where Christ Jesus is

an intercessor at the right hand of His heavenly Father ; there

let us exhibit for ourselves the articles of our Christian faith, and

not doubt that as truly as we receive the holy bread and drink

in His remembrance, He will feed our souls through the working
of the Holy Ghost with His Body, and make them drink of His

Blood.&quot;
4&amp;lt;i

Here then we see the exact contrast between the

ancient and modern services. The first suppose

Christ to descend through the agency of His Spirit

upon earth : the last suppose men to ascend through
the action of their spirits into heaven. In the first,

Christ is supposed to bestow an actual gift, which

men may either accept or reject, and which is

equally bestowed upon all. According to the last,

no gift at all is bestowed through the ordinance

itself
;

it is only an emblem of the general good-will

of the great Spiritual Being.

Thus the Strasburg Kirchen-Ordnung, A.D. 1598

(p. 167), after thewords ofInstitution have been read

to the people, proceeds :

&quot; This is our Redeemer s and

Saviour s own word, which will fitly be believed by

us, whom He has now thought worthy and sancti

fied, so as to be able to come to Him with fruit.&quot;

Here are both parts of the Calvinistic system the

Holy Eucharist is not supposed to communicate a

gift, but to bear witness to the general purpose of

the Supreme Being : a purpose which, according to

Calvin, is founded upon the arbitrary appointment
40
Sammlunp; Kirchen-Ordnungen, vol. ii. p. 930.
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by which His favourites have previously been

selected. But the ancient Church supposed a

positive gift to be bestowed through the consecrated

elements a gift by which all receivers might profit,

though its benefit would be lost by those who

received it unworthily. It supposed this gift to

possess a value irrespective of the receiver, and

which, therefore, was alike to all. And it showed

its belief in the reality of this gift, as well by

affirming that the right to consecrate was a specific

trust, committed by Our Lord to His appointed

representatives, as by that solemn ritual which it

was wont to employ in the service of consecration.

II. So much respecting the ancient liturgies, and

the proofs which they afford, that the gift bestowed

in the Holy Eucharist is bestowed through the

elements. We now come to the next head of argu

ments the direct statements of ancient writers, that

the efficacy of the Holy Eucharist depends upon
the change which consecration effects in the ele

ments. From which it would seem to be a neces

sary inference, that it is through the elements them

selves that the benefit conveyed in this ordinance

is communicated.

The language of ancient writers on this subject

is less uniformly explicit seemingly than it would

be, because their habitual unwillingness to expose

sacred subjects to the profanencss of the heathen,

restricted the express mention of that to which they

allude. Hence the continual recurrence of such
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expressions as those used by St. Augustin
47 and St.

Chrysostom
&quot; the faithful will know what I

mean,&quot;

&quot; the initiated will comprehend what is intended,&quot;

when they have occasion to refer to the Holy
Eucharist. Expressions of this kind are found in

Origen,
48 whose Homilies are the earliest which

have been preserved. There were four writers

however in the early Church, who were led into

further detail, by the circumstance of their address

ing Catechetical Lectures to those who were re

cently baptized. In this case those grounds for

reserve did not exist, which interfered with the

freedom49 of more public addresses. In the Cate

chetical Lectures, therefore, of St. Ambrose, St.

Cyril, St. Gregory Nyssen, and St. Gaudentius, we
find express statements of the change which con

secration was supposed to make in the Holy Ele

ments. So forcible are their expressions, that it is

necessary to add, by way of caution, that they must

not be supposed to have admitted any carnal pre
sence of Christ, i. c

., any such presence as that He
could be an object to the senses.

Let us begin with St. Ambrose, who in his lec

tures,
&quot;

I)e
Mysteriis,&quot; professes to explain those

things to the baptized,
50 which before baptism it

47 &quot; Nesciunt Catechumen! quid accipiant Christiani.&quot; In .Twin, True. xi. 4.
48 Vide Horn, in Levit. ix. 10; vol. ii., p. 244, and xiii. 15, p. 2 .&quot;&amp;gt;,&amp;gt;.

49 The reality of this feeling is shown by the caution prefixed to St. Cy
ril s Lectures. &quot;These Catechetical Lectures thon niayest put into the
hands of candidates for baptism, and of baptized believers, but by no means
of Catechumens, nor of any others, who are not Christians

;
as thou shall

answer to the Lord.&quot; Oxford Trunsl p. 9. Of course the full Doctrine of
the Holy Eucharist is to be found in such works as the Homilies which St.

Chrysostom addressed to Christians.
1

&quot; Nunc de mysteriis dicere tempus admonct. atqne ipsam sacramentorum
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would have been a profanation to have disclosed to

them. Now such a mode of speaking is wholly

inconsistent with that view of things, which would

strip the Holy Eucharist of its mystery. Itwould have

been strange language to have been adopted need

lessly by the Fathers, since they had to justify them

selves against the charge of Thyestian banquets on

the flesh of children a charge which this reserve on

their part had a tendency to encourage. St. Am

brose, then, after speaking of the regenerating force

of Baptism, goes on to affirm that in the Holy

Eucharist is vouchsafed the real presence of Christ s

Body and Blood.
&quot; You may perhaps say, that which I sec is something different:

how do you prove to me that I receive the Body of Christ ! This

is what it remains for me to prove. What examples, therefore,

am 1 to use? Let me prove that this is not that which nature

has made it, hut that which the benediction has consecrated it to

be : and that the force of the benediction is greater than that of

nature, because by the benediction nature herself is changed.&quot;
1

And then, after citing various instances from the Old

Testament, in which an external element had been

made the means of conferring an inward gift,
and of

the influence exercised by the one upon the other,

ending with the mystery of the Incarnation, he

concludes,
&quot; Our Lord Jesus Christ Himself proclaims, this is My Bod;/.

Before the sacred words of benediction another species is named,

after consecration the Body is implied. He Himself speaks

of His Blood. Before consecration it is spoken of as another

thing. After consecration it is named Blood. And
you&quot; (i. e.

rationem edcre : quam ante baptismum si putasscmns insinuandum nondum

initiiitis, prodidissc, potius quam edidisse zestnnaremur. Ue, Mystenis, i. -.

51 DC Mvsti-riis, ix. 50.
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the receiver) &quot;say
Amen that is, it if true. What your mouth

expresses, let your inner mind confess feel what you say.&quot;

52

The Lectures of St. Cyril of Jerusalem con

tinue, as in ancient days, to be regarded by the

Eastern Church as a text-book for the instruction

of the young. In his third Mystagogical Catechism

he says,

&quot;The bread in the Eucharist, after the invocation of the Holy
Ghost, is mere bread no longer, but the Body of Christ.&quot;

53

And in the fourth,
&quot;

Contemplate therefore the bread and wine not as bare elements,
for they are, according to the Lord s declaration, the Body and
Blood of Christ ; for though sense suggests this to thec, let faith

stablish thee. Judge not the matter from taste, but from faith

be fully assured without misgiving, that tliou hast been vouch
safed the Body and Blood of Christ.&quot;

51

Therefore he tells persons to be
&quot;

Fully persuaded, that what seems bread is not bread, though
bread by taste, but the Body of Christ ; and that what seems
wine is not wine, though the taste will have it so, but the Blood
of Christ,&quot;

55

St. Gregory Nyssen, in his Catechetical Discourse,

speaks of the Human Body of Our Lord as exalted

by Personal union with Deity, and brings this forward

5
&quot;&quot;Ante benedictionem verborum coelestium alia species nominatur,

post consecrationem corpus sijrniiicatur.&quot; Ante eonscciationem aliud

dicitur, post consecrationem saniruis nuncnpatur.&quot; DC. Mi/sto-iis. ix. 54.

There is a passage in the &quot; De Sacramentis&quot; iv.
,&quot;&amp;gt;,

2. !. which expresses the
same truth in still more concise words. ]5ut it is not quoted in the text,
because though admitted to be of jrreat antiquity, it has been disputed
whether this treatise is by St. Ambrose. &quot;Antequam consecretur, panis est :

ubi antem vcrba Christ! accesserint. corpus est Christi.&quot; With this may
be compared the words of St. Ca-sarius of Aries : Quando benedicenda-
verbis ccelestibus creaturaj sacris altaribus impommtur, antequam invoca-
tione sancti nominis consecrentur, siibstantia illic est panis et vim

; post
verba autem Christi corpus et sanjjuis Christi. Quid autem mirum est, si

ea, qua-, verbo potuit creare, possit verbo creata coiiverterc?&quot; Homilia
vii. D&amp;lt;- J nsrhate Bib. Pat. viii. p. 820. 53 Oxford Translation, p. 2C8.

54 Oxford Translation, p. 271. &quot; Oxford Translation, p. 272.
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as illustrative of the change which befalls the sacred

elements.
&quot; With reason therefore do we believe that the bread, which is

now sanctified by the word of God, is transformed into the Body
of God the Word. For that&quot; (natural)

&quot;

Body&quot; (of our Lord s)

&quot; was in effect bread&quot;
[_i. e., as he has explained before, bread

had been the food by which it had been nourished].
&quot; But it

was sanctified by the indwelling of the Word, which tabernacled

in our flesh.&quot;

This process, then, he compares with the Holy

Eucharist.

&quot;For there too the bread, as the Apostle says, is sanctified by

the word of God, and by prayer, so that it does not pass into the

Body of the Word by the process of eating and drinking, but is

transformed at once into Body by a word, as the Word expressed

it, saying, this is My Body.
&quot; 86

In this inanner, he says,

&quot;Humanity is made partaker of the Divine Nature through

communion with Deity.&quot;

And he sums up with the statement, that God
&quot; Bestows these gifts, by changing the nature of the apparent

elements into that&quot;
\_i.

e., the immortal]
&quot;

by the power of the

benediction.&quot;
57

St. Gaudentius, Bishop of Brescia, speaks no

less distinctly than his metropolitan, St. Ambrose.

&quot; The Creator and Lord of nature, who produces bread from

the earth, of bread again (because it is within His power, and

His promise), makes His own body : and He who made wine

of water, of wine makes His blood.&quot;
01

And again :

&quot; The hereditary gift of the New Testament, is that sacrifice

56
St. Greg. Nyss. Cut Orat. 3 ,),

vol. iii. p. 104. The true tcxUjf this

passage, as cited by Theorian, is given, Maio, Nova Collectio, vi., 370.

5T
&quot; TWTOL SE S/Swo-i Ty rr&amp;gt;; ivlo^as Suva^f i, TO/&amp;gt;OJ

SXEIVO fAirataroi -/fiaans TOJV $a.ivof*.-

EVWV Trjv u&amp;lt;Tiy.&quot; Id. ]).
105.

;&amp;gt;s &quot;

Ipse iuitururum Creator et dominus, qui producit de terra panem, de

pane rursiis (quia et potest et promisit), efficit proprium corpus: etqui

de aqua vinnm fecit, et de vino sangoinem suum.&quot; Gaudentius ad

Ncop/ii/tos, Bib. Pat. Max. \. 94(5.
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wliich on the night that lie was betrayed to be crucified, He
left as the pledge of His presence. This is that viaticum for

our way, by which we arc nourished in this journey of life, until

departing from this world, we come to Him ; by reason of which
the same Lord said, Unless ye eat My flesh, and drink My
blood, ye have no life in you. For lie wished that His benefits

should continue among us
; lie wished that through the image

of His own Passion our souls should be always sanctified by His

precious blood. He orders, therefore, His faithful disciples,
whom He appointed also the first priests of His Church, to

solemnize perpetually those mysteries of eternal life, which it is

necessary that all priests, throughout every Church of the whole
world, should celebrate till Christ comes again from heaven.
This was done, that we, the priests, and the whole body of the

faithful, having the representation of Christ s Passion daily before
oui- eyes, carrying it in our hands, and receiving it in our mouths,
and bosoms, might be possessed with an indelible memorial of
our redemption, and might obtain a sweet medicine and per
petual defence against the venom of the devil. As the Holy
Spirit exhorts, O taste and see how sweet the Lord is.

&quot; 5y

III. These passages, from four distinguished

bishops of the fourth Century, show us the instruction

which the Primitive Church gave to the
youn&quot;-,

when she brought them to the Holy Eucharist.

]t was clearly supposed that the elements them
selves underwent some change, by virtue of Our
Lord s words, and of the power of the Holy Ghost

;

and that through the consecration thus conferred

upon them, they became the media of a certain

mysterious benefit. And the same thing is mani

fest, in the third place, from the usages of the

Church. It appears to have been a custom from
the very first for bishops to send the consecrated

elements to one another, as a sign of intercom

munion. This is mentioned as an ancient usage,
59

Gaudentius ul&amp;gt;i supra, p. J47.
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by St. Irenacus
r

(in his letter to Victor), towards

the end of the second century. Here we see the

same purpose, which is explained by Pope Inno

cent,
01 in the fourth century ;

the consecrated

elements, he says, were sent from the Cathedral

to the dependent churches of the city, in order

that all might feel themselves bound together

in one communion. Iut what would have been

the meaning of this, unless the elements had beenO

supposed to gain some especial sanctity by conse

cration ? Again, we know that, so early as the

middle of the second century, it was customary

for the deacons to carry the consecrated elements 02

to those who were debarred from attending public

worship. This clearly supposes that the elements

themselves conveyed some especial gift. Neither

did anything exercise a larger influence upon the

practice of the Church, than the notion that the

elements were not only beneficial, if they were

received at the time of consecration, but that by

virtue of their consecration they continued to be

the medium of conveying all those benefits, which

were to be obtained by the devout participant.

Thus was there a means provided, whereby those

who were precluded from taking part in the public

ritual, might yet partake in that communion with

Christ which it was appointed to convey. Whether

such a custom was sanctioned by the Apostles
60

Euscliius, v. 24.
&quot; Letter to Peceutius, sec. v. Harchiin. i. 097.

62
.Justin Martyr. Apol. i. sec. Ixv. p. 8:5.
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themselves, or whether it was only the result

which the Church had drawn from their principles,

it is clear that before the end of the second cen

tury, it was usual for the faithful to carry home
with them a portion of the sacred elements, the

partaking of which, before other food, was to be

the consecrating principle of their daily life. This

custom, subsequently abolished, when altered cir

cumstances rendered it liable to abuse, is noticed

by Tertullian,
;;J as universally prevalent, in the

second, and by St. Cyprian
;1

in the third centuries.

Thus were persons who were debarred from joining

in Church offices in times of persecution, or who

lived as hermits in the wilderness, enabled to

partake of the daily communion. All the soli

taries in the desert, St. Basil
&quot;

tells us, were

accustomed in his time to retain the consecrated

elements in their cells
;
and the same, he says,

was the usage in Egypt, where the elements, having
been once consecrated by a priest, were afterwards

administered to themselves by the faithful. In

the next age we find St. Cyril of Alexandria

speaking in strong terms of censure respecting
those who doubted the permanent sacredness with

which the consecrated elements were invested. &quot; I

hear that some persons say that the mystical Eu
charist is inefficacious, if a part of it be left to

)3 &quot; Non sciet maritus quid secrcto ante onmem cibum gustos.&quot; Tcr-
tullianad i j-ortm, ii. .&quot;&amp;gt;. Vide also DC Orutione, 14. Tertullian s mention
of this custom, as a sufficient reason why a Christian woman should not

marry a heathen, shows that it must have been generally practised hy
Christian women.

01
St. Cyprian I)e Lapsis, p. 17fi.

G5
St. Basil, Ep. 93.
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another day. They must be mad to say so.

For Christ is not altered, neither will His sacred

Body be changed ;
but the power of the blessing,

and the life-giving grace, is permanent in it.&quot;
C(5

That the same was the case in other localities we

learn from St. Jerome/
7 as well as from St.

Gregory*
18

Nazianzcn, who describes the domestic

altar, where the Holy Eucharist was reserved by
his sister Gorgonia.

This practice allied itself with the usage of

retaining the consecrated elements in the Church,

either that the Holy Eucharist might be in readi

ness to carry to the sick, or for the purpose of

administering it on the next occasion to the people.

The latter was especially the case in Lent, when

it was not usual, at least in the Eastern Church,

to consecrate the elements on any days but

Saturday and Sunday. Such was the direction

given by the 49th canon of the Council of

Laodicrca,
69 which was followed up by the order

of the Council in Trullo,
70

still observed in the

Greek Church,
71 that in Lent the &quot;mass of the

Pre-sanctified,&quot; as it was called, should be solem

nized except on Saturday, Sunday, and the Feast

of the Annunciation. In the Church of Rome, the

two days preceding Easter Sunday were the only

ones on which the Holy Eucharist was not conse-
66

Epistola ad Calosyrium, vol. vi., p. 365.
67

Epistola, 30. Ad Pamirmchium, vol. iv., part ii., p. 239.
08 Oratio Undecima, vol. i. 18G. (Paris, 1630.)

69 Harduin. i. 7i)0.
70

Ibid. iii. 1682.
71 The office of the Pro-sanctified, as at present used in the Greek

Church, is given by Mr. Neale, Introduction, p. 713.
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crated, and on which, therefore, it was necessary
to administer that which had been reserved from

a previous service. A custom prevailed in the

West, in the sixth century, which shows another

purpose which the reservation of the elements

was designed to answer. When the elements were

to be consecrated, it was usual, it seems, to join

with them a portion of that which had been con

secrated on a previous day, as though by way of

asserting the oneness and perpetuity of the ob

lation. This custom is noticed in the description
of the ancient Gallic Service, by Germanus,

72

bishop of Paris, composed apparently during the

sixth century, as well as by his contemporary,

Gregory
73 of Tours. Both of them call the vessel

in which the sacred elements were preserved, a
&quot; Tower :&quot; a name for which Germanus accounts,

by supposing that it was designed to represent
the rock in which Our Lord s Body was entombed.

A description
74 of the Roman Service, of somewhat

similar date, refers to the same custom.

All these circumstances imply that the elements

themselves were supposed to gain a sanctity,

which made them the means of communicating
that gift which was sought for in the Holy
Eucharist

;
and therefore that the blessing was

&quot; &quot;

Expositio Brcvis Antiquse Liturgia Gallicanaj.&quot; MaMlon s Thesaurus
Novus Anecdotorum, vol. v. 95.

73
Gregorii Turonensis De Gloria Martyrum, i. 80. &quot;Acccpta turre, in

qua ministerium Dominici corporis habebatur,&quot; Bib. Pat. Max., xi. 854.
74

Muratorii Liturgia Komana Vetus, ii. p. 979. (It had been originally
published by Mabillon.)

G
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believed to be bound up with the thing itself, and

not to depend merely upon the coincident action of

the parties.
A further proof is supplied by the

manner in which Christ was asserted to commu

nicate Himself, as a whole, in every portion of the

consecrated elements. For though the Holy Eu

charist was administered in all Churches under

both kinds, until the twelfth centuryand the

contrary practice was forbidden by Pope Gclasius,&quot;
J

when the Miinichacans, who thought the use of wine

unlawful, refused to partake of it yet both kinds

were held to communicate one gift,
which was

supposed to be imparted perfectly through every

portion of either element. 76 It is obvious, then,

that the intervention of the elements themselves,

was looked to as the appointed means of conveying

the blessing. The ancient notion was identical

with that which was laid down by the Greek

Church at the Council of Jerusalem, A.D. 1G72.

&quot;We believe that in every portion, even to the

minutest subdivision, of the bread and wine after

they have been changed, are contained not any

separate part of the Body and Blood of the Lord ;

1 ope Celsius s Command is preserved in the Canon Law. De Conse-

cratione Dist, ii. 1 2 . Comperimus. That it must have had reference to the ease

of the Maniehajans appears from the explanation given by 1 ope Leo a tew

years before He complains that these heretics, in saeramentornm com-

munione ita se temperant, ut interdum, ne penitus latere non possmt, ore

in.ir.no Christi corpus accipiant, sanguinem autem redemtioms nostne

haurirc onminodeeiinent,&quot;&c.-^ xli. De OffWg^ ?
clnvans arc said by Anastatius to have been expelled from Rome

^Tu^tTsT panl savs, a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump, so the

verv smallest portion of the Eucharist [ix.?/
Xo7iV] transfuses our who

bo,h into itself, and tills us with its own energy ;
and tlmsChns comes to

exis t in us, and we in Him.&quot;-*. Cyrtl. Alex. . Joan. vi. 57, vol. iv. p. 365.
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but the Body of Christ is always whole, and one in

all its parts ;
and the Lord Jesus is present in His

substance, that is, with His Soul and Divinity, as

perfect God, and perfect man.&quot;
77

This doctrine discovers itself in some striking&

expressions which are found both in the Ambrosian
and other ancient liturgies :

&quot;

Singuli accipiunt Christum Dominurn, ct in singulis portio-
nibus totus est ; nee per singulos ininuitur, sed integrum se

pnebet in
singulis.&quot;

&quot;

8

It is dwelt upon likewise by St. Csesarius, Bishop
of Aries, in the fifth century, in the course of a

comparison between the Holy Eucharist and the

distribution of manna.
&amp;lt; The sacred perception of the Eucharist does not depend upon

its quantity, but its efficacy. This Body, when the priest
distributes it, is as much in the smallest portion, as in the whole.
When the congregation of the faithful receives it, as it is fully
in all of them, so is it perfectly in each. We may apply to it

the Apostle s words, he that hath much shall have nothing
over, he that hath little shall have no lack. If we gave the

hungry bread to eat, individuals would not receive that which
was bestowed upon the whole, but each one must take his indi
vidual portion for himself. But, Avhen this bread is taken,
individuals receive not less than the collective body. One
receives the whole, two receive it, many receive it, without its

being diminished
; because the blessing of this sacrament is

susceptible of being distributed, but it is not susceptible of being
exhausted by distribution.&quot; 79

It was a consequence of this doctrine, that when
circumstances debarred men from the regular re

ception of the elements in both kinds, they were
&quot; This is translated from the Kuss version. Neak s Introd p 1175

1 he Greek is in Harduin, xi. p. 2f4.
8 Muratorii de Reims Liturgids Dissertatio, i. p. 120. Vide Pamelius

-Liturgicon, vol. i. p. 310.
79 Osarii Ilomilia, vii. Bib. Tat. Max., viii. p. 825.
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yet believed to receive the whole blessing through

that medium which remained to them. The mention

of bread only when the Holy Eucharist was re

ceived in private houses, leads to the conclusion

that it was partaken in that kind 80 alone. The

story of Serapion,
81 as related by Eusebius, shows

that this was supposed sufficient in the case

of the sick, and from a circumstance recorded by

St. Cyprian,
82 we learn that infants were commu

nicated under the other kind only.

There remains but one thing further to notice

respecting the consecrated elements, as evincing

the belief that they possessed some positive sacred-

ness
;
the conduct, namely, which was expected in

their recipients. They were every where received

fasting; and the custom of rendering them this

mark of respect, which had prevailed at least as

early as the second century,
83 was so universal in

the time of St. Augustin (universa per orbem

servat Ecclesia81
),

that he ascribes it to Apostolic

80 Such is the conclusion of Na&amp;gt;ander, himself an opponent to the

practice. Kirclien (Icxdtichte, vol. ii. part ii. p. 705. [Hamburg 1829.] This

appears to have been the case also when the office of the Presanctified was

celebrated. The Council of Laodicrca speaks only of bread, when it directs

the davs on which the Holy Eucharist shall be ministered of that which had

been previously consecrated. (Canon 49.) The custom of the Greek

Church is to minister it with unconsecratcd Vfme.Neale s Introduction to

History of Greek Church, p. 718. Leofric s Missal, in the Bodleian, directs,

in respect to the service for Good-Friday,
&quot; Feria sexta . . . ingrediuntur

diaconi in sacrario, et proccdunt cum corpore Domini sine vino consecrate,

quod altera die rcmansit et ponunt super altare,&quot; &c. FoL 110, Bod. 579.

81
Eusebius, vi. 44.

82
S. Cyprian de Lapsis, p. 175.

83 Tertullian ad Uxorem, ii. 5. De Corona, iii. S. Cyprian, Ep. 63, 1C.

84 &quot; Placuit Spiritui-Sancto, ut in honorem tanti sacrament! in os Chris

tian! prius Dominicum corpus intrarct, quam ceteri cibi. Nam ideo per

universum orbem mos iste s&c\s&m.&quot;Epistola, liv. 8. The practice is

recommended by Jeremy Taylor, &quot;Do this honour to it, that it be the first

food we eat, and the firs t beverage we drink that day, unless it be in case

of sickness, or other great necessity.&quot; Ifoly Lirht;/.
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authority. The necessity of administering the

Holy Eucharist to the sick, renders it impossible to

observe this rule where the consecrated elements

are not reserved, and hence, perhaps, as well as

from the length of the morning service, the com

parative disuse of this primitive usage among
ourselves. Another pious usage of an analogous

kind, was to receive the sacred elements with the

hands crossed : and this, likewise, grew to be a

rule in the Eastern Church. &quot; Make thy left

hand,&quot; says St. Cyril,
8 3 &quot;

as if a throne for thy

right, which is on the eve of receiving the King.

And having hollowed thy palm, receive the Body
of Christ, saying after it, Amen.&quot; This practice

is referred to by Damasccnus,
86 and was enjoined

by the 101st canon of the Council in Trullo. 87

The communicants were also enjoined to guard
lest any portion of the consecrated elements

should fall to the ground. This is mentioned

as early as by Tertullian
;

88 and St. Cyprian
81*

speaks of the elements which were taken home, as

kept with care in some closed repository.
&quot; Tell

me,&quot; says St. Cyril,
&quot;

if any one gave thee gold

dust, wouldest thou not with all precaution keep
85

S. Cyril s fifth Mystagogical Catechism, 21. Ox. Trans, p. 279.
8(i DC Fide Orthod. iv. 13, p. 271. The custom prevailed also in the

West. &quot;Conjunctis manibus aecipielmnt.&quot; S. Any. c. J1

pi*t. Parmen.
ii. 13.

87
Hanluin, iii. 101)7.

88 Calicis aut panis etia.ni nostri aliquid decuti in terrain anxic patimur.&quot;

Tertull. de Corona, iii.

89 &quot; Cum quivdam arcam swam, in qua Domini sanctum fnit, manibus

indignis tentasset aperire ; igne hide surgente detcrrita est, ne anderet

attingere.&quot; De Ltipsis, p. 170. St. Cyprian s statement illustrates those of
St. Zeno of Verona, I. Trac. 14. 4.

&quot; Panis cum ligno datur.&quot; Gidlund!,
vol. v. 128. arid also Trac. 5. 8. p. 11K.
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it fast, being on thy guard against losing any of

it, and suffering loss. How much more cautiously

then wilt thou observe, that not a crumb falls from

thce of what is more precious than gold and

precious stones.&quot;
90

In this manner, then, did the ancient Church

bear witness to the fact, that in the Holy Eucharist

the gift is bestowed through the elements. Such

is its commentary on Our Lord s words of Institu

tion, wherein He stated that Tins, which He held

in His hands, and on which He had bestowed His

blessing, was the medium through which He com

municated His gift.
The Church bears witness

to the effects, and consequently to the reality of

consecration, both by its public offices, by the

voice of its doctors, and by the usages of its

people. The truth of this system was exhibited

in the last chapter, by the untenablcness of the

two rival theories : here we have the voice of

authority in behalf of itself.

One word more before we leave this first portion

of Our Lord s declaration, and pass from the

Subject to the Predicate, in His sentence of Insti

tution.

How is it possible that those who admit the

reality of consecration should deny the efficacy of

the elements ? For is it not for this very purpose

that they arc set apart ? With what intention can

90 Fifth Mvst, Cat. 21. Ox. Trans, p. 279.
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they be consecrated, except that they should be

effectual ? Why is this especial portion separated

from the element at large, except to be the

medium of a blessing ? What other conclusion

can reason dictate
;

for why should they be sub

jected to this ordinance, unless they are the re

cipients of its effect?

And as this conclusion has the sanction of

reason, so does the authority of all ages witness

in its behalf. In this particular do the Fathers of

the first centuries agree with the innovators of the

last. The former ascribed efficacy to the elements,

because they believed the validity of consecration :

the latter deny it, because the validity of conse

cration is the very conclusion from which they

wish to escape. Both allow, then, that consecra

tion and the efficacy of the elements must stand

together. Neither is it possible to suppose that

those who reject one, can seriously intend to

uphold the other. Those who deny that a gift is

communicated through the elements, cannot really

believe the validity of consecration. They may
be willing to retain the rite, as a harmless tribute

to ancient usage, but it is impossible that they

should believe in the reality of consecration, unless

they believe in its results. If they are content to

retain the pregnant expressions of the early

Church, it is with the understanding that they

mean nothing. Yet what a mockery is a Priestly

commission which confers no powers, and a form of
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consecration whereby nothing is made holy ! If

these things are real, their consequences should be

admitted : if unreal, they had better be discarded.

Legem credendi lex statuat supplicandi. But if

a certain ritual was ordained by Christ, and handed

down by His Apostles, can it be indifferent whether

or not it is observed ? As it would be pre

sumptuous to invent, so to abandon it would be

impious. And yet either, perhaps, were less

heinous guilt, than to retain holy and sublime

usages, pregnant with great truths, and associated

with the love and devotion of all saints, yet to

regard them with the cold contempt, with which

men treat the unmeaning and obsolete fashions of

a barbarous age.
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CHAPTER IV.

THE GIFT BESTOWED IN THE HOLY EUCHARIST IS THE

PRESENCE OF CHRIST.

WE have seen what was the Subject spoken of in

Our Lord s words of Institution. He was referringo
not to bread and wine at large, but to the con

secrated elements. &quot; This is My Body.&quot; We come

now to the Predicate in His discourse
;

to that

which He affirmed to be present.
&quot; My Body : My

Blood&quot; These it was, which He asserted, or predi

cated of the Subject, in the sentence before us. In

the present chapter, then, we must inquire what was

meant by this Predicate, and we shall thus be pre

pared to pass, in the last place, to the connexion

between it and the Subject.

Now it is obvious that when Our Lord speaks of
&quot; His

Body,&quot;
and &quot; His Blood,&quot; He refers to that

which depends upon His man s nature. &quot; God is

a
Spirit,&quot;

and &quot; a spirit hath not flesh and bones, as

ye see Me have.&quot; If these things can be attributed

to Our Lord, it must be because &quot; God was mani-
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fest in the flesh.&quot; Tt was that He niio-ht makeO
&quot;

peace through the Blood of His
cross,&quot;

and re

concile us &quot;

in the Body of His
flesh,&quot;

that lie

vouchsafed to clothe Himself in the humble garb

of mortality. lie took the manhood into God.

And by reason of this circumstance He was able to

speak of Himself as possessing those characteristics

of man s nature, to which the words of Institution

refer.
u A Body hast thou prepared for Me.&quot;

The ancient writers are express in pointing out

that this reference of Our Lord to His Body, and

His Blood, is a reference to His Human nature.

&quot; What is
it,&quot;

asks St. Cyril, which we cat,
&quot; His

Godhead, or His Flesh ?
?1 And St. Athanasius

;

&quot;

it was His Body, through which He delivered to

us the mystery, when He said, this is My Body,

which is for your sakcs
;
and this is the Blood of

the New, and not the Old Covenant, which is shed

for you. Now Deity has neither body nor blood.&quot;

But though the mention of Our Lord s Body and

Blood implies the presence of His man s nature, yet

by virtue of that personal union, whereby the man

hood was taken into God, it involves the presence

of His Godhead also. For since these two natures

have been perfectly joined together, never to be

divided, in the Person of Christ, it follows that His

Godhead must needs participate in some measure

in all acts and sufferings, in which His Manhood is

concerned. For though it is the law of His nature,
1
S. Cyril, Apol. ad. Oricutes, vi. 193. (Paris, 1038.)

-

Apud Thuodor. Dial ii. vide Albcrtinus, p. 287.
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that His Manhood is not every where present, as is

His Godhead since the first does not partake in

that attribute of omnipresence which belongs to

the last yet His Godhead is every where present

with His Manhood, and has part in all its actings.

Whatsoever was meant therefore by the giving the

Body and the Blood of Christ, as by the force of

the terms it implied the gift of His Manhood, so by
virtue of the Hypostatic Union it involved that of

His Godhead also. Whatsoever was done by the

Man Christ Jesus, was done by one who consisted

not only of soul and body, but of Godhead also;

and that which implied the action of His lower,

implied likewise that of His higher nature.

When Our Lord, then, spoke of His Body and

Blood as bestowed upon His disciples in this sacra

ment, He must have been understood to imply that

lie Himself, Godhead, Soul, and Body, was the gift

communicated. His Manhood was the medium

through which His whole Person was dispensed.
&quot; Christ is in that sacrament,&quot; says St. Ambrose,
&quot;because it is the Body of Christ.&quot;

3 It is

&quot;

inquired,&quot; says Bishop Taylor,
&quot; whether when we

say we believe Christ s Body to be really in the

sacrament, we mean that Body, that Flesh, that was

lorn of the Virgin Man/, that was crucified, dead,

and buried. I answer, that I know none else that He
had or hath

;
there is but one Body of Christ, natural

and glorified; but he that says that Body is glorified

3 DC Mysteriis, ix. 58.
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which was crucified, says it is the same Body, but

not after the same manner : and so it is in the sacra

ment
;
we eat and drink the Body and Blood of

Christ, that was broken and poured forth
;
for there

is no other Body, no other Blood of Christ; but

though it is the same which we eat and drink, yet

it is in another manner.&quot;
4

That such was the gift bestowed in the Holy

Eucharist, and that Our Lord s words of Institution

were to be taken in their simple and natural sense,

was the belief of all ancient writers.
&quot; The Docetas

abstain from the Eucharist,&quot; says St. Ignatius,
&quot; because they do not confess it to be the Flesh of

Our Saviour Jesus Christ, which suffered for our

sins, which the Father raised up through His

mercy.&quot;
5

&quot;As Jesus Christ, Our Saviour, was

made flesh through the word of God, and took

flesh and blood for our salvation, so we have been

instructed that the food which has been consecrated

by His word of prayer .... is the Flesh and Blood of

that Incarnate Jesus.&quot;
G &quot; Our flesh,&quot; says Tertul-

lian,
&quot;

is fed with the Body and Blood of Christ, that

our soul, too, may be enriched of God.&quot;
7 So that

the statements of the second century tally exactly

with the language of those Liturgic Offices, which

(as was shown in the last chapter) exhibit to

us the belief of the fourth. &quot; Deliver us from evil,

O Lord Jesus Christ. We eat Thy Body, which

4 The real Presence of Christ, sec. i. 11.
5 Ad Smyrna:os, 6.

6
Apolog. i. 0(3.

7 De Resurrec., 8.
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was crucified for us, and drink Thy sacred Blood,

which was shed for us : may Thy sacred Body be

made our salvation
;
and Thy sacred Blood be for

the remission of our sins, here and for evermore.&quot;
8

And these general declarations respecting the Holy
Eucharist are associated by St. Cyprian with the

original act of Christ, and with His words of Insti

tution. For He it is who is still the agent in this

work, through the intervention of His ministers.

And &quot;

if Jesus Christ, Our Lord and God, is Him
self the High Priest of God the Father, and has

offered Himself first as a sacrifice to the Father,

and commanded this to be done in commemoration

of Him, surely that priest truly discharges the office

of Christ, who imitates what Christ did
;
and he

then offers in the Church a true and full sacrifice to

God the Father, if he begins to offer as he sees

that Christ Himself has offered.&quot;
9

That which Our Lord affirmed to be present

then, by the words of Institution, was His own Body
and Blood. These were the Predicates which He

connected with those elements of bread and wine,

which He took into His hands and blessed. The

nature of the connexion we shall consider presently :

that though real it was not carnal : as yet we arc

concerned with the Predicates themselves, that is,

with the Body and Blood which He bestowed. We
have seen that it was that self-same Body and Blood

8 Missale Gothicum. Missa Dominicalis, 80. Mal&amp;gt;illon, p. 300. (Paris, 1729.)
9
S. Cyprian, ad Ccecil. Ep. 03. 14.
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which He had taken of the blessed Virgin, of her

substance
;
and which so shortly afterwards He

offered upon the cross. This it is which forms the

link between Him and man s nature; it was bound

by the unalterable tie of personality to Himself;

and as He then gave it Himself to His twelve

apostles, so He still communicates it by the minis

tration of their successors to the faithful, in the

Holy Eucharist.

Xow this truth has given rise to two objections.

The words of Our Lord are no doubt express, and

if Scripture is to be taken literally, they admit of

no equivocation : but the Rationalist objects, first,

that such a thing is impossible; and secondly, that

if not actually impossible, it is yet burthened by
such an amount of improbability, as no evidence is

able to overcome. Each of these objections requires

to be met
;
for although nothing short of its im

possibility would justify men in departing from the

natural meaning of the words of Revelation, yet

strong antecedent improbability is found in practice

to present an equal obstacle to belief. And it will

turn out that the statement of Our Lord in the

words of Institution, refers to a fact which is not

only possible, but which is in such perfect analogy

with all other parts of the Christian scheme, that it

presents no greater difficulties than any other mys

tery of the Gospel.

It is said then, first, that it was impossible that

Our Lord could impart to His Disciples that Body
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and Blood which pertained to Himself. Such was

not, as we have seen, the notion of St. Augustin ;

10

he affirms, on the contrary, that Christ was carried

in His own hands, and by this fact does he interpret

the words of David. And how can the possibility

of such a thing be denied, considering the imper

fect state of our knowledge respecting physical

substances? How can we tell that the very nature

of Him whom they saw before them, might not in

some unknown manner be communicated to the

disciples through that medium which their Master

had appointed?
&quot; We have no means of

knowing,&quot;

says a writer, who had no wish to vindicate the

Primitive Church,
&quot; whether the distinction between

the material and spiritual world, which is derived

from our impressions, has any objective truth
;
and

whether matter and spirit may not be discerned to

be of the same nature by hii&amp;gt;iicr intelligences../ O O

Recent discoveries in physics exhibit to us changes

and conditions of bodies, such as the chemical com

binations of water, air, and fire, of acids and alkalies,

which furnish ground for conjecturing that our

ordinary conceptions of matter are defective
;
and

they tell us of powers, like that of magnetism,

about which it is uncertain whether they have any
material groundwork any substratum by which

they are supported.&quot;
ll

If such are the thoughts which ought naturally

to suggest themselves to the minds of men, when
10

Supra, p. 04:.
&quot;

Selbstbiographie von K. G. &quot;Bretsclmcider, p. 350.



96 THE GIFT BESTOWED

they meet with any fact which deviates from the

usual order of the universe, how much more might
such thoughts be present to the holy apostles,

when they considered what that Body was, which

was offered to them at the Last Supper ? For was

it not the self-same Body which they knew to have

walked on the sea, and to have been transfigured in

the mountain ? Was it not that Body which was

about to emerge from the unopened tomb, and to

enter, the doors being shut, into their assembly?
Was it not, in short, the Body of God, which must

needs receive new qualities from its relation to that

Deity, with which it was personally united? &quot; That

the glorified Body of Christ can possess powers and

properties beyond those which other bodies are

known to possess, was shown,&quot; says Kahnis,
&quot; before

His resurrection, by its walking on the sea; and

afterwards, by its entering through closed doors.&quot;
1 2

For must it not have made a wide difference in

the capacities of that mortal frame which the apos

tles saw before them, that as St. Chrysostom says,

it was &quot; the Body of the Supreme God, the spotless,

the pure, which had held intercourse with that

divine nature
;
the Body through which we are, and

live
; by which the gates of death have been de

stroyed, and the bars of heaven been
opened?&quot;

13

As it would be rash, then, considering our imperfect

knowledge of those subtile agents by which our

12 Lelire vom Ahcndmahle ;
von K. F. A. Kahnis, p. 373. (Leipzig, 1851.)

13
&quot;TO r-n Qii* ixuv-n fvait o/xiX^av.&quot; In Epist. i. ad Cor. Horn. 24, vol. x.,

p. 216.
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own bodies are perpetually affected, to deny that

there may be other modes of presence than those

which are usual and natural, so still more would it

have been presumptuous to deny such capacities to

the Body of Christ. &quot; For His very human body
received great accessions from the fellowship and

oneness which it had with the Word. For instead

of being mortal, it became immortal, and instead of

being carnal, it became spiritual ;
and whereas it

was bora of the earth, it passed through the gates
of heaven.&quot;

u

These are sufficient reasons for saying that it was

not impossible, that while Our Lord was present

naturally before the eyes of Uis disciples, He should

bestow upon them His Body and Blood in some

new and unknown manner, which was above nature.

But we must go further, and show that such a

thing was not only possible, but probable ; not

merely that there was nothing in it which their

reason was bound to reject, but much by which

their religious sympathies ought to have been con

ciliated.

We must suppose, then, that the Apostles were

already partially enlightened respecting that truth,

which St. Augustin observes to be the great mys
tery of the Gospel :

&quot; the Christian faith depends,

properly speaking, upon a consideration of those two

men, through one of whom we were sold under sin,

while we arc redeemed from sin through the other.&quot;

14
S. Athanasius ad Epictctum, sec. ix. vol. ii. p. 008.

H
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This is nothing more than St. Paul declared :

&quot; the
O

first man Adam was made a living soul
;
the last

Adam was made a quickening spirit.&quot;
Hence it

follows, that those gifts, which have their native

home in God, arc bestowed upon man, so far as he

possesses them, through a Mediator. They were

the original endowment of man s race, when he was

created in God s image, to be his Maker s repre

sentative in this lower world. They were forfeited

when he lost this high commission, till they were

again enshrined in the Second Adam, that more

perfect pattern of humanity, in whom the likeness

of God was fully set forth. Thus did Christ be

come the new &quot;

beginning of the creation of God.&quot;

All those treasures which were needed by the whole

generation of His brethren, were gathered together as

in a fountain in His manhood. For &quot; of His fulness

have all we received, and grace for
grace.&quot;

This is

involved in the truth of Our Lord s Mediation,

which not only implies that lie condescended to be

a sacrifice and intercessor on man s behalf towards

God, but likewise that He made His Manhood the

channel through which the perfections of the Crea

tor extended themselves to the creature. There

is &quot;one Mediator between God and men, the Man

Christ Jesus.&quot;
&quot; Unless the only-begotten had

become such as we are (and such as we are He

could not have become, save by being born in the

flesh of a woman), we could not have been enriched

by His wealth.&quot; For, as St. Paul writes, &quot;the
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Second Adam was not born from the earth like the

first, but out of heaven appeared Emmanuel.&quot; 1:&amp;gt;

That such is the manner in which heavenly gifts

have been bestowed upon men, is evident from the

statements of Scripture respecting grace. Little,

comparatively, is said of it in the Old Testament;

and that little is associated with general statements

of the influence of the Supreme Being. As we

advance to the New Testament, we find that grace

is never spoken of in the Gospels, except as asso

ciated with the Humanity of God the Son. The

Apostles &quot;beheld His glory, the glory, as of the

onlv-begotten of the Father, full of grace and
/ o o

truth.&quot; As yet it was gathered together as in

a fountain, from which in after-time it was to over

flow into the whole body of the Church. At

length came the Day of Pentecost, when the Son

of Man had received gifts for His brethren. And
then we read that the blessing which had dwelt in

the natural Body of the Mediator was extended

to His Body Mystical, and went down to the skirts

of its clothing
&quot;

great grace was upon them

all.&quot;

Kow hence it may be seen why the Holy
Eucharist is so important, and how it is (as St.

Augustin observes) that &quot; no one may say that

the road of safety lies in a good life, and the

worship of one God, without participation in the

Body and Blood of Christ.&quot;
&quot; For the statement

15
St. Cyril adversus Ncstorium, i. 1, vol. vi. p. 9.
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that God will have all men to be saved, is not to

be understood as taking effect without a Mediator;

and that Mediator is not God, .... but the Man

Christ Jesus/ 10 There must be some means, then,

by which we must be put into relation with the

New Man, even as we have a natural relation to the

flesh of the old one
;
we must be united by grace

to Christ, as we were united to Adam by nature.

Neither should it surprise us that the processes

should present some analogy ;
that if the poison

of the one is transmitted through his flesh, so His

flesh should be the medium through which is trans

mitted the virtue of the other. For that which

constitutes our earthly being is not only a separate

personality (however derived, and in whatever con

sisting), but likewise that common nature which

we inherit from our original parent. This nature

is transmitted, according to the most mysterious

of all earthly laws, through the continuity of the

flesh. It was not inconsistent, therefore, with the

order of the Divine Economy, that Our Lord s Flesh

and Blood, mysteriously and supernaturally com

municated, should be the principle of a higher life

to His brethren.

This, then, was the truth which Our Lord

declared in the institution of the Holy Eucharist-

a truth which, whether or not fully understood

by His Apostles at the moment, was certainly

explained in those statements, which the Holy

16
Epistola 149. 17. vol. ii. p. 510.
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Ghost afterwards recalled to their memory, as it

was confirmed by the practice and belief of the

Church which they established. &quot;

Take, cat, this

is My Body.&quot;
What was this but the explanation

of that mysterious prediction,
&quot;

I am the living

bread, which came down from heaven
;

and the

bread which 1 will give is My flesh, which I will

give for the life of the world T The Holy Eucha

rist, therefore, is the carrying out of that act

which took effect in the Incarnation of the Son of

God. So that when the one is thought strange,

we shall always find that the other is imperfectly

appreciated. It was by the Incarnation that God
and man, the finite and the Infinite, were brought
into relation; and that the graces which were in

herent in the one, were communicated as a mft toO
the other. Xow the medium through which these

gifts are extended, is not the Deity, but the Man
hood of Christ. &quot; The bread which I will give is

My Flesh, which I will give for the life of the

world.&quot;

&quot; If there were any one,&quot; says St. Cyril,
&quot; who ventured to say

that the Word, who is from God, was transformed into a bodily

nature, he might justly complain that Our Lord did not rather

say, when lie gave His Body,
k

Take, eat, this is My Godhead,
which is broken for you, and this is not My Blood, but My God
head, which is shed for you. But since the Word, being God,
has made that Body His own, which was taken from a woman,
without suffering change or alteration, how could lie but say to

us, and that truly, Take, eat, this is My Body. For being life,

as God, He has made it life, and
life-giving.&quot;

n

17
St. Cyril adv. Nest. iv. 7. vol. vi. p. 1 1!&amp;gt;.
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The ancient writers uniformly asserted the

efficacy of the Holy Eucharist to depend upon the

fact, that it was the means through which Our

Lord s Humanity was communicated. They main

tained it to be the appointed medium through

which that re-creation of man s nature, which

began in Christ, was extended to His brethren.

Thus did they understand St. Paul s words,
&quot; We

arc members of His Body, of His flesh, and of His

bones.&quot; Hence St. Ignatius calls the &quot;one bread
&quot;

a the medicine of immortality.&quot;
1 In the same

century St. Iremrus asks
;

&quot; how can they say

that the flesh passes into corruption, and docs not

partake of life, since it is fed by the Body
of the Lord, and by His Blood?&quot;

10 &quot; For as a

little leaven, as the Apostle says, leavens the whole

lump, so that Body, which has been rendered

immortal by God, having become present in ours,

transforms and changes the whole of it to itself.&quot;
-

St. Auorustin tells us that it was the ancient customo

of the African Christians to call the Holy Eucharist

by the name of
///*&amp;lt;?, by which usage, he says, they

referred to Our Lord s declaration, I am the

living bread which came down from heaven.

St. Chrysostom, in like manner, says that Our

Lord s Humanity has been communicated, as a
18 Ad Ephesios, 20.

19
St. Irenceus, iv. xriii. ~&amp;gt;.

20
St. Grej;. Nyssen. Cat. Orat. 37, vol. iii. p. 102. Morell (Paris, 103S)

reads 9v*ri&amp;lt;j&sy, but the Greek and tbe context require aQouctTivStv,

which is found in the Vatican codex of Theorian (Maio Nova Collec. vol.

vi.
]i. 300), as well as in three manuscripts of St. Gregory in the Bod

leian. Baroc. 27 and 108. Cromw. 1).

- &quot; Sacramentum Corporis Christi nihil aliud quam vitam vocant.&quot; De.

Pccc. Merit is, i. 34.
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consecrating principle, for the renewal of all man

kind. &quot;He gave not simply His own Body;
but because the former nature of the flesh, which

was framed out of the earth, had first become

deadened by sin, and destitute of life, lie brought

in, as one may say, another sort of dough and

leaven, His own Flesh, by nature indeed the same,

but free from sin, and full of life
;

and gave to

all to partake thereof, that being nourished by this,

and laving aside the old dead material, we might/ O O

be blended together unto eternal life, by means

of this table.&quot;- Such was supposed by the primi

tive Church to be the doctrine revealed in the sixth

chapter of St. John s Gospel ;
and St. Cvril, after

I IT \j !

quoting ten of its most important verses (verse 47

to 57), adds this comment.
u
See, then, how lie abides in us, and renders us

su}&amp;gt;er5or
to

corruption, by introducing Himself, as I said, into our bodies

through His own Flesh, Avhich is real food ; whereas that

shadow, which ~\vas under the law&quot; \j.c. manna] &quot;and the

service, which was connected with it, had no reality. And the

principle of this mystery is simple and true, not curiously devised

lor the service of impiety, but a simple truth. For we believe

that the Word, the Son of the Father, having united Himself to

the Uody born of the Holy Virgin, with a reasonable soul (the

union of course being ineffable and mystical), rendered His

Uody life-giving ; being Himself, as God, the principle of life

by nature ; that by making us partakers of Himself, not only in

spirit, but in body, lie might render us superior to corruption ;

and do away, through Himself, the law of sin, which was in our

fleshly members, and thus, as it is written,
k condemn sin in the

flesh.
&quot; 23

Here I pause to observe that the language of

&quot;

St. Chrysost. on I. Cor. x. 17. Jloni. xxiv. 4.
&quot; 3 Adversns Nestorium. iv.

~&amp;gt;,

vol. vi.
j&amp;gt;.

1 1. !.
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these writers respecting the Holy Eucharist, ac

counts for the diversity which has been observed

to exist between this Sacrament and Holy Baptism.

It was shown that the validity of Baptism does not

depend upon the consecration of the elements, or

the character of the administrator. These con

siderations affect the decency, but not the reality,

of the ordinance. For though Christ is allowed to

be present in Baptism by spiritual power, yet His

presence is to be sought in the ordinance at large, and

not in the elements. So that the symbol employed
is never spoken of as gaining, in itself, any relation

to the sacred object of which it is fitted to remind

men. The washing of water is the means whereby
the baptized partake in that purification which

was effected by Christ s Blood
;

but the water is

never spoken of as changed into blood, either in

Scripture or ancient authors. On the contrary, the

whole element of water is described as consecrated

to the mystical washing away of sin.

Now the different rule, which has been shown to

prevail in the case of the Holy Eucharist, may be

accounted for by the different principle on which

that Sacrament is dependent. In it, consecration

is necessary, and the services of the priesthood are

indispensable. In it, the elements, and not the

ordinance at large, are the medium of the gift.

And the reason is, that Our Lord is not present in

this ordinance by spiritual power only, but He has

consecrated His Body to be the peculiar medium
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of a supernatural effect. It has been set forth as

an antithesis, or contrast, to that of the old Adam
;

and, as a consequence of the Incarnation, He be

stows it as a renewing principle in the Holy Eucha

rist. So that in Baptism He is present only by

power and grace ;
but in the Holy Eucharist He

is present likewise by His Body and Blood. There

is not only, therefore, that presence of Godhead which

attends upon His gifts, but also that presence of

His Flesh and Blood which is bestowed through the

consecrated elements.
&quot; For as the Body of the &quot;Word is life-giving, since lie has made

it His own by a real union, which is beyond thought and ex

pression, so we, who are partakers of His sacred Flesh and

Blood, are by all means endued with life ; since the &quot;Word abides

in us in the way of Deity by the Holy Ghost, and in the way of

Humanity by His sacred Flesh, and precious Blood. To the

truth of that which I have stated the holy Paul bears witness,

when he writes to those who had believed on Our Lord Jesus

Christ at Corinth ;
I speak as to wise men, judge ye what I

say. The cup of blessing, which we bless, is it not the com

munion of the Blood of Christ ? The bread which we break,

is it not the communion of the Body of Christ ? For AVC being

many are one bread and one body, for we are all partakers of

that one bread. For by having been made partakers of the

Holy Ghost, we are united to our common Saviour Christ, and

to one another. But one Body we are in this way because we

being many, are one bread and one body, for we are all par

takers of that one bread.&quot;
24

It must be observed that several passages, which

have been quoted in the present chapter from the

ancient authors, have been employed in an inverted

order
; they have been adduced rather in conse

quence of the principle out of which they arise, than

&quot;

St. Cvril adv. Nestoviurn, iv. 5, vol. vi. p. 111.
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of the conclusion in which they terminate. The

reason of this is obvious from the history of

opinions. The leading principles of the early

Church were its worship of the God-man, its belief

in His real presence in the Holy Eucharist, in the

powers of the priesthood, and in the efficacy of

consecration. These, and similar facts, were built

up into that intellectual system of doctrines which

we call the Creeds. The work was one which it

cost nearly rive centuries to complete, and its last

act was to guard against those two opposing here

sies of Ncstorius and Eutyches, by which Our

Lord s Incarnation was directly attacked. Hence

it became necessary for the defenders of the faith

to direct their especial attention to this doctrine;

to show the relation which Our Lord s Manhood

bore to His divine nature, and that He had vouch

safed to make it the very instrument of that great

work which He is pleased to effect in the Holy
Eucharist. This was the line of argument adopted

by St. Cyril; and in consequence, he was led to

dwell upon the relation between the Holy Eucha

rist and the doctrine of the Incarnation, more fully

than any other Father. The best answer to the

Nestorians, who denied that Our Lord s Body was

the Body of God, was the admitted fact, that it

was the principle of life, as bestowed in the Holy

Eucharist. And St. Cyril s arguments on this

subject were so completely built upon the practice

of the four preceding centuries, and were so heartily
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adopted by the Church in her most numerous

Councils, that to reject them would be to take up

arms against all Catholic antiquity.

Now it is obvious that the Church s usages may
be justified by the doctrine to which they lead,

just as the doctrine was formerly proved from the

usages out of which it originated. The doctrine

of Our Lord s Incarnation, now that it has taken

its place in the dogmatic formularies of the Church,

may be adduced in illustration of the fact, that it

is Jlis Body, through which He bestows His

blessings. If this doctrine was formerly proved

by men s belief in the efficacy of the Holy

Eucharist, it may now be adduced with equal

justice as a reason for supposing this sacrament to

be efficacious. And thus it meets the real dif

ficulty by which men s belief is obstructed. The

strong antipathy which our reason entertains

against the notion of an unnecessary miracle,

vanishes, so soon as we see that the agency in

troduced only occupies its natural place in that

chain of causes, by which the acts of God above

are linked to those of His earthly servants. No

theist feels repugnance at admitting a spiritual

influence of God upon the minds of His creatures,

because the mind of man appears to be an instru

ment which is naturally adapted for the reception

and perpetuation of intellectual and spiritual im

pulses. The knowledge, therefore, that we possess

this door, whereby we can hold intercourse with



108 THE GIFT BESTOWED

spiritual beings, inclines men to allow the reality

of their influence. And in like manner, when it

is discovered that Our Lord s Humanity is the

appointed channel through which we participate

in heavenly blessings, and that the Holy Eucharist

is the medium through which it is imparted, His

real presence in that ordinance is discovered to

have its fitting place in God s dealings towards

mankind.

The remarks of Erasmus,
25 when the subject

came into controversy in the sixteenth century,

show that the want of this perception has given

rise to the apparent improbability, with which the

doctrine of the Holy Eucharist has been supposed
to be chargeable. Erasmus could discern no use

which was to follow from the presence of Our

Lord s Body, which he supposed to be merely a

portion of inoperative matter. Unless he had been

withheld, therefore, by the tradition of the

Church, he would have adopted the Zuinglian

theory (as advocated by (Ecolampadius), that

nothing was to be looked for in this sacrament,

but the ordinary operations of God s Spirit. The

same feeling is expressed by Johnson, in his learned

work on the Unbloody Sacrifice. He tells us, that

except with a view to its sacrificial use, he is

&quot;

very much at a loss, why Our Saviour should

25 &quot; Milii non displicerct Gicolnmpadii sententia, nisi obstaret consensus
ecelesia . Xec eniiii video quid a#at corpus insensibile, nee utilitatcni

allaturum, si sentiretur, niodo adsit in syinbolis gratia spiritualis. Kt
tamen al&amp;gt; Kcclesiiv consensu non possum disecclcvc, nee unquam discessi.&quot;

r&amp;lt;nsninx Bililxildi). June &amp;lt;i. A. u. lu JG, Lib. 30. Ep. 44.
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make the eating His Body and drinking His Blood

so important a
duty.&quot;

26 And therefore, instead of

supposing that the Gospel was the central point in

the world s history, and that the great events
4/

which it unfolded were the real relations between

God and man, he assigns the same origin to the

Holy Eucharist as Tillotson did both to the Priest

hood and to the system of expiatory sacrifice,

and supposes it to be merely a compliance
with the prejudices of men. lie thinks that the

Holy Eucharist was to be eaten,
&quot; because it was

the universal practice of the ancient people to feast

on those things, which they had first offered in

sacrifice.&quot;
~~

Now all such objections vanish, when it is shown

that Our Lord s real Presence in the Holy Eucha

rist is a natural sequel to the doctrine of the In

carnation
;
that it immediately connects itself with

those truths which are revealed to us respecting

God, Christ, and mankind; and that it supplies

the medium, through which the merciful actions

of the Mediator are brought home to His creatures.

But it has been proved that these facts are wit

nessed both by the testimony of Scripture, and by
the belief of the Church. Otherwise, why should

St. Cyprian have thought it necessary to admit

men to the Holy Eucharist in a season of perse

cution,
&quot; that we may not leave those unarmed

26
Unbloody Sacrifice, vol. i, p. 264. [Anglo-Catholic Library.]

27
Idem, vol. ii. p. 5.
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whom we encourage to the conflict
;

but may

fortify them by the protection of Christ s Body
and Blood ?&quot; How could St. Cyril have ad

duced it as a decisive proof of the erroneous

teaching of Xestorius, that he was ignorant
u that

the thing set forth on the hallowed tables of the

Church is not the nature of Deity, but the very

Body of the Word, who was born from the

Father ?&quot;

2&amp;lt;J Why should St. Leo have considered

that it was a sufficient answer to the partizans of

Eutyches, that it was so notorious,
&quot; as to be

witnessed by the very tongues of children, that in

the sacrament of the Holy Communion there is the

truth of Christ s Body and Blood?&quot;
30 These

statements proceed upon the supposition which St.

Cyril has explained more at length in his Com

mentary upon St. John.
&quot; That we arc united to Christ by a perfect love, a right faith,

and a sound reason, I am far,&quot;
he says, from denying. All

this is clear enough. But to venture to affirm that there is no

relation between our tlesh and II is, may be shown to be wholly

dissonant from the Scriptures. For how can it be disputed,

how can any right-minded man doubt, that in this relation

Christ is the vine, and we the branches, who receive life from

Him into ourselves? For St. Paul says, we are all one body

in Christ, because we being many are one bread, for we are all

partakers of that one bread. For let any man explain to us

the cause, and go on to teach us what is the efficacy of the

mystical Eucharist. Why is it that we receive it ? Does it

not cause Christ to dwell in us even bodily, by the partaking

and communion with His sacred Flesh ? No doubt of it. For

St. Paul writes, that the Gentiles had become of one body and

Epis. liv. ad Cornelium. Adv. Nest. iv. 6, vol. vi. p.
30

S. Leo, Ep. 46, ii. p. 2GO. (Lyons, 1700.)
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partakers and fellow-heirs with Christ. Now in what way
were they set forth as one body ? Because they were thought

worthy to be partakers of the mystical Eucharist, they became
one body with Him, even as did each one of the Holy
Apostles.&quot;

31

Let the doctrine, then, of Our Lord s Incarnation

be admitted, and there will be no improbability in

the idea, that His sacred Body should be the

medium through which He communicates those

gifts which have their origin in His Godhead.

That such a thing is not impossible, has been

shown already, both from our ignorance of the

operation of natural agents, and because the body
which is communicated is the Body of God.

Add the further thought, that this Body is the

appointed instrument by which the Xcw Adam
counteracts those effects, which the old Adam

produced upon the race of man, and its interven

tion will be shown to be neither unmeaning nor

paradoxical. So that there wTas no reason why its

operations should be deemed improbable by the

Apostles, to whom it was originally given, nor yet by
the Church in which it has been since bestowed.

For that which Our Lord did in person at His last

Supper, He has done ever since by the medium of

His ministers. Through them does He still

bestow that gift of His Body and His Blood, which

He gave to His twelve Apostles. He still speaks

the words of Institution, and thereby affirms the

presence of Himself, of His Body, Soul, and God-

31 In Jojin. xv. 1, Lib. x. 2. vol. 4. p. 8G2.
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head. Neither is His Bod} any other than that

Human Body, which, by the mystery of the Incar

nation, He made His own
;

that Body which was

once humbled, but now is exalted, the self-same

Body, which He took of the Virgin, and which

suffered on the Cross.
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CHAPTER V.

THE RELATION BETWEEN THE GIFT BESTOWED IN THE
HOLY EUCHARIST AND THE ELEMENTS.

WE come now to the third question which arises

out of the words of Institution the connexion,

namely, between the Subject and Predicate. What
was meant by Our Lord, when He said,

&quot; This is

My Body ?&quot;

There are two main interpretations, which the

copula, is, might receive. It might express repre

sentation, or it might express identity. These are

the two relations which the Predicate, in such a case,

might bear to the Subject ;
and the same Copula

might be employed, whichever relation were in

tended. &quot; This is
Pompey,&quot; was said to Caasar when

his rival s head was offered to him at Alexandria :

and he might have used the same words himself with

equal propriety, respecting the statue, at the feet

of which he fell, in the Senate-house. In the first

case, however, there was the identical person ;
in

the last there was only a representation. Now it

is difficult to understand how the Holy Eucharist
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can depend upon the principle of representation,

because why should bread and wine represent Our

Lord s Body and Blood, except there were some

real connexion between them ? The elements

have no natural likeness to flesh and blood, nor,

unless the sacramental principle be admitted, have

they any especial fitness to represent such objects.

Except it had pleased God, therefore, to produce

that real relation which is expressed by identity,

there is no basis on which to rest the principle of

representation.

But again, it must be observed that the force of

the word /*, as expressing representation,
is derived

from two sources; for one thing may represent

another, either on account of their natural resem

blance, or because the first is authorized and intended

to represent the second. An ancient statue would

be called by the name of Caesar or Pompey, either

because it was supposed to present their well-known

lineaments, or because the sculptor had inscribed it

with their names. So that we get two principles

on which a thing may be said to represent another,

either that of /ikem M, which derives its force from

the judgment of the spectator,
or that of authority,

which depends upon the intention of the author.

A picture represents a man, because it is like him :

but a bank note represents, or is, five or ten pounds,

because it contains the undertaking of some re

sponsible party that he will pay so many pounds

upon its delivery.
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Thus, then, we have three senses in which the

expression,
&quot; This

&,&quot; might be employed. First, it

may imply identity ; secondly, it may imply that

kind of representation which derives its force merely
from the effect produced upon the spectator or re

ceiver; thirdly, it may imply that kind of represen
tation which is dependent only upon the intention

of the author or giver. Now, when we proceed to

apply this to the case before us, and ask which of

these three relations was intended by Our Lord,
when He said,

&quot; This is My Body&quot; we are met at

once by the fact that these arc the three alterna

tives, which we have already had before us in the

second chapter (p. 34), as the theories, respectively,

of the ancient Church, of Zuinglius, and Calvin.

The principle of identity is coincident with that of

the ancient Church, which supposed that the Holy
Eucharist derived its value from the reality of the

gift bestowed : that principle of representation
which depends upon the opinion of the spectator, is

plainly the theory of Zuinglius, who maintained

that the Holy Eucharist derived its efficacy solely

from the disposition of the receiver : lastly, that

principle of representation which depends upon the

intention of the author, agrees exactly with the

system of Calvin, by whom the decree of Almighty
God was affirmed to be its sole consecrating prin

ciple.

Two, then, of the systems under consideration,

have already been dismissed as partial and unsatis-
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factory ;
that of /uinglius, as incompatible with the

first instincts of Christian piety ;
that of Calvin, as

involving the monstrous theory of an arbitrary fate.

They are partial,
because implied in the system of

the ancient Church ; they arc unsatisfactory, be

cause untenable in themselves. And, therefore,

though both will be further noticed in the sequel,O

and shown neither to accord with Holy Scripture,

nor with the teaching of the ancient Church, yet

we may leave them for the present, and turn to

that principle
of identity, which alone remains to

claim our attention.

When it is said, therefore,
&quot; This is My Body,&quot;

the word w, expresses the nlentity of the Subject

and Predicate. For there is nothing else which it

could express, except that principle
of representa

tion, which would lead us to those theories of

/uinglius and Calvin, which we have discarded.

But identity is of various kinds, and what is the

nature of the identity here intended? It is some

thing distinct from that personal identity which is

unaffected by the perpetual change which takes

place in the materials of the body. Still less is it

a common case of physical identity, as when we

handle portions of the visible creation, and say

&quot; this is iron,&quot;
or &quot;this is earth.&quot; For this sacra

ment, as was shown in the second chapter (p. 21),

is to be dealt with as being wholly a moral, and

not a physical instrument. This is no detraction

from the truth of Our Lord s Presence, nor from
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the reality of that identity which is affirmed bv the

words of consecration
;

it implies only that Christ s

Presence is not bestowed according to the ordinary

laws of the material creation, but is specific and

supernatural. Wherein, then, does the identity

consist ? It is plainly a peculiar principle sui

generis; which, being without parallel in the world

around, is entitled to a specific appellation. For it

depends upon that mysterious law of consecration,

of which we have no other example ;
and by virtue

of this act, the Subject and Predicate make up to

gether a real, but heterogeneous whole. And
therefore the ancient writers speak of the union as

mystical or secret, because its nature and laws are
/

entirely hidden from investigation. So that since the

relation between the Subject and Predicate in Our

Lord s words of Institution cannot be resolved into

any more general idea, it can derive its name only

from itself, and the union can be described as

nothing else than a sacramental identity.

Such is the result of that principle of consecra

tion, which has been shown to be characteristic of

the Holy Eucharist. Hence it comes to pass that

this sacrament consists of two things, a Subject and

a Predicate, which are united into one by a law of

identity which is without parallel. So the matter

is stated in our Catechism : the Holy Eucharist

consists not only of an &quot; outward part or
sign,&quot;

but

also of an &quot; inward part or thing signified.&quot;
This

agrees with the definition of Peter Lombard, &quot;

in-
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visibilis gratia? visibilis causa.&quot; And the same idea

may be traced up to the first followers of the

Apostles. We find it in St. Ircnaius, who says

that the consecrated element &quot;

is no longer common

bread, but Kucharist, consisting of two parts, an

earthly and a heavenly.&quot;
1 St. Basil applies the

same principle to Baptism, though here it is the ordi

nance at large, not that which is administered in it,

which consists of two parts. One of these he

describes to be immersion in water, the other the

presence of the Spirit;
2 in exact accordance with

St. Paul s words, that this sacrament consists of

&quot;the washing of regeneration, and the renewing of

the Holy Ghost.&quot;

But the writer who suggested that phraseology,

which has continued to be prevalent, at least in

Western Christendom, was St. Augustin. By

sacraments, he says, are meant, in general, those

signs which are used with a sacred purpose.
3 But

when he proceeds to define them more exactly, he

says that a sacrament consists of two parts, one of

which is an object to the senses, the other to the

mind. The first, therefore, has a visible and cor

poreal nature
;

the second is that spiritual gift,

which it is the object of the ordinance to convey.
4

This is illustrated by the language of an early

Eastern writer, quoted by Photius
;

&quot; the Body of

Christ, which is received by the faithful, undergoes

1
St. Irenjeus, iv. 18. 5.

2 Be Spiritu Sancto, xv. 35, p. 29.

3
Epist. cxxxviii. 7, vol. ii. p. 412. 4 Sermo 271, vol. v. p. 1104.



THE GIFT AND THE ELEMENTS. 119

no alteration, so far as it is an object to the senses,

and yet can never be detached from that inward

gift, which is an object to the mind.&quot;-
3 The writer

of these words belonged to a school hereafter to be

noticed, the object of which was to oppose the

Eutychians ;
his design, therefore, is to illustrate

the co-existence of two natures in Christ, by
reference to the existence of an outward and in

ward part in the Holy Eucharist. So that he is

led to observe that &quot; the tangible and intangible,O O
the visible and invisible,&quot; though entirely distinct

in character, are yet joined together in this sacra

ment.

The thing received in the Holy Eucharist being-

admitted, then, to consist of two parts, different

in character, yet united the one to the other;

the one an object to the senses, the other made
known to us only by revelation and faith

;
St.

Augustin proceeded to assign names respectively

to each. The outward part he called &quot; sdcramen-

tum&quot; the inward part
&quot;

res sacfamenti&quot; or &quot;

virtus

saeramenti&quot; The last two expressions, which he

used somewhat
vaguely,&quot; were more accurately

discriminated by later writers
; they appropriated

the words res sacramenti, or tiling signified, to the
5

Ephraim, Patriarch of Thcopolis (/. c. Antioch) in Photius, No. 220.
6 u Aliud cst sacranientum, aliiul res sacramenti.&quot; In Joan., Tract.

xxvi, 11.
&quot;IIujus rei sacranientum .... quibusdaiii ad vitam, quibusdam

ad exitinm : res vero ipsa, cujus sacramentum cst. onini homini ad vitam,
nulli ad exitinm.&quot; Id. xxvi. 15. Here lie probably uses ;Y-.S sdrnnitcnti for

virtus sacramenti ; for that his belief was that tlie inward part, or J5ody of

Christ, is received by all communicants, is obvious from other passages.
Vide Epis. cxl. GO

;
DC. Bapti^nio contra Don.v.i); Svnno Ixxi. 17; In

Julian, xxvii. 1 1.
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inward part, while they reserved the expression,

virtus sacramenti, for &quot; the benefits, whereof we are

partakers thereby.&quot;
Such was the course taken by

Bishop Overall, conformably to the more exact

phraseology of the schoolmen, when he compiled

our Catechism.

When it is said, then, that the relation between

the Subject and the Predicate in Our Lord s words

of Institution, is that of sacramental identity, it is

meant that the outward and inward parts, the sacra-

mentum and res sacramenti, are united by the act of

consecration into a compound whole. The two

therefore are so united, that they must needs go

together; and whoso receives the one, receives the

other. So long as we remain in the region of the

senses, and take account only of that which is

visible to the outward world, the sacrament-ion is

all which we know of
;
but judge of the matter by

faith and revelation, and we are sure that the res

sacramenti is present also. Such was the efficacy

of Our Lord s original benediction
;
such continues

to be the force of the same words, when pronounced

by Him through the mouth of His ministers. For

they are creative words
;
like those which called

the wrorld into existence
; they effect that which

they declare.

Since the principle, then, of the Holy Eucharist

is that two dissimilar things, the outward and the in

ward, retaining each their own character, are united

into a heterogeneous whole, it follows that the com-
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plete idea of this sacrament implies, not only the

maintenance of the two portions of which this whole

is composed, but the lawT of their combination.

Hence there will be four errors, against which

it is necessary to guard. Since that which is par

ticipated in the Holy Eucharist consists of an out

ward part and an inward part, and since these two

must be duly joined together, the nature of a

sacrament would be overthrown if either the one

part or the other were omitted;^ or if the two were

either unduly confused, or unduly separated. And
these will be found, in fact, to be the characteristic

circumstances in the four erroneous systems which

have prevailed respecting the Holy Eucharist.

Since it consists both of a sacramentum, and a res

sacramenti, it must be fatal to it to omit either the

one or the other. Yet such was the error of the

Capernaites on the one side, and of Zuinglius on

the other. The sacramentum had no place in their

thoughts, nor the res sacramenti in his. Again,
since the Holy Eucharist implies that these parts,

though continuing distinct, are mystically joined to

gether, it must be equally fatal to its nature either to

confuse or dissociate them. But the first was done

by Luther, the last by Calvin. Let us review

these several systems, and we shall thus gain a

clearer apprehension of the nature of that sacra

mental identity wrhich binds the sacramentum to

the res sacramenti ; the consecrated elements, that

is, to the Body and Blood of Christ.
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First To omit the n&amp;gt;s sacramenti, or thing com

municated, is plainly the greatest possible miscon

ception of the Holy Eucharist. For it destroys

the very purpose for which this ordinance was

appointed, and renders it an unmeaning and use

less formality. So that it would be more reasonable

to explain away the command to celebrate the

Eucharist, than to retain the ordinance, but destroy

its significance. Such, however, was the course

adopted by Zuinglius, and openly advocated in

this country by Hoadley. It may be fitly described

as the notion of a Symbolical
7

Presence, since it

represented the elements to be nothing but a sign

or symbol of the presence of Christ. It had its

origin, as we have seen, in a desire to dispense with

the necessity of consecration, and with the authority

of the Priesthood. Its immediate result was, that

instead of any recognition of the present action of

our glorified Redeemer, the Holy Eucharist was

supposed to be a mere memorial of His season of

humiliation. It was merely the recollection of

Christ dead, not the intervention of Christ living.

Its benefit was supposed to depend not upon any

gift bestowed by God, but solely upon the dis

position of the receiver. The elements were alleged

to be merely ordinary bread and wine. In the

minds of faithful and devout persons, Zuinglius said,

such emblems would excite a remembrance of Him
7

Zuinglius asserted,
&quot;

quod Christ! corpus, quinn in orena, quum in

jncntibus piorum, nou aliter sit. quam sola eoiiteniplatione.&quot; .EbrartTs

D(j&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;na
vom Jleil. Abeiidmafil, vol. ii. p. 2.3!*.
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by whom they were originally employed, and thus

would drawdown those succours of grace, with which

Almighty God is always ready to meet any pious

aspiration. But he admitted of no res sncramenti*

at all no inward part, contained in, and communi
cated through that which was outward. So that

his system deprived the Sacrament of its most

important portion, and resolved it into a mere out

side, alike destitute of sacredness and reality.

Secondly The notion of Our Lord s hearers at

Capernaum was the exact converse. Not compre

hending the mysterious character of that gift, which

it was His merciful purpose to bestow upon His

people, they could put no other meaning upon Our
Saviour s words than that His Flesh was to be divided

into portions, and distributed as natural food to

men. Their own words show that they understood

neither the meaning nor advantage of the process

contemplated. Without believing the mystery of

the Incarnation, they could see no purpose in that

communication of Himself, whereby it \vas Our
Lord s gracious intention to impart spiritual grace.
And even if they had more fully apprehended Our
Lord s nature, they could hardly have divined the

exact character of that blessing which He was about

to bestow, till lie Himself was pleased to put an

interpretation upon His prophetic words by the in-

&quot; Cum siicramentum corporis Christ! noinino, imn quicquam aliud
quam panein, qni corporis Cliristi pro nohis mortui iigura et typus cst,

intelligo.&quot; De Cunu Domini plutia et breris Jnstitutln ; Zuinylius
f
s Works,

vol. ii. tol. 273. &quot;Si ergo signum tantuni rei est, res ipsa lion est.&quot; Ad
Principes Germanics Epistola. Id. fol. 545.
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stitution of the Holy Eucharist. For the outward

and inward parts in this ordinance are so entirely

relevant to one another, that the nature of the one

part cannot be understood without reference to the

other. It is the very principle of a sacrament that

the inward part cannot in any way be an object to

the senses; so that to exclude all consideration of

an outward part, is to overthrow the purpose of a

sacrament altogether. For since this ordinance is a

mean, whereby God is pleased to bestow inward

gifts through external agents, to leave out one link,

destroys the coherence of the whole transaction.

The same Fathers who tell us that the consecrated

elements consist of two parts, and that the inward

part, wherein lies their whole value, is nothing less

than the Body and Blood of Christ, look upon it as

monstrous to imagine that this hidden gift can in

any way come into contact with our external senses.

St. Augustin, who speaks of the Holy Eucharist

as a mean whereby men may cat angels food,

tells us that the discourse of Our Lord at Caper
naum must have seemed as though He was &quot;

re

commending a monstrous crime;&quot;
9 that &quot;to eat a

man s flesh would seem more horrible than to kill;

to drink human blood than to shed
it;&quot;

10 St. Ire-

nseus, who speaks of the reception of Our Lord s

Body in the Holy Eucharist as the renewing principle

of our flesh, refers to the charge that they devoured

human victims, as a horrible imputation brought
9 De Doctrina Christiana, iii., sec. 10.

10 Contra Adver. Lcgis, Lib. ii., sec. 38, vol. viii., p. 599.
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upon Christians through the evidence of slaves, who
either misunderstood or misrepresented what they
had heard from their masters respecting the IIolv

Eucharist. 11

There is one ancient writer alone whose words at

all sanction the error of the Capernaites, and he

would be scarcely important enough to deserve

attention, did he not exhibit exactly that carnal

view of the Holy Eucharist, which is censured in the

Articles of the Church of England. This is Ana-
statius Sinaita,

12 who wrote against the Gaianitac,
a sect of Eutychians, who denied that Our Lord s

human Body had ever been corruptible. His argu
ments against them show how little tendency there

was in those days towards the error of a figurative

presence, but they lie open to the opposite charge
of implying a carnal participation. For he excludes

the idea of a sacramentum, as much as Zuinglius
did that of a res sacramenti. Ko doubt he must
have supposed that the senses of men were withheld

by some supernatural power from discerning the real

character of that which they handled, and of which

they partook ;
but his argument would

certainly
seem to imply that Our Lord s Body is present in the

Holy Eucharist, under the same natural conditions

which attached to it when it was upon earth. He
begins by asking his Eutychian opponent whether he
allowed that Our Lord s Body and Blood were truly

11

Fragmenta Irensei, p. 343. Massuct.
12

Probably in the seventh century, and somewhat later than his namesake
the Patriarch of Antioch. Vide Fabricius Bib. Grvcn, Lib. v. C. 35.
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present in the Holy Eucharist. The answer he

supposes to be that &quot;the Holy Communion is not

merely a figure of Christ s Body, or simple bread,

but that very Body and Blood of Christ, which was

Incarnate and born of the Virgin Mary.&quot;
To this

Anastatius replies, under the title of Orthodox :

Such is our belief: we confess this, in accordance with

Christ s words to His disciples, in the mystic supper, when He

gave them the life-giving bread : take, eat, thi&amp;gt; is My Body.

. . . . . Since Christ then confesses that this is truly His Body

and Blooil, which we faithful take, come, bring us a portion from

the communion of your Church, as professing to be the most

orthodox among Churches, and let us keep this Body and Blood

of Christ with all honour and reverence in a vessel. And i

within a few days it is not corrupted, changed, or altered, it will

be obvious that you arc right in asserting that the Body of Christ

was free from corruption from the very moment of the Incarna

tion ;
but if it be corrupted or changed, you must necessarily

confess one of two things, either that the thing which you receive

is not the true Body of Christ, but only a figure or sign of it; or

that on account of your corrupted faith the Holy Spirit has not

descended upon it; or that Christ s Body before its resurrection

was subject to corruption, as being a Body, which was slain,

wounded, divided and eaten.&quot;
1

This passage not only refers to Our Lords Body,

as though it still retained the same conditions

which had belonged to it before the Resurrection;

but it also loses sight of the essential characteristic

of a sacrament, by supposing that its inward part

can be an object to the senses of men. So that it

involves the very supposition
which is censured in

the 28th Article; such &quot;change
of the substance

of bread and wine,&quot;
as

&quot; overthrowcth the nature of

a sacrament.&quot; The opinion here objected to must

3 \na.t Sin. Vise Dux. 23. Bib. Tat. ix. p. 855. Something similar is

implted in tSpist. ad Epis. Doar. But the letter is not Damascene s.
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be something which runs counter to the sacramental

principle, that is, to the idea that an inward part
and an outward part are coupled together ;

the last

an object to the senses, the former to the mind.

Such a notion would have been rejected by Aquinas
and the other schoolmen, although the different

meaning which they attach to the word substance,

produces a verbal contradiction between them and
the Church of England. The word substance, in

the 28th Article, seems intended to express that

which is -material in the consecrated elements; the

sacramentum namely, or outward and visible sio-n.o
To suppose that this passes wholly away, would be

the error of Anastatius, and would overthrow the

nature of a sacrament, because it would exclude
one of those pails which is characteristic of such

ordinances. But the meaning of the word snlmtann*,
as understood by the schoolmen, was wholly dif

ferent. 11 The Aristotelian philosophy, on which
their expressions were moulded, divided all objects
into the accidental part, which was an object to the

14

According to this philosophy, all objects were referable to ten heads,
Substance, Quantity, Quality, and seven kinds of relation. These ten heads,
or categories, were a metaphysical classification, according to which every
conceivable object was supposed to be divisible. The iirst. Substance, ex
pressed the (liiidditi/ of an object, i. ., what it is. (/aid &amp;lt;-xt : the other nine
categories expressed its accidents. Now. it was held that there were two
sources of knowledge, saw and //&amp;lt;//! fN. II, inn.

O/ix&amp;lt;:
c. 2!&amp;gt;, p. 400).Of these, some was exclusively conversant with the a&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;-i&amp;lt;l&amp;lt;-i,ts of things. For

&quot; sensus est cognoscitivns accidentinni.&quot; (^iintiini Tlienl. i. 7,s. ;!.) 15ut the
Substance, or: Quiddity, was an object to int&amp;lt;-ll&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;-t alone. &quot;Quidditas rei
seusibilis e-t objectuin intellects proprimn. ut dicitnr in A dc Anima.&quot;

fO/wsc. xxix., p. 400.) And again,
&quot;

Quidditas rei particnlaris in particu
lar! non spcctat ut per se objectuin ad illos sensus exteriores, cum qnidditas
ista substantia sit, et non accidens.&quot; (Id. p. 401.) Hence it was held that
&quot; Substantia de se, in quantum substantia, locum non

occupet.&quot; (Ojmsc.
lix. 3, ]&amp;gt;. 077.) The genuineness of some of St. Thomas s Opuscula is

doubtful
;
but at any rate they express the opinions of his school.
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senses, and the substantial, which was an object

only to the mind. By substance therefore in the

Holy Eucharist, they understood not the Sacra-

mentuin, but the Res Sacramenti. This more sub

tile sense of the word substance, which had become

familiar in Theology, was employed by the Council

of Trent, when it declared its mind in opposition to

the Lutheran doctrine of Consubstantiation. So

that when the Church of England denies that the

substance of bread and wine is changed in the Holy

Eucharist, she refers to the sacrmnentum, or that

which is an object to the senses. But when the

Church of Rome speaks of change of substance,

there is no reason why she may not be understood

to refer to the res sacramenti, or that which is not

an object to the senses. If the question were under

stood in this way, the contradiction would be verbal,

rather than real
;

in language and not in thought.

The carnal or Capernaite notion is that, which the

words of the Article really censure
;
for to exclude

the idea of a sacramentum, or external part, would

overthrow the very nature of a sacrament.

Such are the theories which have resulted from

regarding one part only of the Holy Eucharist to

the exclusion of the other : from denying, as Zuin-

glius did, the inward grace; or like Anastatius

Sinaita, the outward form. But since the due

union of these two parts of a sacrament is not less

essential than the admission of each, there are two

other errors into which it is possible to fall: the
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outward and inward part may be confused with
one another, as was done by Luther, or separated,
as was done by Calvin. The peculiar theory of
Luther on this subject resulted from the contending
influence of two opposite principles. The associa

tions of his youth, reinforced by his antipathy to

the revolutionary spirit of the Swiss reformers, in

clined him to look with reverence on the Holy
Eucharist. On the other hand, he was resolved to

maintain inviolate his favourite principle of justifi

cation exclusively by faith. Now the Lutheran 15

doctrine of justification by faith, is incompatible
with any real belief in the validity of sacraments.
If a man can place himself in a state of safety and

acceptance, by the mere conviction of his own mind,
what need has he of external ordinances ? A per
son who possessed the secret which was sought for

by the Alchymists, could hardly be expected to

earn his daily bread by the toilsome processes of

ordinary labour; and those who imagined that
man s salvation was wrought out by his own as

surance of its attainment, could never attach any
real value to the means of grace. That the im-

15 The Lutheran doctrine was expressed with the utmost distinctness in
Lonfession of Augsburg, as it was presented hv the Protestants to the

Emperor A.D. 15:50, and printed 1531. The Confessio Variata, which modi
fies it greatly was substituted by Melancthon, &quot;private ausu,&quot; A.D. 1540

rjqff, Introd. lht. in Libros
Symbplicos, iii., G. The original Confession

asserts justifying faith to l,e the faith of the man who believes himself to be
The faith which God imputes for righteousness is said to becum credunt se m gratiam rccipi, et peccata remitti propter Christum &quot;

In An. 5 it is said that God &quot;

justiticet hos.qui credunt, se propterChristum m gratiam recipi.&quot; In the 12th, faith is denned to be that which
:redit propter Christum remitti peccata, et consolatur conscientiam

&quot;

and
so in the 13th, faith &quot;

qute credat remitti peccata.&quot;

K
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portancc of sacraments was an excrescence in Lu

ther s system, and had no root in its real life, is

shown by the history of his followers. Symptoms

of this might be discerned even in his own life-time :

Mclancthon gradually omitted the stronger state

ments which had at first been introduced into the

Confession of Augsburg;&quot;
1 while (Ecolampadius,

17

his opponent at Marburg, did not fail to press upon

him that his notion respecting the Holy Eucharist

was incompatible with his own view of the sole

importance of faith.
18

In what way, then, was Luther to reconcile ten

dencies, which led him to attach sacredncss to the

Holy I Aicharist, while they forbad him to allow

1(1 In tlio original copy of tin.- Confession of Augslmrg (in German). A.r&amp;gt;.

]-,:W the 10th Article &amp;gt;tands as follows: -About the Supper of the Lord

it is tiiu&quot;lit that the true 15o.lv and Blood of Christ is truly present in the

Supper uwli-r th&amp;lt; form of bread and ,rine
t
and is there distributed and taken

And the contrary doctrine is rejected.&quot; [This resembles the statement o

our first hook of Homilies, &quot;of the due receiving of His blessed Body and

Blood under the form of bread and \viue.&quot;J
But in the lirst Latin version,

A i) l.V .l siime of the mo&amp;gt;t important words are omitted.
^

About the

Supper of the Lord, they teach that the, Body and Blood of Christ are truly

pre-eut. and are distributed to them who eat in the Supper of the Lord, and

thev condemn those who teach otherwise.&quot; Melancthon s revised Confession,

called the Variata. A.n. 1.140. exhibits a further alteration. &quot;About theSuppcr

of the Lord they teach that with the bread and wine there are truly set

forth [exhibeantur] the Body and Blood of Christ to those who eat in the

Lord s Supper.&quot;
This was an earnest of the change which has since been

witnessed.
&quot; Since the middle of the eighteenth century,&quot; says Liicke,

&quot; the

generalitv whether of dogmatic or excgetical writers among the Lutherans,

have at lirst silently, and then avowedly, adopted the Calvinistic or Zuin-

glian theory of the Lord s Supper.&quot; Commentary on St. John, vol. n., p. &amp;lt;;52.

17 Vide Ebrard, vol. ii.. p. :J1 ,.
I8 Bretschneider observes, in reference to

Luther s system,
&quot; Inasmuch as the force and bcneiit of reception depends

solelv on faith in .Jesus as Atoner (fides salvifica), and this faith by no

means includes a belief in the real presence of the Body and Blood in the

Lord s Supper, it follows from the system itself that a man enjoys all the

benefits of the Lord s Supper by faith in Jesus, as Atoner, although he

doubts about the real presence. Even according to the system of the Sym
bolical Books, the subtile theory about the real presence has no connexion

with the purpose of the Lord s Supper.&quot; Doymatilc de.r Lutherischen Kirche,

sec. 202. vol. ii., p. G87. (Leipsic, 18:iS.)
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real efficacy to the means of grace ? Such was the

problem before him : and his doctrine on this sacra

ment resulted from the combination of these diffe

rent influences. He avowed plainly his belief in

the real presence of Our Lord s natural body ;
and

expressed himself on this subject with a distinct

ness, which seemed almost to imply a carnal par

ticipation. When Mclancthon was about to meet
Bucer at Cassel, he received the following instruc

tions from Luther:
&quot;This, in short, is our opinion;

that the Body of Christ is truly eaten in and with the

bread, so that every tiling which the bread does and

suffers, the Body of Christ does and suffers
;

it is

divided, eaten, and chewed with the teeth.&quot;
1 &quot;

It might be supposed that such views as these

respecting the reality of Our Lord s presence, would
lead Luther to adopt the opinions of the ancient

Church respecting its efficacy. But here came in the

other side of his opinions. To attribute the same

weight as had formerly been done to the resto

ration of mankind in the New Adam
;
to suppose

that those supernatural gifts which had been lost

in our first father, arc given back in our Second;
to believe in a true re-creation of man s nature, by
which it is regenerated, reformed, and corroborated,
so that those who were alienated in Adam are

reinstated through a real union with Christ all

this would have been to attribute a value to ex-
19 Planck (Gcscli. dcs Prot. Lchrbcpriflfs. vol. iii. part i. p. 3C9.) adds the

words, &quot;

propter unionem sacramentalem
;&quot;

but they do not occur in the
letter, ofDcc. 17. 1534. Li/t^r s Letters. De \Vette. vol. iv p 572
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ternal ordinances which was inconsistent with

Luther s whole system. It was necessary, therefore,

to find some other reason by which to account for

so peculiar an institution as the Holy Eucharist.

Hence the perplexity in which he found himself in

his discussion with Zuinglius and (Ecokmpadius

at Marburg. He is said to have written the words

of Institution with chalk upon the table before

him, and when called upon to explain them in a

manner less inconsistent and unmeaning, his only

reply consisted of coarse illustrations
20 and violent

reiteration.
&quot; I don t ask,&quot;

he said,
&quot; what is the

use of this bodily eating, but whether it is not so

written? It is enough that God has said it: man

has no choice but to do it. God has in this case

attached acceptance with Him to the bodily eating.

If God told me to eat dung I should do it too.&quot;
21

In thus admitting that acceptance with God was

in any way attached to the reception of Our Lord s

Humanity, Luther was far from meaning that this

gift followed from our incorporation into Htm. The

effect of the Holy Eucharist, he maintained, was

purely arbitrary and technical.
&quot; If it were mere

bread and wine, as you say it
is,&quot;

he told Carolstad,

&quot; and yet if those words were there, take, eat, this

is My Body which is given for you, it would be

just as profitable for the forgiveness of sins, by

virtue of this expression.&quot;
2

&quot;

2 In his answer to

20 &quot; Wenn Gott etwas sage, miisse man s glauben, selbst wenn Gott sage,

dass ein Hufeisen sein Leib sei.&quot; Ebrard, vol. ii. p. 318.
21

Ebrard, vol. ii. p. 320.
&quot;

Planck, vol. ii. p. 245.
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Carolstad23
therefore, as well as on other occa

sions,
24 he studiously abstained from dwelling

on what he supposed to be the advantage of

the ordinance. His real opinion, however, ap

pears to have been that Our Lord s Presence is

given both as a striking proof of God s favour 25

towards mankind, and as peculiarly fitted to pro

duce an impression upon the receiver. He was

accustomed, therefore, to speak of the Sacrament

as a sign; not, as Planck 20
observes, because he

considered bread to be the sign of Our Lord s

Body; the sign which he thought of, consisted at

once of bread and of the Body of Our Lord. So

that though he recognised the existence of a reso O

sacramenti, yet he dealt with it as though it had

been an emblem only, and not a reality. The

Body of Our Lord was not, as the Church had

always supposed, a life-giving principle, which was

actually communicated through the instrumentality

of certain sensible media; it was only intended to

give greater impressiveness to the ordinance, and
23

Planck, vol. ii. p. 241 .

21
Id. vol. ii. p. 328.

25 The notion that Christ s Presence in the Holy Eucharist is a sign of

God s general purposes, but not an especial means through which He be
stows His gifts, may be found also in Melancthon. &quot; The Supper of the

Lord,&quot; he says,
&quot;

signifies that Christ has made satisfaction for our sins,

and promised us forgiveness ;
and yet it does not follow that Christ s Body

is not present.
&quot;

JCbrard, ii. 334. Again he says :

&quot; the words of the Sacra

ment .... are a witness that Christ is with us
;
He says lie gives us

His Body to show that He is not only exalted above us as our Creator, but

was and is really with us.&quot; Do, ii. 439. Calvin frequently observes upon
the little stress which the Lutherans lay on the benefits of the Holy Eucha
rist. &quot;Quorsum instituta sit Coena, et quern fructum atferat fidelibus,

altum apud cos sileutiuni fuit.&quot; &quot;\Vorks, vol. viii. 734.
20

Planck, ii. 212. So in his Sermon,
&quot; De Excommunicatione,&quot; he says :

&quot; Altera et posterior communio est externa, corporalis, et visibilis, qurc lit

ipsa partioipatione sacrament!, eaque est signum prioris illius, iriternie ct

spiritualis communicationis.&quot; JJo.spinian, vol. ii. p. 10.
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its office terminated in the ordinance itself. Its

purpose was like that of a picture or a crucifix,

which, though wholly inoperative in themselves,

may be productive of effect upon the beholder.

But what rendered it infinitely more sacred than

any such emblem, was that it was the real Body
and Blood of the Saviour of the world. What is

this, in fact, but the notion attributed by Kicetas

the Paphlagonian to those who deposed Photius ?

To give greater solemnity to their act, he says, the

members of the Council infused a drop of Our

Lord s Blood into the ink with which they signed

the sentence of deposition. It would seem to be

exactly an analogous effect which Luther attributed

to Our Lord s Presence in the Holy Eucharist, lie

neither allowed that it rendered the Sacrament

really more valid, nor that it was calculated in

itself to produce any beneficial results;-
7 but he

When Luther speaks, therefore, of the Holy Eucharist, as assuring us

of the forgiveness of sins, lie does not mean that this benefit is conveyed
to us through ( )ur Lord the rrs s&amp;lt;icrt.nnfit!, or thing signified ;

lie considers

the Sacrament to he merely a confirmation of God s general promises of

forgiveness. &quot;Is sacramenti est nsus, ut dicere hoc vere possis: haheo hie

apertuni verhum, remissa mihi esse peceata. Signum quoquc accepi, man-

ducavi et hihi, id quod certo comprobare possum.&quot;
Conrio ad Sacrum.

Altaris, vol. i. fol. SI). (Ed. l.&quot;)S2.)
He has no idea, therefore, that the

thi

th

vitre.&quot; L

contrasts ._.

ii. fol. 70. And he says,
&quot;

sacramentalis&quot; [manducatio] &quot;non vivificat.

Id. fol. 04. And again, &quot;Non in alind pane aut sacramento utitur, quam
ridei confirmandai gratia.&quot; Senno dc. Enchar. vol. vii. fol. 337. And even

when writing against the Sacrameutarians, when the passages which he

quotes compel liim to maintain that Christ s Body is a seed of resurrection

to the bodies of men, he never gets free from liis capital error that the

res sarramenti itself is only a plc.dijn or token of something which is effected

independently of it.
&quot;

Proprium suum corpus nohis dat ad coinedendum,
ut nos eo piynore obsignet, et in certissimam spem adducat,&quot; &c. Defeus.

Verb. Ccewe, Works, vol. vii. fol. 395.
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supposed that it would impart an additional solem

nity to the action.

Now it is obvious that such a view of Our Lord s

Presence is incompatible with the very purpose of

a sacrament, because it confuses the functions of the

outward sign and the inward grace. If Our Lord s

Body be present in the Holy Eucharist, it is be

cause that ordinance has been appointed as the

medium whereby its salutary influence is com

municated to men. The very object of uniting

it witli certain sensible elements, is to communicate

that secret gift, of which human senses cannot

take cognizance. To suppose, therefore, that Our

Lord s Body is really present, but that it is only

a sign whereby we arc assured of God s goodness,

and whereby the feelings are impressed, is to mix

together things in their nature heterogeneous theo o o

outward sign and the thing signified. It somewhat

resembles the superstitious use of the consecrated

elements which St. Au&amp;lt;&amp;gt;Tistin-
s
tells us was madeo

by the mother of Acatius, when she employed it

as a cataplasm for the opening of his eyes. It

might please God to bless such a step ;
but it

seems to imply a misapprehension of the real

nature of Christ s presence. In like manner did

Luther lose sight of the real benefit of ( )ur Lord s

Body, which can only be appreciated by those

who discern it to be the res sacramenti, when he

assigned to it an object and a use, which it could

te
S. Aug. Opus. Iinperf. contra Julian, iii. sec. IGiJ.
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only discharge if it were the sacramentum, or ex
ternal emblem.

These views of Luther s exposed him to the

charge, which was brought against him by his

opponents, of holding a theory which they de
scribed as Consultstwithition. The term, it must
be remembered, was not his, but that of his oppo
nents;

29 but it arose naturally enough out of some
of his assertions. Among his various and inconsis

tent statements respecting the Holy Eucharist, he
referred with

approbation-&quot; to an assertion of Peter

D Ailly,
31 that the co-existence of two substances

was not in itself more inconceivable than the co

existence of two qualities, though it was less con

formable to the established phraseology of the

Church. This was thrown out by D Ailly, merely/ J i J
as an account which might be given of the manner
in which Our Lord s Body comes to be present in

the Holy Eucharist; it was not D Ailly s intention

to confound the purposes of the outward part and
the inward part in this sacrament, or to derogate
from that harmonious order, whereby a divine gift
is communicated through external means. Hence,

29 Gerhard speaks of the term as applied to Lutherans by their oppo
nents. Loci Theol. No. 69 and 98, with Cotta s note.

30 De Captiv Babyl. vol. ii. fol. 67.
&quot;&quot;

J? Ailly begins by saying,
&quot; Sciendum est, quod ly Catholici concor-

daverint in hoc, quod corpus Christi vere et principaliter est in sacramento
sub speciebus panis et vini. Circa inodum ponendi fucrint diverse opiniones.&quot;The third opinion which lie states is,

&quot;

quod substantia panis remanet
;&quot;

of which he says
&quot; valde possibilis est substantial)! panis co-existere sub-

stantiae corporis, ncc est niagis impossible duas substantias co-existere,
quam duas qualitates.&quot; And he concludes by observing,

&quot; nullum incon-
A cniens sequitur ex priore modo ponendi, si&quot; tarn concordaret cum deter-
rainatione Eccle*\x: Qucstwiies3rayistriPetride Alliaco Cardinalis Came-
racensis, fol. 265. On the Fourth Book of Sentences*
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however, arose the term Consubstantiation, which

has ever since been regarded as characteristic of

Lutheranism, because Luther s whole system led

to his confounding the purposes of the sacramen-

tinn and res sacramenti ; while this term had a

tendency to confound their natures. So that it

accorded well enough with a theory, the purpose

of which was to vindicate the sacrcdncss of the

Holy Eucharist without admitting its efficacy.

For to do justice to this ordinance as a means of

grace, it was essential to recognise both its out

ward form and its inward life; and thus to consider

the former to be the divinely appointed medium

through which it was the will of God to communi

cate the latter. All this was incompatible with

Luther s principles, who was ready indeed to admit

the reality of Our Lord s Presence, but not to

recognise the greatness of those gifts which are

communicated through the Humanity of the

Second Adam. So that his system could not be

maintained except by mixing together the outward

sign and the inward reality; by attributing to Our

Lord s Body a mere carnal office, instead of regard

ing it as the life-giving principle of grace. And
thus he was at once a zealot for Our Lord s bodily

Presence, while he made the belief of it impossible,

by rendering it superfluous.

Fourthly There remains one further theory,

more subtile and plausible than the preceding ones,

by which the notion of a sacrament is not less
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completely overthrown, than by those which have

been described. Though it be admitted that a

sacrament consists of two parts, one outward, and

the other inward, and that each must retain its due

office, without confusion or intermixture, yet it

is possible so to separate them as to destroy their

sacramental coherence, and thus to overthrow the

purpose of the ordinance. And this was done

by the theory of Calvin. Xo one professed

to go further than he did in asserting the importance

of the inward gift which is bestowed in the Holy

Eucharist. It might be supposed that he entered

into the relation between this sacrament and the

reconstruction of mankind through Christ ;
and

that he accepted St. Cyril s statements, that the

Humanity of Our Lord is the appointed medium

through which spiritual blessings are conferred

upon His brethren. A far deeper man than Zuin-

glius,
32 he saw that the re-creation of mankind must

be based upon that supernatural system of events

which had its commencement in the Incarnation

of the Second Adam
;

more clear-sighted than

Luther, he discriminated accurately between the

inward gift and the outward sign. But it was to

no purpose that he recognized each part of the

ordinance, and assigned to either its appropriate

weight, so long as he detached the one from the

other. For since it is the very conception of a

Ho observes, &quot;qnnm profana Mt (Zuhijrlii) lc sacramentis cloctrina.&quot;-

Calv. litercc ineditce. (Bretschneider} p. 10. vid. Kahnu. P- 394.



THE GIFT AND THE ELEMENTS. 139

sacrament, that the outward sign is the medium

through which it pleases God to bestow the in

ward reality, it was equally fatal to deny the

coherence, as the distinctness or integrity of its

parts.

To appreciate fully the system of Calvin, it is

necessary to bear in mind the twofold object which

he proposed to himself. On the one hand, he

wished to get rid of consecration, and therefore

could not admit that the saentmentuin and res

sacramenti were bound to one another. On the

other hand, he desired to assign its full value to the

virtus s&amp;lt;ic.r(unenti,
in which their action results.

How was this to be effected ? Since the rirftts

sacramenfi follows from the res sacramenti, it would

seem that the second was necessary to the existence

of the first. Again, the consecration of the ele

ments is the act by which the outward and in

ward parts receive that mystic coherence which

unites them into a whole
;

so that to reject the

principle of coherence would involve the rejection

also of its effects. These difficulties Calvin at

tempted to overcome by saying, first, that a res

sacramenti really exists, though it be not present

in the sacrament : it is the Body of Christ, which is

present only in heaven
;
and has no connexion with

the sacmmentiim, which is exhibited upon earth.

Next, he stated that the virtus sacramenti followed

from the res sacramenti by God s appointment,

either through the lifting of the receiver s soul into
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heaven, or through the diffusion of the influence

of Christ s Body upon earth.

Now it appears strange that so acute a reasoner

as Calvin should put these two last suggestions

together, as if they were only two ways of stating

the same hypothesis.
33 For they arc entirely dis

tinct ideas
;

the second implies that some force,

or virtue, issues from Our Lord s Flesh, as the

means whereby its sphere of operations is extended
;

the first, that though Our Lord s Body is not really

present upon earth, yet that it may be said to be

present, nominalh/, or virtually, because the ap

proach of the soul to Christ produces the same

results as if it were present. So that in the one

case Christ s Body is supposed to be the agent ;

in the other, the souls of men. Yet the ambiguity
of the words virtue, and virtual, renders it possible

to represent these ideas as almost identical. And
this was not an inconvenient circumstance, if it was

Calvin s intention, as it certainly was his practice,

to introduce Our Lord s Body as though it were

the agent in the Holy Eucharist, and yet not to

assign to it any real part in the transaction. For

since it was to be nominally put forward, without

really exercising any influence, the only course

which could be adopted, was to leave its mode of

action ambiguous. If Our Lord s Body were really

33 Calvin constantly associates the two. as if they were identical. Thus,
in his remarks on the Consensus Tijrur., the statement that &quot; Christus . . .

in coslum ad se . . . nos attollit,&quot; is directly followed by &quot;ad nos sua virtute

descendit.&quot; Niemeyer, p. 215.



TFIE GIFT AND THE ELEMENTS. 141

an agent in this sacrament, it must be supposed
that the capacity to be present as the res sacramenti,

or thing signified, was an especial power bestowed

upon it through its oneness with Godhead. But
since this would have involved the validity of con

secration, Calvin substituted the intervention of the

Spirit,
34 instead of the efficacy of Our Lord s Body,

as the true res sacrament^ by which a relation is

brought about between God and man. This en

abled him to rest the value of the sacrament not

upon any gift which had actually been bestowed

through the Humanity of Christ, but solely upon
the Divine intention. So that he could speak of

the sacramentum, or external part, as nothing more
than a seal, charter, or title-deed, l^ which the

Supreme Being bore witness to the process which

lie was carrying on at the same moment within

the receiver s soul [vide supra, cap. ii.]. And
the only connexion between the sacramentum and
virtus sacramenti, was that their reception was

simultaneous, and that they were bestowed by the

same Giver upon the same receiver.

It is justly complained by Kahnis, that &quot;

it is

difficult to enter into this system, not on account

of its depth, but by reason of its artificial, indefinite,

and cloudy nature. For Calvin treats those with

the deepest contempt, who connect the Body and

Blood with the elements, while yet he esteems it

a gross misrepresentation if any one denies that he
14 Tacit arcana Spiritus virtus, ut qurc locorum spatio distant, inter se

uuiantur.&quot; De Vera Purtirip. Works, viii. 7-ii.
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considers the elements to be the vehicles of the

true Body and Blood.&quot;
35

By this double system

he was able, certainly, to dispense with consecration,

and yet to represent the gift bestowed as real and

important. But then there was a practical dis

honesty in professing to accord with the strong

expressions of the early Church, while he discarded

the only principle on which they could really be

justified. For what was the meaning of the virtus

sacramenti, which he professed to retain ? The

Church had supposed that it was that relation be

tween the soul of the devout receiver and the

Humanity of Christ, which was consequent upon

the reception of Our Lord s Body and Blood through

the consecrated elements. Now, if Calvin meant less

than this, he did not recognize the influence of Our

Lord s Humanity, and thus fell down into the

system of Zuinglius, which he had censured. For

he must suppose the benefit to be nothing but that

general influence of God s grace, which is present

in all ordinances. But if he meant as much as this,

he wTas compelled to fall back upon that monstrous

system ofarbitrary reprobation which was previously

noticed (cap. ii. p. 3D). For, according to the last

supposition, the virtus sacramenti is that relation

which binds the soul to the Humanity of Our Lord,

and which can be experienced by none but the

devout communicant. 36 The res sacramenti (ac-

35 Lehre vom Abendmahl, p. 413.
36 Tliis is expressly affirmed by Calvin. &quot; Si pateret in eos Christo in-

gressus, omni ipsos reatu eximcret.&quot; Niemeyer, p. 211. No doubt he
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cording to the Church-system) is partaken by all,

because Christ s Presence depends merely upon the

validity of consecration
;
but the virtus sacrainenti

is that effect which follows from Christ s Presence,

where there is a living relation between Him and

the soul. It is by this living relation only that the

branches hold to the root
;

for the branch cannot

partake the life of the tree except by living.

If it be affirmed, then, that the virtus sacramc.nti

does not follow in the way of effect from the res

sacraiucjiti, but is a result produced immediately

by Almighty God in the soul, why is not the sticra-

mentdm, or external pledge, always accompanied by
this consequence ? For what is meant by a seal,

or pledge, which does not secure the conveyance
of the thing promised ? Xow, on Calvin s system,

the immediate agency of Almighty God becomes

the sole intervening link between the sacramenftuii,

or external sign, by which lie pledges Himself to

confer a blessing, and the virtus sacramenti, or

spiritual effect. Yet it is admitted on all hands,

that men may partake of the outward elements,

who do not share in the spiritual blessing. Now
to put the intention of Almighty God in place of

the res sacramenti, or actual gift, is to make Him

attempts to escape from the results of his system, by alleging tlie fault to

be on man s side but they are results which follow inevitably from his

principle that sacraments are &quot;

organa ([uibus efficaciter agit Deus in siris

electis.&quot; Id. p. 204. For he denies that Christ s sacramental presence is

bestowed except upon those who have faith: &quot;Christum ahsque lidc

recipi.&quot; Niemci/i-r. p. 2\ 1. And faith, he says, is not given, except to the
elect. &quot; Fidei nostrac origo et causa est divina electio.&quot; DC Prcedesti-

nutione, Works, viii. 014. &quot;

Speciale donum est iides, quo rata tit Dei
electio.&quot; Id. 608.
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responsible for the failure. For why is not His

promise always performed ? There can be no

reason assigned except that secret decree, whereby

lie assigns some of His creatures to mercy, and

others to destruction.

It may be alleged, perhaps, as an objection to

the preceding statements, that they suppose Cal

vin s system not to provide for the case of those

who arc predetermined by inevitable sentence to

eternal life, but who approach the Holy Eucharist

before their conversion.-57 It might be enough to

answer, that this is only one form of a difficulty

which attaches to the Calvinistic system at large.

For what happens if such persons die before their

conversion ? If it be answered that lie who has

predestined them to life can ensure them against

a premature removal, He can ensure them also

against profaning His Holy Altar. But perhaps

the better reply would be that such questions need

not be answered : because all which is essential in

any system is to explain its natural and normal

action, to which difficult and provisional cases must

adjust themselves by a general analogy. Such is

the case in regard to the difficult question of adult

Baptism. We know that in Baptism, Christ

chooses men to be members of His Body, and

37 The suggestion in article xx. of the Consensus Tigurinus is mani

festly only ft&quot; way of escaping the difficulty.
&quot; Fieri interdum potest, ut

Same Coente usus, qui in actu ipso propter incogitantiam, vel tarditatem

nostrum parnm prodest, frueturn deindc suum proferat.&quot;
Mr. Scott says

that to receive the Holy Eucharist is
&quot; no duty&quot;

&quot; to a man, who himself

has not reason to conclude that he is a believer.&quot; Miscell. Letters, p. 292.
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bestows that gift of grace, whereby this union is

effected. As infants by birth become members of

the old man, so is it His gracious purpose to in

corporate them at the same tender age into the

Xew Adam. And as infants, being innocent of

actual sin, can oppose no bar to His grace, we are

sure that His merciful purpose takes effect, and

that they become at once living members of His

Body. But the case becomes more intricate, when

we pass to the adult candidate for Baptism. What
is the exact effect of the gift of grace, supposing

that his impenitence puts a bar to its reception,

and how far, and in what manner, the blessing

remains suspended,
38

till its efficacy is brought out

by his repentance, are points on which it is im

possible probably to speak decisively. All of

which we can be sure is, that the failure does not

arise from the deficiency of God s grace, but from

the impenitence of the receiver. For the sacra

ment, regarded in itself has the same character as

when it is ministered to infants who cannot oppose

its efficacy. So that the nature of Baptism cannot

be duly appreciated except by considering it under

those normal conditions, where it acts without

impediment. And the same limitation is appli

cable in the case of the Holy Eucharist.

The system of Calvin, then, was built upon a

denial of the coherence between the sacramentum,
38 De Lugo says,

&quot; De Buptismo vidctur omnino concedendum,
fictione, seu obice, confei-re suum effectum.&quot; De Sacramentis Dis. ix.

sec. iii. He quotes S. Aug. de Baptismo con. Donatistas, i. 12, iii. 13, vi. 5.
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and the res sacramenti. And hence lie was com

pelled to rest the presence of the rirtus sacrament i

upon the absolute decree of Almighty God, because

he was unable to ground it upon the actual presence

of Our Lord s Humanity. So that as Zuinglius

allowed only a Symbolical Presence, because he

admitted of nothing but a sacramentum, or external

symbol, so Calvin may be said to have held only

a Virtual Presence, because he detached the virtus

sacrametffi, or effect, from the res sacramenti or

cause. Whereas, of course, the Real Presence is

that which gives its due place to the res sacramenti,

or thing signified. It was stated how incompatible

was Calvin s system with the very purpose of a

Sacrament, which requires not only the existence

of an outward and an inward part, but also that

they should be truly joined together. It has been

shown further, that it cannot be maintained without

involving that dogma of absolute reprobation,

which is inconsistent with the character of God,

and \vhich renders the statements of Scripture a

nullity and a fiction. To represent the Almighty

as publicly granting a charter to mankind at large,

which He privately annuls by a secret article, is

to attribute conduct to the God of truth, which

would be discreditable to an earthly sovereign.

And such a supposition is utterly overthrown by

the manner in which the Church has always ad

ministered the Holy Eucharist. Her immemorial

custom has been to testify to each receiver of the
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consecrated elements, that the thing delivered to

him is truly that life-giving Body, which Calvin

supposed to be restricted to the elect; and to call

upon the receiver to witness his belief by saying
Amen to her words.

Whatever variety there may have been at dif

ferent times in the words employed at the distribu

tion of the elements, the greatest care was always
used to secure that which the Bishops at the

Savoy Conference speak of as the property of

Sacraments,
&quot; to make particular obsignation to

each believer.&quot; A specific direction on the subject

occurs in the Apostolical Constitutions :

&quot; Let the

Bishop deliver the oblation, saying, The Body of

(J/trisf, and let the worshipper say, A mot. Let

the deacon hold the cup, and when he gives it, let

him say, The. Blood of Christ, the
Ctf/&amp;gt; ctf/ifc; and

let him who drinks say Amen&quot; The response
is referred to as early as the time of Tertullian,

40

and is thus explained in the work on Sacraments

ascribed to St. Ambrose. &quot; The Priest says to

you The Body of Christ, and you say Amen, it is

true.&quot; To the same custom docs St. Leo witness :

&quot; You ought so to partake of the sacred table, as

not to doubt about the truth of Our Lord s Body
and Blood. For that which is an object of our

faith is the thing which our mouths receive; and

it would be in vain for those to answer Amen, who

3n
Constit. Apost. Lib. viii. c. 13. 40 DC Spcotaculis, sec. xxv.

41 De Sacramentis, iv. f.
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dispute against that which they receive.&quot;
42 The

practice is further attested by all the Eastern 43

Liturgies, in which the response of the worshippers

assumes often a most striking and emphatic form.

The system of Calvin agrees as little with these

forms as it does with Holy Scripture. Their

purpose is to assure each individual that the

general blessing which (iod bestows in the Holy
Eucharist is offered to his separate acceptance.

His theory was, that nothing is really communi

cated in the act of administration, and that the

consecrated elements are only a pledge or token

of that which it is God s pleasure to do irrespec

tively of them in the souls of His elect. Indeed,

the radical diversity between this system and the

ritual of the Church, is shown by the antipathy

ever manifested to it by the partizans of Calvin.

The service for the Palatinate, previously quoted,

contemplates no special application of the gift of

Christ to every individual. &quot; The minister,&quot; it is

said,
&quot; shall break the bread of the Lord for each

person, and when he gives it him shall say, The

bread which we break is the communion of the

Body of Christ.&quot;
41 This text is merely the ex

pression of a general truth, but not the consigna

tion of it to individual participants. And the same

tendency is shown by the demand of the Noncon-

42
S. Leo. Sermo 89. sec. iii. p. 175.

43 Vide Coptic Liturgy of S. .Basil. -Reiiandot, vol. i. p. 23. And the

Greek, Id. vol. i. p. 83.
44 Chur-Pfiiltzische Kirchen-Ordming, A. p. 1611.
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formists at the Savoy Conference
;

&quot; that the

minister be not required to deliver the bread and

wine into every particular communicant s hand,

and to repeat the words to each one in the singular

number, but that it may suffice to speak them to

divers jointly, according to Our Saviour s ex

ample.&quot;
15 It is clear that the effect of this change,

which was happily resisted by the Bishops, would

have been to countenance the system of Calvin
;

for it would have abandoned that distinct protest

against any separation of the outward and inward

portions of the Sacrament, which the Church has

embodied in her ancient form of distribution. And
the wish of those who adopted Calvin s theory, to

avoid the repetition of these emphatic words to

each individual, shows their instinctive conscious

ness of the tendency of such an innovation.

We have seen, then, what are the four perversions

to which the doctrine of the Holy Eucharist Js

especially liable. They all arise out of inadequate

conceptions respecting the relation between the

sacramentum and res sacramenti the Subject that

is, and the Predicate in Our Lord s words of Insti

tution. For when the nature of these two terms is

not appreciated, or when men deny the sacra

mental identity which obtains between them, the

idea of a sacrament is nullified. To suppose with

Zuinglius that Christ is not really present, is to

exclude the inward part or thing signified. To
45 Cardwell s Hist, of Conferences, p. 321.
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suppose, as the Capernaites did, that Our Lord s

Body is designed to be present as an object to the

senses, is to omit the notion of an outward form
;

even though it should be believed, as it was appa

rently by Anastatius Sinaita, that the operation of

men s senses is supernaturally obstructed. But

again, it is not more necessary that the two portions

should exist, than that they should really be

joined together, yet discriminated from one another.

So that to confound their office as Luther did, or

separate their action with Calvin, is to overthrow

the idea of their Sacramental union. For this

union implies that the inward part should truly

act through the outward ;
and thus that their

o

presence and influence should be that of one real

thoimh heterogeneous whole.O O

Such, then, is the relation between the outward

part and the inward part, the Body of Christ and

the consecrated elements, which has been described

as sacramental identity. It implies that the res

micramenti, or inward reality, is so united to the

seta-amentum, or outward sign, that the last is the

medium through which the first is communicated.

This is the same thing as to affirm that the Real

Presence of Christ is bestowed through the conse

crated elements. And it may be observed in con

clusion, that this term of a Real Presence embraces,

in fact, every kind of Presence except those two

Symbolical and Virtual which have been shown

to belong to the theories of Zuinglius and Calvin.
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For the notion of Luther, and even that of the

Capernaitcs, were partial or perverted forms, under

which the doctrine of a Real Presence was ex

pressed. And the notion of the Capernaitcs is so

alien to the very nature of a sacrament, that it falls

to the ground as soon as it is stated : while that of

Luther is so partial and self-contradictory, that it

has found few genuine supporters. In proceeding-

further therefore into the subject, it will be the

notions of a mere Symbolical, or of a mere Virtual

Presence, which it will be needful to refute : that

of a Real Presence, which it will be needful to

establish. This shall be done by appealing to the

testimony of Scripture and Antiquity against the

two first, and in favour of the latter. But it will

be necessary previously to inquire somewhat further

into the nature of that Presence of Christ which it

is proposed to maintain.



CHAPTER VI.

OUR LORD S PRESENCE IN THE HOLY EUCHARIST is

REAL, AND NOT MERELY SYMBOLICAL OR VIRTUAL.

IT was affirmed at the close of the last chapter,

that Our Lord s presence in the Holy Eucharist

was not symbolical merely, or virtual, but real.

I proceed to inquire further into the meaning of

this assertion
; but, before doing so, it will be

necessary to notice some other conditions of this

sacred presence, by which its reality is at once

defined and substantiated. Such are the state

ments that Our Lord s presence in the Holy
Eucharist is supernatural, and not natural ; that

it is sacramental, and not sensible. These lead to

the further assertion that it is real, and not merely

symbolical or virtual.

First To say that Our Lord s presence in the

Holy Eucharist is supernatural, is to affirm that

while His Humanity has a presence, which, except

when He wills it otherwise, is accordant to the laws

of material existence, it has also a Presence of

another sort, which is independent of those laws.
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The word material is used here as applicable to

those things of which the senses are able, or fitted,

to take cognizance. Some material objects, indeed,

may be of so subtile a nature as more or less to

elude our senses
;

as is the case with various

chemical agents, till they are detected by experi

ment
;

but we mean by material, those things

which the senses either discern, or might discern,

consistently with their present character. 1 Now
Our Lord s Human Body is not subject to the

laws of material existence, because His Body is a

glorified Body, and therefore not an object to our

senses, unless such be His own will. That we do

not commonly discern it is not owing, surely, to

distance of place, but to the fact that glorified

beings cannot be discerned by those who are in our

present state, except at their own pleasure. When
Our Lord was upon earth, after His resurrection,

lie was not always visible to His disciples. But

that His presence, when He was pleased to vouch

safe it, was according to the laws of material

existence, we know from His own declaration :

&quot; Handle Me and see, for a spirit hath not flesh

and bones, as ye see Me have.&quot; And with this

Body did He enter into that heavenly state in

which He will continue till the end of all things.

Xow the natural condition even of a glorified

body the conditions, that is, which pertain to it

by reason of its material character and human

1 Vide Doct. of the Incarnation, Cap. x. 2. and additional note.
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existence are, that it is present under a definite

form, and in a definite place. So we learn from

the statements of Scripture and of the Church.

Our Lord u
shall so come, as ye have seen Him

go into heaven.&quot;
&quot; The heavens must receive

&quot;

Him,
&quot;

until the restitution of all
things.&quot;

&quot; He
ascended into heaven,&quot; says the Apostles Creed.

And this truth is recognized in various places by
the Fathers. So distinct are the statements of St.

Augustin, especially in his Epistle to Dardanus,
2

as well of his countryman Fulgentius,
3 that when

they were brought forward by CEcolampadius, at

the conference at Marburg, as arguments against

the ubiquity of Our Lord s Human Body, Luther

could only reply,
u You have Augustin and Ful-

gentius on your side
;
but we have all the other

Fathers on ours.&quot;
1 But these statements, though

more pointed, are not really more conclusive than

those of other writers, both in the Western and

Eastern Church. 6

Now, if Our Lord were* a inerc (

man, and had

no mode of presence, except that which is ac

cordant to the laws of material existence, it follows

that He could not be present except in the place

which He possesses in heaven. Any other mode

2
Epis. 187. 10. Vide S. An-, in Joan. True. 50. I:

1
..

3 Ad Tras. 17, Bib. Pat. ix. :&amp;gt;.-,.

4

Hosp. vol. ii. p. 1L &amp;lt;.

5 Vide Doct. of the Inc. p. .&quot;US, Ed. 3rd, p. 449, Ed. 4tli.
6 Vide S. Cyril, in Joan. cap. vi. verse *&amp;gt;4. vol. iv. p. ,$77. To this dis

tinction S. Jerome refers, when he says, dnpliciter Christ! euro intclli-

fritur; vel spiritualis ilia atque divina .... vel caro ((Hit crucifixa est. &e.

He is discriminating Christ s supernatural from His naliim! presence. Ad
Kph. cap. i. vol. iv. pt. i p. 328.
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of presence, which can be attributed to His human

nature, must belong to it by reason of some pecu

liar privilege with which it is invested. And that

His Humanity was likely to be invested with some

peculiar privileges of this sort, we should gather

from His own words, both before and after His Resur

rection. This is surely the fullest sense of those

expressions in which He speaks of Himself as about

to come again : and of the perpetual presence which

lie pledged to His
disciples.&quot;

These things could

not refer to His Godhead, which must always have

pervaded both time and place by its unalterable

presence.

We know, then, that after His Resurrection (to

say nothing of its previous capacities) Our Lord s

Body existed under conditions very different from

those which are usual to men. &quot; That wras brought

to pass respecting Our Lord s Body, which is im

possible even to the glance of our sight He

conveyed it through a closed barrier. For after His

Resurrection, when His disciples were gathered

together in one place, He suddenly appeared, the

doors being shut. Where our sight could not

penetrate, His Body entered.&quot;
&quot;

Xow, it is by virtue

of those new qualities which Our Lord s Humanity
has gained by oneness with Deity, that it exists

under those conditions in which it is given to men
7 Vide St. John, xiv. 18, 28. St. Matt, xxviii. 20.

8
S. August. Seriao 277, sec. xii. vol. v. p. lilt*. &quot;

Palpandam oarncm

praebuit, quam clausis jtmuis introduxit . . . . ut profccto csse post rcsur-

rectionem ostenderet. corpus suum et cjiisdcm nuturir, ct alt -rius
gloria;.&quot;

S. Grec/. May. in Ev. L. ii. Horn. 2G. vol. i. p. 1553.
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in the Holy Eucharist. &quot; He is the living bread,&quot;

says St. Augustin, referring to St. John, vi. 51,

&quot;because,&quot;
as lie says, &quot;I came down from heaven.&quot;

9

And so St. Hilary : &quot;that Flesh, i.e., that bread,

is from heaven
;
and that Man is from God.&quot;

10

And St. Ambrose in like manner rests the efficacy

of the Eucharist on the truth of the Incarnation.

&quot; Why do you ask for the order of nature in

Christ s Body ;
inasmuch as Our Lord Jesus

Christ Himself was born of a virgin, contrary to

nature ? It was truly the Flesh of Christ, which

was crucified and buried
;
and therefore it is truly

the sacrament of His Flesh.
&quot; 1L This is a main

part of St. Cyril s arguments against Nestorius.

Our Lord s Humanity, he says, could not be that

of a mere man, as Nestorius asserted, because if so,

howr could it be given to mankind as the principle

of life, in the Holy Eucharist? Now this assumes

as its basis, that there is a peculiar presence of Our

Lord s Humanity in the Holy Eucharist, the pos

sibility and fruitfuhicss of which depend upon those

new qualities, with which manhood is invested by
its union with Deity.

&quot; If Nestorius,&quot; he says,
&quot; affirms that He who has appeared, is some other

Son and Christ, and not God the Word, . . . does

he not render our mystery to be the mere eating

of a man s flesh?&quot;
12

Again, he asks, &quot;Who was

9
S. August, in Joan. Tract, xxvi. 13.

10 De Trinitate, x. 23, p. 1051. &quot;

S. Ambros. de Mysteriis, ix. 53.
12

S. Cyril. Apol. adv. Orient, vol. vi. p. 11)3. The same argument is

used against the Nestorians by Leontius. &quot;

Qui ha&amp;gt;c sentiunt, eujus corpus
et sangiiinem se putant in eommunione sumere ?&quot; Bib. Pair. ix. 704.
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Tie that saith, He that eateth My flesh, and drink -

eth My Blood, dwcllcth in Me, and I in him ?

If He had been some mere man, and it had not

been the very Word of God, which had been mani

fest in our nature, such an act would be the mere

eating of a man s flesh, and the participation

would be wholly unprofitable. For Christ Him
self says, the flesh profiteth nothing. It is the

Spirit which profiteth. For as regards its own

nature, flesh is corruptible. It cannot quicken

others, being corruptible itself.&quot;
13 So that he

infers that the Being from whom flesh draws such

quickening qualities, must be &quot; the very Word of

God.&quot; For this it is which has bestowed new

gifts upon humanity, through the operation of the

Holy Ghost.

All these, and numberless other passages, which

might be quoted, proceed on the supposition, that by
virtue of that union with Godhead, to which man
hood was exalted by the agency of the Holy Ghost,

Our Lord s Humanity possesses a character peculiar
to itself, and that this circumstance renders it

&quot; the

Bread of life.&quot;

It is true that the majority of these statements

refer directly to those life-giving qualities of which

Our Lord s Body is possessed ;
but indirectly they

witness also to that supernatural presence through
which His influence is exerted. And both of these

circumstances they attribute to that fact of the

13
S. Aug. Ep. 137. 11.
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Incarnation, whereby
&quot;

in Christ s person, God

head and Manhood were commingled.&quot;
14 For

even before Our Lord s Body was bestowed in

the Holy Eucharist, it was that present temple

of God s Spirit, by means of which it could be

said to the disciples,
&quot; He dwelleth with you,

and shall be in
you.&quot;

And it was &quot;

through the

Holy Ghost&quot; that Our Lord before the Day
of Pentecost &quot;

gave commandments unto the

Apostles.&quot;
This was the prerogative which at

tached to His human nature, because &quot; in Him
dwelt all the Godhead bodily ;&quot;

and with it came

those other marvellous endowments which the

Gospel history records.

We find many statements therefore that Oar

Lord s Human Body was, in various respects, ex

empted from those laws by which humanity is com

monly restricted. This was true both before and

after His resurrection
;

the difference was that be

fore His resurrection it was the exception when He
was exempted from the laws of nature

;
that He

should not be exempted from them is the exception

since His resurrection. And the reason is, that &quot; the

Flesh of Our Lord is a life-giving Spirit, because

it was conceived of the life-giving Spirit. For that

which is born of the Spirit is
Spirit.&quot;

15
&quot;He had a

Body,&quot; says St. Hilary, &quot;but one peculiar to its

14 Adv. Nestorimn, iv. 5, vol. vi. p. 109.
15 S. Athanasins de Incarn. ct contra Arian. xvi. p. 88,). &quot; The word

Spirit, in the new birth is not opposed to all flesh, but is identical with the
Flesh of Christ.&quot; Palmer s Dissertations on tlie Eastern-Catli. Communion,
p. 219.
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origin ;

1(! not owing its existence to the faults of

human corruption, but subsisting, in the form of our

bodies, through the power of His own virtue.&quot; And
St. Cyril ;

&quot;Ifthe meat be Christ s Body, and the drink

be Christ s Blood, and yet, as the Xestorians say, He
is a mere man, how can He be proclaimed to be for

eternal life to those who come to the sacred board
;

how can lie be divided there and every where, and

yet never diminished? For a mere body can never

be the fountain of life to those who partake it.&quot;
17

Now it cannot be justly objected to such state

ments, that the}- attribute powers to Our Lord s

Body which detract from the truth of His Man

hood, and assign to it conditions which belong to

Deity alone. That which is characteristic of Deity
is not merely the capacity of evincing its power

simultaneously in various places, for this belongs
even to the human soul, which acts at once in all

members of the body,
18 but that attribute of neces

sary omnipresence, which is inseparable from the

omnipotence of God. As it belongs to the idea of

the Supreme Being, that it is impossible to restrict

a dominion which knows no conditions, except those

which are inherent in itself, so is it involved in the

same conception, that Pie can neither be limited by
duration, nor bounded by space. It is thus that we
must discriminate the Infinite from the finite, the

16 Or perhaps,
&quot; which contained in itself the principle of its origin

&quot;

DC. Triiiitate, x. 25, p. 105.*?.

Lege fj.ffi^trcti vcuTctxov. Hum. inMy.it. Caita/n, vol. v., part ii. p. ,578.
18 Or even beyond it perhaps; for, &quot;anima nuigis est ubi amat, quani

ubi aiiimat.&quot;
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Creator from His works. It is no interference

therefore with the inalienable prerogatives of Deity,

to suppose that capacities of presence, far exceed

ing the ordinary conditions of nature, as well as

other unusual gifts, should be bestowed upon a

created substance. And on what of all created

substances should they be bestowed so suitably, as

on that Humanity which by personal union was

one with God? Was it not the very principle of

the Incarnation that the Infinite and the finite were

brought face to face in the Person of Christ? ItO

must be remembered only that whereas such capa

cities belong to Godhead by the necessity of its

nature, they belong to manhood accidentally only,

and by gift.

In this consideration lies the safeguard against

that error of ubiquity which at times was advocated

by Luther. (Air Lord s Manhood neither did, nor

could, participate in that Omnipresence, which is

characteristic of Godhead
;
but He has been pleased

to bestow upon it a certain capacity of presence

beyond that which other bodies possess, that it may
be the instrument of His own gracious will. Some

of Luther s
19

expressions would lead to the notion

that Our Lord s two natures were confused together,

just as Luther confounded the offices of the out-

19 As when he approves the words,
&quot; es ist alles fol leib Christi.&quot; IIos-

pininn, ii., 12(i. Luther s first work, which asserted the doctrine of Ubi

quity, was his Treatise against the Sacramentaries, A.D. 1527. Vide IIos-

pinitni, ii. p. 70. He repeated his statements the next year in his Con-

fessio Major. He affirmed that &quot;nullibi sit, vel esse possit Divinitas, iibi

etiam non simnl realiter adsit, sive coexistat, assumpta Humanitas.&quot; Hos-

pitiian, ii., p. 86.
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ward and inward parts in the Holy Eucharist;
whereas it has been truly observed that &quot; the nature

of the Word became Incarnate through His Person,
not His Person through His nature.&quot;- He did not

enter into relation with humanity by mingling Deity
with it, but He brought it into relation to Godhead

by uniting it personally to Himself. And there

fore whatever gifts have been bestowed upon His
man s nature, though they have been bestowed upon
it as a result of that exaltation which accrued to it

through the being taken into God, yet they have
corne as a special endowment, and by peculiar
favour.

Although we meet therefore with statements that

&quot;the Body or Flesh of Oar Lord has by personal
oneness become God, without losing its original

nature,&quot;
21 and that Our Lord consisted &quot;of two con

traries, flesh and spirit, of which the one conferred,
the other received deification,&quot;

22
yet are they always

qualified by the statement that it is the Divine na
ture which gives the flesh its efficacy, and that what
ever of power or special presence the flesh pos

sesses, is derived from the immediate appointment of

Him who has taken it into Himself. &quot; The nature

of the flesh, considered in itself, could not confer life.

Since otherwise what would be the superiority of

&quot; Non Dens &quot;Verbum [per] divinam naturam
;

sed clivina natura perDei Verbi personam, unita dicitur ca.rui.&quot;Rusticus contra Acephalos. Bib.
L at. Max. x. 3(56

;
and vide p. 359.

21 Damascenes de Imaginibus, i. 1G, 19.
22

S. Greg. Naz. Or. 42, vol. i., p. 082 (Par. 1630.) Vide also S. Greg.
Nyssen. Cat. Orat. 37, vol. iii.p. 105.
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the Divine nature? So that even in Christ the

flesh is not to be thought of alone, and by itself.

For it has that Word, who is naturally life, united

to it. When Christ calls it life-giving, therefore, it

is not to it that lie ascribes this power, but rather

to Himself, or to His own Spirit.
For it is through

Himself that His own Body is life-giving.&quot;

: And

on this account it is that Our Lord s life-giving

presence in the Holy Eucharist is properly described

as supernatural If it were His Godhead only which

was bestowed in this sacrament, such presence and

such mode of action would be exactly consonant to

the laws of its nature. But since it is 1 1 is Man

hood to which these acts are ascribed, since they

arc attributed to a nature which is common to our

selves, and to which such powers are foreign, it is

plain that they can belong to it only in a manner

which is supernatural. So that the natural pre

sence of ( )ur Lord s Humanity is in heaven, sub

ject to the conditions of place and form, which are

characteristic of other human bodies. But the

presence of His Humanity in the Holy Eucharist is

not accordant with the ordinary conditions which

belong to man s nature. He brings it about through

that union which has taken place in His Person

between manhood and Deity it is peculiar and

supernatural

II. The second assertion was, that Our Lord s

Presence in the Holy Eucharist is sacramental, and

23
S. Cyril in Joan. lib. iv. 3, vol. iv. p. 377.
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not sensible. This is a consequence from the fact

stated in the last Chapter, that the Subject and

Predicate in Our Lord s words of Institution were

united together by a sacramental identity. For

this was shown to imply that the Holy Eucharist

consisted of two parts, a sacramentton and a res

sacramenti the first an object to the senses, the

second an object only to faith and to the mind.

And further, it was shown to be the purpose of con

secration, to unite these two together, so that they

might have that peculiar relation to one another

which belongs to this sacrament. Xow, if these

truths are admitted, it would, be a contradic

tion to suppose either that the res sacramenti, or

Body of Christ, could be an object to the

senses, or that it could fail to maintain that

relation to the sacramentum, or external part,

through which the purpose of the Holy Eucha

rist is effected. So that Christ s Presence in

this ordinance cannot be sensible, and must be

sacramental.

And this fact supplies an easy solution of some

difficulties which may arise in respect to the Holy
Eucharist. Is it asked, for instance, whether Our

Lord is present in this ordinance under a definite

form, and in any particular place : the answer is

found at once, by remembering that He is present

sacramental^/. It wras shown under the last head

that Our Lord is present in heaven, in a particular

place, and under an especial form; that form,
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namely, under which His Apostles beheld Him,
and that place to which they saw Him depart, at

the right hand of God. This is Our Lord s natural

presence; in which lie is a fitting object, when it

pleases Him, to the senses of men. In this form

He showed Himself to St. Stephen at his death, to

St. Paul at his conversion, and to St. John in his

exile. But Our Lord s presence in the Holy Eu
charist is not natural, but supernatural; it is a

sacramental presence the presence, that is, of a res

sacramenti, which is not, in itself, an object to the

senses of men. We have no reason therefore to

suppose that form and outline belong to it; because

these are the conditions through which things be-O o

come an object to the senses of men.

And yet there is one way in which Our Lord s

Body may be said to be present with form and place

in the Holy Eucharist. For there is a connexion

between the sacrameiitum and res sacranienti, and

form and place belong to the first, though they do

not belong to the second. So that though the resO O

sacramenti, in itself, has neither place nor form, yet
it has them in a manner through the sacramentum,
with which it is united. Christ s Body therefore

may be said to have a form in this Sacrament,

namely, the form of the elements, and to occupy
that place, through which the elements extend. As

the spirit may be said to be present in that place

where the body is situated, and as light may be

said to assume the shape of the orifice through
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which it passes, so it may be said that the res

sctcramenti borrows place and shape from the sa-

cramentum, with which it is united by consecration.

Whether the constituent portions of light have any

shape in themselves, and what is meant by the

place of a spirit, are questions which philosophers

can scarcely settle; and in like manner there are

secrets respecting the res sacramenti, which must

remain hidden from divines. But the effect

of consecration, as we learn from revelation, is

to join that which is outward and that which is

inward; so that Our Lord s &quot;blessed Body and

Blood&quot; is communicated, as the first Book of

Homilies expresses it,
&quot; under \\\QJbrm of bread and

wine.&quot;

III. And now, then, we may come to the third

assertion, that Our Lord s Presence in the Holy
Eucharist is ?w/,and not merely symbolical or virtual.

Such is the necessary consequence of believing not

only in a sacramentum and a virtus sacramenti, but

in a res sacramenti also. If the Holy Eucharist were

nothing but a sacramentum or symbol, as Zuinglius

maintained, the utmost which could be affirmed

would be, that Our Lord s Presence was symbolical.

If, as Calvin taught, the virtus sacramenti was all

which was to be added, it would be natural to say

that it was nothing more than a virtual presence.

But if a res sacramenti be admitted, and that res

sacramenti the Body of Christ, it is impossible to

deny that lie is really present. And hence it



IGti CHRIST S PRESENCE HEAL,

must be supposed that such was the truth, which

our Catechism was designed to inculcate, since it

affirms that the inward part, or tiring signified,
is

the Body and Blood of Christ.

And as this circumstance has dictated the name,

so does it explain the nature of the Real Presence.

The thing designed, is to affirm that Our Lord s

Body, which is the res sacramenti, is the instrument

through which those purposes are effected, which

the Holy Kucharist is intended to perform. Not

that a spiritual
action is meant to be excluded : it

will be shown, in a subsequent Chapter, how the

Third Person in the Blessed Trinity co-operates at

present in all acts of mercy with God the Son, in

whose Incarnation He was formerly an agent. But

besides this spiritual action, and independently of

it, the agency of Our Lord s Body is mercifully em

ployed, as being the res sacramenti in the Holy

Eucharist.

This is a truth which neither Calvinists nor Zuin-

glians can recognise. For their systems not only

do away with the res sacramenti, but they do not

admit that supernatural presence of Christ by which

only it is rendered possible.
For if Our Lord s

Manhood possessed only that natural presence

which is common to Him with other men, His Body

would be confined to that single form, and that in

dividual place,
which He occupies in heaven. And

therefore, those who adopt the Calvinistic or Zuin-

glian theories, speak of Our Lord s manifold pre-
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sence as a contradiction in terms, and impossible.

No doubt it would be impossible on their princi

ples ;
but not on the principles of the ancient Church.

It is no contradiction in terms, to suppose that

though Our Lord s natural presence is limited to

one place, yet that such limitation does not apply

to a presence which is supernatural. Neither is it

reasonable in the Calvinists and Zuinglians to ex

pect that the consequences of their definition should

be accepted, where the definition itself is not re

ceived.

But it may be said, why is not the belief in Our

Lord s spiritual presence as God sufficient; what

necessity is there for admitting also the real pre

sence of His Body ? Now it is true that such a

supernatural presence of Our Lord s Body is alien

from the common laws of material action, and may
seem almost to imply that the essence of a body is

identical with its power. So that probably it would

not be wrong to speak of Our Lord s presence in the

Holy Eucharist as resembling a dynamic, rather

than a natural presence. Yet we must be careful,

as St. Augustin-
l

observes, not so completely to

identify body and spirit as to deny the reality of

either. For though the ultimate cause of all things

be an Infinite Mind, yet body as well as spirit bears

24
It may be thought he said, that those who rise from the dead. &quot;

line ipsum

quod corpus est per gloriam resurrcctiouis amittere, et spiritum fieri.&quot; But

in this case,
&quot; metuenduin cst ne nihil aliud dici videatur, quani corpora

noil ilia mutationc iimnortalia mansura, sed nulla potius futuni et omnino

peritura.&quot; A&amp;gt;.
cxlvii. 51. vol. ii. p. 41)4. And so St. Gregory the Great :

&quot;

post resurrertioncm corpus suuru et ejusdem naturae et alterius
gloria:.&quot;

In Evan. II. Horn. xxvi. 1
;
vol. i. p. 1553.
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some true and mysterious part in the economy of

creation. And the words of Scripture respecting

Our Lord s Body must not be so explained as to

be rendered nugatory.
&quot; This is My Body,&quot; not

the power or efficacy of My Body, were Our Lord s

own words. They were accepted in their literal

sense by the holy Apostle.
&quot; The bread, which we

break, is it not the communion of the Body of

Christ?&quot; And he speaks of &quot;not discerning the

Lord s
Body.&quot;

And in the same manner were they

understood by ancient writers. &quot; We
ask,&quot; says St.

Cyprian,
&quot; that our bread, that is, Christ, may be

given to us daily, that we who abide and live in

Christ may not depart from His sanctification, and

His
Body.&quot;-

5 St. Cyril, in a passage already

quoted, speaks of the effect of the Holy Eucha

rist to be that Our Lord &quot;rendered His Body life-

giving, being Himself, as God, the principle of life

by nature, that by making us partakers of Himself,

not only in spirit, but in body, He might render us

superior to
corruption.&quot;-

6 And again,
&quot; The Son cometli to be in us, bodily as man, being mingled
and united with us by the mystical Eucharist, and again spiritually

as God, re-creating our spirits to newness of life, by the energy
and grace of His own Spirit; and making us partakers of His

own divine nature. Christ thus appears to be the bond of union

between us and God the Father, joining us to Himself as man,
and as God being naturally inherent in the Father. For there

was no other way in which the nature, which was subject to cor

ruption, could be raised to incorruption, than by the coming
doAvn into it of that nature, which was supei ior to all corruption

25 DC Oratione Dominica, p. 192.
26 Adversus Nestorium, iv. 5, vol. vi. p. 113

;
vide sup. Cap. iv. p. 103.
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and mutability ; so as to raise up to its own good that which

always lay depressed, and by communion and intermixture with

itself, almost to lift it out of those limits which pertain to created

nature, by transforming to itself that which has no such native

power. AVe are perfectly changed therefore into oneness with

God and the Father, because Christ becomes the Mediator be

tween us. For receiving into ourselves, both by the way of

body and by the way of spirit, as I said just now, Him who is

naturally and truly the Son, consubstantially united to the Fa
ther, we have the glory of partaking of that nature which is

above all
things.&quot;

27

As this passage discriminates between the action

of Our Lord s Humanity and that of His Godhead,
so docs the same writer, in an adjoining passage,

explain the principle upon which His Humanity
acts.

&quot; That we might attain to oneness with God,
and with one another, and might be joined together,

though each of us individualized by his body and

his soul, the Only-Begotten Son contrived a certain

scheme, devised by 1 1 is own wisdom, and by the

counsel of the Father. For by bestowing a blessing

upon all those who believe, through one Body,

namely, His own, by means of the mystical recep

tion, He renders them concorporate with one ano

ther, and with Himself.&quot;-
8 Nor is this language

confined to St. Cyril. St. Chrysostom speaks of it

as the effect of the Holy Eucharist,
&quot; that we may

not only be joined in Christ by love, but may be

united in reality to His Flesh. And this is brought
about through the food which I fe has given us

;

for wishing to show the desire which He has

27 In Joan. lib. xi. 12. vol. iv. p. 1002.
28

S. Cyril in Joan. lib. xi. 1 1, vol. iv. p. 998.
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for us, He has by this means mixed Himself with

us, and united His Body to us, that we might be

one, as a body united to its head.&quot;
29 Now these

passages cannot mean that Our Lord is only an

object to men s thoughts, nor yet that He exercises

a power which can be detached from Himself;

they imply that He is present through His own

essence. And since essence and substance arc

terms, which in their derivation arc nearly identical,

therefore various ancient writers have expressed

this truth by saying, that Our Lord is substantially

present.
&quot; That living bread, which descends from

heaven,&quot; says St. Ambrose, &quot;ministers to us the

substance of eternal life; and whosoever eats of

this bread shall not die eternally, and it is the Body

of Christ.&quot;
30 And again, St. Cacsarius ;

&quot; The in

visible priest converts visible creatures into the

substance of His own Body and Blood, by the

secret power of His own word, saying, Take, eat,

this is My Body.
&quot; 31

But then it is said this doctrine of a Heal

Presence is so strange and unnatural, that its

acceptance is impossible.
This objection was

answered in the fourth Chapter, where it was shown

that the Real Presence is not only possible,
but

that it is in harmony with the general system of

the Gospel. No doubt it is a mystery that God

should become man that two natures, so distinct

St. Chrysostom, in Joan. Horn. xlvi. 3, vol. viii. p. 272. Vide also Horn,

de Myst. viii. 47. Horn. vii. de Pasch. Bib. Patr. viiL 825.
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as the Infinite and the finite, should be united in

one Person without the destruction of either. This

is a truth, the more marvellous the more it is con

templated; and which nothing but faith in God s

power and wisdom can enable us to accept. But

let this truth be admitted, and why should we be

surprised that the Manhood, which has been so

mysteriously assumed, should be the instrument in

God s works of mercy? For otherwise, so far as

regards that great part of His work of Mediation,

which depends upon His agency towards His bre

thren of mankind, Our Lord s Manhood would have

become an inoperative mystery. And when it is

remembered what is that mysterious relation which

we bear to the first man, and that Our Lord has

taken the title of the &quot; Second man,&quot;
or the &quot;last

Adam,&quot; what can be more accordant with the whole

principle of the Gospel, than that as death is pro

pagated through the flesh of the one, so life should

be disseminated through the Flesh of the other?

And it should never be forgotten, that all the

theories which can be adduced respecting Christ s

Presence, finally resolve themselves into the three

which have been described : His Presence is either

Symbolical, Virtual, or Real. A Symbolical Pre

sence contains no difficulties, certainly, in itself,

but neither does it contain any sacredness
;

it is in

truth no Presence at all
; and, therefore, to reconcile

it with Scripture, with antiquity, or with the

analogy of the faith, presents insuperable difficulties.
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But a Virtual Presence presents exactly the same

difficulties as a Eeal Presence, while its advocates

cannot appeal to the testimony of Scripture, and of

the Fathers. That an influence should emanate

from Our Lord s Human Body, which can take

up its dwelling in the consecrated elements, is just

as strange as that Our Lord s Body should possess

a supernatural, as well as a natural mode of

Presence. This difficulty Calvin s system has no

tendency to mitigate ;
its real peculiarity, supposing

the principle of a Virtual Presence to be honestly

maintained, is only that it provides a new account

of the manner in which this supernatural gift is

distributed. The ancient Church supposed that

the gift depended upon the act of consecration,

and the commission of the priesthood Calvin

affirmed that it was assigned to His favourites

by the arbitrary decree of Almighty God. This

theory enabled him, no doubt, to leave the dements

out of account, but it brought in a greater dif

ficulty the dogma of absolute reprobation. So

that if the system of a Virtual Presence is to be

made to harmonize with the teaching of Scripture,

and of the Church, it must still be a Virtual

Presence through tlie elements. And this presents

the same difficulties as the doctrine of the Real

Presence, without possessing the same authority.

Neither should we overlook another advantage of

a practical kind, which follows from the peculiar

character of the mystery of the Real Presence.
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The Holy Eucharist, like the Incarnation itself, is

thus rendered an objective fuct, which has an exis

tence independently of our conceptions and feelings.

This circumstance is rendered far more manifest by
its relation to the external world, than it would

be if its operations were wholly of a spiritual

nature, and lay entirely within the region of our

thoughts. And thus we are likely to betake our

selves to it with greater humility, as feeling that it

is a gift, to which we can contribute nothing. For

though our unbelief may rob us of its advantages,

yet in itself it is independent, not of our co-opera

tion only, but even of our concurrence. This has

been observed to have been a peculiarity of the

Incarnation also
;

in which manhood was purely

passive, and the Godhead the sole actor.
&quot; The

union of the two natures was brought about, not

by both, but by the Deity alone.&quot; So that we

may apply, in a measure, to the Holy Eucharist,

that wrhich the same author goes on to observe of

the Incarnation. &quot; The union between us and

God is not like that which takes place in the

Prophets, and in some others, where we labour and

co-operate, while divine grace holds out the hand;

it is inexpressibly different.&quot;
32

Such, then, is the doctrine of the Real Presence;

or that Christ s Body is a medium through which

lie bestows spiritual blessings. Its characteristic

truth is that Christ s Presence is owing to the

32 Rusticus contra Accphalos. Bib. Pat. x. p. 3GG.
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presence of His Body. And, here, therefore, we

may see a distinction between Baptism and the

Holy Eucharist, arising out of the fact that the

last depends, while the first does not depend, upon
consecration. For it may be said that the God-man

is present in Baptism also, seeing that in that sacra

ment He not only exerts His spiritual power, but

that men are thereby joined to His mystical Body.
The difference between them is that Christ s Body
is present in Baptism, only because He is present,

with whom it is personally united
;
but in the Holy

Eucharist the presence of Christ s Bodi/ is the

reason why He Himself is present.
&quot; In illo sacra-

mento Christus est, quia corpus est Christi.&quot;
83 So

that in the one sacrament there is a res sacramenti,

but not in the other : Christ may be said to be

present in Baptism, He is really present in the

Holy Eucharist.

This diversity between Baptism and the Holy
Eucharist is further illustrated by the different

manner in which the benefits, which accrue from

them, are expressed in Scripture. It has been

already observed that the gift in Baptism is be

stowed through the ordinance at large; but that in

the Holy Eucharist it is bestowed through the

elements. For the Holy Eucharist consists of a

sacramentum or outward sign, a res sacramenti or

thing signified, and a virtus sacramenti, or conse

quent result
;
while in Baptism, the grace bestowed

43
St. Ambros. de Myst. ix. 58.
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is the whole inward portion. Now the Scriptural

promises that a spiritual benefit shall attend Bap

tism, are associated with the ordinance at large;

whereas, instead of any Scriptural promise that a

spiritual benefit shall attend the reception of the

Holy Eucharist, we have, first, an assurance that

the res sacramenti, or thing signified, shall be be

stowed: and, secondly, an assertion of the effects,

which the due reception of this inward gift is fitted

to produce.

The slightest reference to the Scriptural state

ments on the subject will make this manifest.

&quot;Baptism&quot;
is said, in express words, &quot;to save us.&quot;

&quot;

By one Spirit we are all baptized into one
body.&quot;

&quot; The washing of regeneration,&quot; is coupled with
&quot; the renewing of the Holy Ghost.&quot; On the other

hand, there is not a single passage which connects

the reception of the Holy Eucharist at large with

the gift of the Holy Spirit. But Our Lord s words

of Institution, and St. Paul s statements to the

Corinthians, assure us that the outward sign is the

means of conveying the res sacramenti, or thing

signified. And the blessings which result from the

due reception of this res sacramentI i.e. Christ s

Body are stated in various places by St. Paul
;
and

by Our Lord Himself, in the sixth chapter of St.

John s Gospel.

One consequence of the manner in which this

subject is mentioned in Scripture is, that on the

principles of Zuinglius, who did not admit the exis-
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tence of a res sacramcnti, we could have no assu

rance that the Holy Eucharist is beneficial. His

followers, therefore, are driven to rest its observance

either upon the fact that it is a positive command,

or upon the effect which it is calculated to produce

upon the mind of the receiver. Thus the most

prominent ordinance of the Gospel is represented

either to be purely a ceremonial observance, like

the ordinances of the law, or to be a mere acted

sermon. Perhaps it may be said that St. Paul s

words &quot;we being many, are one bread and

one body, for we are all partakers of that one

bread
&quot;

are equivalent to a promise of spiritual

benefit. They certainly arc so, if inherence in the

mystical Body of Christ implies the reception of

spiritual blessings. But how can this be believed

by those, who suppose that Church-membership is

merely an admission into the list of Christians? If

to be a member of the mystical Body of Christ

implies the reception of spiritual blessings, it must

be because the mystical arises out of the natural

Body of Christ. This cannot be believed by those

who, like the followers of Zuinglius, deny that any

present influence is exerted by Christ s glorified

Body. To them, therefore, the words of St. Paul

can convey no particular promise: his assertion

would imply, merely, that a certain ceremonial act

is the badge by which men are known to be mem

bers of the Christian society.
34 So that nothing

Sacraments, according to Zuinglius, were only signs by which a man

.roves himself to the Church to be a Christian. \ ide cap. n. p. d4.
pixn
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has more perplexed the Zuinglian writers than to

prove, against their Socinian opponents, that the

Holy Eucharist is attended by any spiritual bless

ing. Xeither can they give any real answer, except
that the reception of this sacrament is a duty ;

and
that those who attempt to discharge a duty, may
always expect to receive grace.

And here, therefore, we may sum tip the result

of our comparison between the three kinds of

presence Symbolical, Virtual, and Heal. The

Emperor Charlemagne might be said to be present

figuratively, or symbolically, throughout his vast

empire, because justice was everywhere administered

in his name : He was present throughout it virtually,

for such was the energy of his character, that his in

fluence was everywhere felt : but really, he was only

present in his palace at Aix-la-Chapelle. If Our
Blessed Lord s Humanity had no other than that

natural presence which belongs to common men,
His Real Presence would in like manner be confined

to that one place which He occupies in heaven.

But by reason of those attributes which His Man
hood possesses through its oneness with God, He
has likewise a supernatural presence ;

the operations
of which are restricted only by His own will. And
His will is to be present in the Holy Eucharist

;

not indeed as an object to the senses of the receiver,
but through the intervention of consecrated

elements. So that His Presence does not depend
upon the thought and imaginations of men, but

N
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upon His own supernatural power, and upon the

ao-ency of the Holy Ghost. He is present Himself,

and not merely by His influence, effects, and opera

tion; by that essence, and in that substance, which

belongs to Him as the true Head of mankind.

And therefore He is really present;
and gives His

Body to be the res sacramenti, or thing signified.
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CHAPTER VII.

OUR LORD S PRESENCE IN THE HOLY EUCHARIST SHOWN
TO BE REAL, AXD NOT MERELY SYMBOLICAL OR

VIRTUAL, BY REFERENCE TO THE SIXTH CHAPTER
OF ST. JOHN.

HITHERTO the inquiry has been built upon Our
Lord s words of Institution, as explained by the
belief and practice of the ancient Church. Hence
followed the validity of consecration, and as a fur

ther consequence, that the gift was bestowed

through the consecrated elements. The next step
was to show that this gift was the presence of
Christ. Again, it resulted from the same premises
that the relation between the Gift bestowed and the

consecrated elements, that is, between the res sacra-

menti and the sacramentnm, or between the Predi
cate and the Subject in Our Lord s sentence of

Institution, was that of sacramental identity. And
hence it has been shown finally, first, that Our
Lord s presence in the Holy Eucharist is not sym
bolical merely, or virtual, but real

;
and secondly,

that this Real Presence of Our Lord is not bestowed
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naturally, or under the same form and character

which belongs to Our Lord s Body in heaven, but

supernaturallij,
or under the form of bread and

wine.

It is now time to take a wider range, and to

authenticate these statements by reference, as well

to other passages of Holy Scripture, as to the

general judgment of the ancient Church. The

first of these authorities shall be considered in the

present Chapter ;
the two following chapters will be

ffiven to the second.~

There arc three main passages of Holy Scripture,

in which the nature of this sacrament is explained

the words of Institution in the Gospels the

tenth and eleventh chapters of the first Epistle to

the Corinthians and the sixth chapter of St. John s

Gospel. The two first of these have already been

referred to, though it may be observed, further, that

several expressions occur in the first Epistle to the

Corinthians, besides the words of Institution, from

which the truth of the Real Presence might be

deduced. The statement, &quot;he that eateth and

drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation

to himself, not discerning the Lord s
Body,&quot;

is in

compatible with the denial that Christ s Presence

is really vouchsafed. The especial judgments

which followed (sickness and death), implied that

this was more heinous than other acts of profane-

ness : yet what would have been its peculiar

enormity, unless the thing profaned had been really
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the Body of Christ. Again, St. Paul s mode of

speaking accords perfectly with that belief in the

co-existence of a sacramentum, and a res sacramenti,

which has been shown to be intimately allied with

the doctrine of the Heal Presence of Christ. For

he speaks of that which is received, sometimes as
&quot;

this
bread,&quot;

&quot;

this cup ;&quot;
sometimes as

&quot; the

Body and Blood of the
Lord,&quot; which is the inward

part, or thing signified.

But the portion of Holy Scripture in which this

subject is most largely treated, is no doubt the

sixth chapter of St. John s Gospel ;
and it will be

by comparison with the expressions which there

occur, that we shall best appreciate the scriptural

character of the preceding statements. Yet, as it

has often been denied, strange as it may seem, that

Our Lord s discourse in the sixth of St John was

intended to refer to the Holy Eucharist, it is neces

sary first to substantiate this point, and then to show
that Our Lord s words sanction the doctrine of the

Heal Presence.

The ground upon which this passage of Scrip
ture has often been denied to refer to the Holy
Eucharist, is that the words were spoken by Our
Lord before the institution of this sacrament. This

appears indeed to be the only ground for disputing

that, which otherwise could hardly be questioned.
And a singular ground it is, when taken by parties
who allow Our Lord s absolute foreknowledge ;

and therefore admit His perfect familiarity with the
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institutions and fortunes of His coming kingdom.

Moreover, it proceeds on an entire forgetfulness of

the peculiar character and purpose of St. John s

Gospel. When the beloved Apostle addressed

himself to gather up the fragments which remained,

after His brethren had fallen asleep, it is obvious

that his design was to illustrate those great doc

trines, which he perceived to be the characteristic

features of the Christian Faith. These doctrines

are especially three
;
the doctrine of the Blessed

Trinity the beginning and basis of all knowledge;
the doctrine of Our Blessed Lord s Incarnation the

medium whereby divine gifts were imparted to

man s nature; the doctrine of the Church and the

Sacraments the instruments, that is, whereby
those treasures which have been stored up in the

Humanity of the Son of God are to be communi

cated to His brethren. The slightest study of St.

John s Gospel shows that his purpose was not

merely to add some few facts to the narrative of

Our Lord s life, nor yet to arrange that which was

known in a more methodical order, but to bring

out those statements of Our Lord, on which the

mysteries of the Faith were dependent.
&quot; This

. most wise Evangelist, when instructing us in these

wonderful mysteries, fitly introduces Our Saviour

Christ as the first source of that which is to be

taught respecting them, that Our Lord s authority

might silence opponents.&quot;
1 For the discourses of

1

S. Cyril in Joann. Lib. iv. 3. vol. iv. p. 372.
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the Son of Man were full of pregnant expressions,

which were dropped as seed into the soil of men s

hearts, to flourish and ripen at a distant day.

How many things are recorded even by the three

earlier Evangelists, respecting which we read,
&quot;

they understood none of these things ;
and this

saying was hid from them, neither knew they the

things which were
spoken!&quot;

How little did the

Apostles themselves enter into the nature of that

kingdom, in which the mother of the two disciples

entreated for them the foremost place ! How im

perfect must have been their appreciation of the

manner in which, like leaven, it would influence the

whole mass of man s nature, and grow like the

mustard seed, till it overshadowed the earth ! Yet

Our Lord was pleased to communicate such truths

in abundance, and St. John s Gospel is composed
of little else. There is not a chapter in it, which

would not be unintelligible, to those who supposed
that they were only listening to a Jewish peasant

of extraordinary depth and thoughtfulness ;
and

were ignorant of the wonderful mystery that in

His Person,
&quot; God was manifest in the flesh.&quot;

What could such men understand by Our Lord s

declaration, that lie was &quot;the light of the world;&quot;

that their &quot;Father Abraham rejoiced to see&quot; His

&quot;day;&quot;
that He &quot;came down from Heaven,&quot; that

He and His Father were one? Even to the Apos

tles, though partially acquainted with the mystery
of Our Lord s nature, these things, as we are as-
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sured, were dark and uncertain
; although they

&quot; trusted that it should have been He, which should

have redeemed Israel.&quot;
&quot; These things understood

not His disciples at the first, but when Jesus was

glorified, then remembered they that these things

were written of Him.&quot; But to the people at large,

who supposed Him to be &quot; the carpenter s
son,&quot;

whose father and mother they knew, such expres

sions must have been wholly unintelligible. They
were not like those general statements in the Ser

mon on the Mount, which appeal to the common

principles of man s moral nature; they had their

basis in that fact of Our Lord s Incarnation, which

was a secret to the multitudes. Yet Our Lord

continually referred to truths which depended upon
this deep mystery, as well as to its connexion with

His future sufferings. And such statements St.

John gathered together, many years afterwards, for

the edification of the Church. Why should we be

surprised, then, to find allusion to that doctrine of

the Holy Eucharist, which was the central point in

the worship of Christians ? And was it not rather to

be expected that St. John would have added a

caution that this custom was not referred to, if Our

Lord s words had no reference to a practice, which

from the first occupied so large a part in the

thoughts and attention of Christians ?

These grounds for supposing that Our Lord

was referring to the Holy Eucharist, are greatly

strengthened by reference to His prediction re-
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specting the efficacy of Christian Baptism. One

difference of course existed between the cases for

whereas the Holy Eucharist was an ordinance

wholly without precedent, Baptism, on the other

hand, had been usual among the Jews. Nicodernus,

therefore, expresses no wonder at the mention of

water, though he was at a loss to understand how

he could be born again : whereas Our Lord s state

ment that He would give them His Flesh to eat and

His Blood to drink, surprised the Jews even more

than His declaration that lie was Himself the

channel, through which they were to receive

heavenly graces. But as to the full nature and

import of these holy rites, it is manifest that one

was as little understood antecedently to the institu

tion of Christian Baptism, as the other was before

the Last Supper.
&quot; There can therefore be no

presumption drawn against the application of this

Chapter to the institution of the Lord s Supper,
from the time when the doctrine was delivered,

which would not equally militate against the appli

cation of the third Chapter to the Sacrament of

Baptism : an application which is, notwithstanding,

universally allowed.&quot;

Bishop Cleaver goes on to point out the singular

coincidence in manner and arrangement which runs

through the Chapters in which these two Sacra

ments are predicted.
2

&quot; Oar Saviour had told Nicodemus that he must be born again.
2 &quot; Three Sermons on the Sacrament of the Lord s Supper,&quot; by WT

illiarn

(Cleaver), Lord Bishop of Chester (Oxford, 1801, p. 25).
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Nicodemus replies to the impossibility of the tiling in the obvious

and literal sense of the words. Jesus in answer, with peculiar

solemnity and claim to attention, points out the possibility and

the means of being born again ; as well as the necessity of such

regeneration. Verily, verily, I say unto thee, except a man lie

born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the king
dom of God. To which, still remarking upon the want of ap

prehension in Nicodemus, He adds, if I have told you earthly

things, and ye believe not, how shall ye believe if 1 tell you of

heavenly things.
&quot; In the sixth chapter, Jesus had said,

; the bread that I

will give is My flesh, which J will give for the life of the

world. The Jews again answering, as Nicodemus had before

done to the impossibility of the thing in its literal sense, said,

&quot;How can this man give us His flesh to eat? To which Our

Lord returns an answer, corresponding to that given to Nicode

mus, even to the very turn of the. sentence ;
A
r

erily, verily, I

say unto you, except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and

drink His blood, ye have no life in you : the purport of which

words is repeated and confirmed in the three next verses, to

which lie adds, still remarking upon their want of apprehension,

Doth this offend you ? What and if ye shall see the Son of

Man ascend up where He was before. A reply so exactly

parallel to that with which he had concluded His conversation

with this master in Israel, that the bare juxta-position of these

sentences will render each the comment upon the other. From

which analogy 1 cannot but think that whoever will observe the

style, manner, and connexion of these two discourses, will be of

opinion that St. John took pains industriously to show that the

two institutions, which were to distinguish this religion, made

part of Our Saviour s plan, long before they were actually en

joined.&quot;
3

3 This relation between the third and sixth chapters of St. John, and

their connexion with the Sacraments of Baptism and the Holy Eucharist, is

pointed out by St. Gregory Xyssen. &quot;We who have been instructed by the

sacred voice,

&quot;

that unless a man has been born again of water, and of the

Holy Ghost, he shall not enter into the kingdom of God; and that he

that eateth My Flesh and drinkcth My Blood, he shall live for ever we
have been persuaded that by the confession of the sacred names, I mean
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, the mystery of Godliness is ac

complished ;
and that by communion in the mystical customs and symbols,

our salvation is secured.&quot; Cont. Eitnoin. Or. xi. vol. ii. p. 704. On this

subject, vide Palmer s Dissertations on the Eastern- Catholic Communion,&quot;

Diss. xiv. p. 212, and S. John Damascene, De Fide Orthod. iv. 13. vol. i.

p. 267.
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The above considerations render it not unnatural,

at all events, that Our Lord should have taken

this occasion of instructing His disciples respecting
one of the mysteries of His future kingdom. They
show that there is no antecedent improbability in

giving such an interpretation to His words. But

what positive evidence is to be had on the subject ?

It is plain that the question must be decided by
two considerations either by the natural force of

the words, as understood by any one, or by the

sense put upon them by the Church. The first

will be to appeal to each man s private judgment ;

the second, either to listen to the Church as an

authorized teacher, or to admit that at all events

the stream was likely to be clearest when it was

near its source. But before inquiring to what

conclusions these principles would conduct, let us

consider what are the exact statements in this

chapter, which it is proposed to interpret.

The disputed part of this chapter begins with

the thirtieth verse, in which the Jews applied to

Our Lord for some sign, on which to rest their

faith in Him. But having already given them a

sufficient sign in the miracle of the loaves, Our

Lord, instead of complying with their demand,
laid before them some deep truths, which it required
an earnest personal affection, and a firm conviction

of the authority of His teaching, to enable men to

accept. In the twenty verses, therefore, which

follow (verse 30-50), Our Lord affirms the great
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truth of His Mediation, and tells the Jews that

this was the reality, of which the gift of manna was

a sign. lie states to them that the relation be

tween man and God, on which depended man s

happiness, was only to be maintained through Him
self as the Mediator: that into His man s nature

the Godhead had poured its gifts, and thus had con

stituted Him the real food and sustenance of men s

souls. This was the fact which it had pleased God to

exhibit by way of type, when He fed His people

with manna in the wilderness. And He Himself,

by coming into the world, had brought down among
them the true principle of spiritual existence.

It seems to have been Our Lord s intention by
this statement to sift the faith of His hearers, and

to lay open to themselves those who had followed

Him merely from curiosity, or the hope of worldly

benefit. That such persons were present is obvious

from the result
;
and that they understood well

enough the general tenor of 1 1 is statement appears

from their remarks. They perceived Him to say

that in His person the Godhead in some way or

other had come down among men : nor did they

complain that the assertion was unintelligible,

though they withheld their belief.
&quot;

They said, is

not this Jesus, the son of Joseph, whose father and

mother we know ? Ilow is it then that He saith

I came down from heaven ?&quot; The statement, then,

which is contained in these verses, is that of Our

Lord s Mediation ;
a statement which the Jews
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found no difficulty in understanding, but which

their ignorance of the wonderful mystery of His

Incarnation, and their indifference to the wisdom

and power of His words and actions, led

them to disbelieve. But in the fifty-first verse

Our Lord passes to another subject.
&quot; The clause,

the bread that I will give is My flesh/ if it is not

a decided transition to another
topic,&quot; says Olshau-

sen, &quot;is yet plainly an advance to some further

point in the discourse.&quot;
4 So that whereas from

the 30th to the 50th verse, Our Lord had declared

nothing but the general truth that He was the

Mediator, through whom all divine gifts were be

stowed upon men, He adds a further truth in the

eight following verses (51-58), and declares that the

eating of His Flesh and the drinking His Blood is

the method by which these gifts are to be received.

The point in dispute then is, whether these last

eight verses refer to the Holy Communion or no.

Those who suppose them to do so will naturally
understand Our Lord to have made a prophetic
statement respecting a truth, (universally admitted

by the ancient Church), which St. Cyril thus ex

presses :
&quot; Our Lord s very Body was sanctified by

the power of the Word which had been united to it
;

and it is thus rendered effective for us for the pur

poses of the mystical Eucharist, so as to be able to

implant in us its own sanctification.&quot;
5 Those

4 Olshausen in Loco.
*

S. Cyr. in Joan, lib. XK 9, vol. iv. p. 979. So St. Athanasins,
&quot;vf*i!s XMI Mfumot trapa, rov Aoyov SioitoiovfttQa, ffoa\r^^iiru S&amp;lt; rw /JOLOKQS
O.VTQV.&quot; Oratio iii. 34, vol. i. p. 584.
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who deny that Our Lord s words refer to the Holy

Eucharist, have commonly asserted that to eat His

Flesh was a parabolical expression, by which was

meant either to profit by the benefits of His death,

or to receive His doctrines.

The one of these intrepretations (that to eat Our

Lord s Flesh was to profit by Mis death) has been

thought plausible, because the Jews were familiar

with the idea of eating that which had been offered in

sacrifice. Since Our Lord, therefore, had said He
would give His Flesh for the life of the world, they

might be supposed, it is said, to gather that lie

would give it as a sacrifice. But this is merely to

adduce one unknown thing as the explanation of

another. So that this interpretation cannot be con

sistently maintained by those who make it an

objection against referring this passage to the Holy

Eucharist, that the Jews would have been unable

to understand it. For Our Lord had said not a

syllable about His death, and what should the Jews

know of His efficacy as a victim ? When He pre

dicted that as Jonah was three days in the whale s

belly, so would He be three days in the heart of

the earth, what idea would His words have conveyed
to persons who were unacquainted with Jonah s

history? And how was it possible, in like manner,

for the Jews to draw conclusions from facts re

specting Himself, of which they were ignorant ?

Besides, even if the Jews had been so far informed

respecting Our Lord s coming sufferings, as to at-
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tach the meaning suggested to the eating His Flesh,

what could they understand by the command to

drink His Blood? &quot;

Though we have some obscure

hints of the blood of sacrifices drunk in the necro

mantic rites of the Pagans, the Jewish law particu

larly forbids the use of blood. The injunction,

therefore, to drink His blood, would with a Jew
have its peculiar difficulties. Nay, the prohibition

of blood in the Mosaic law, either generally in the

way of sustenance, or as a part of their sacrificial

feasts, is grounded upon its being the means of

atonement.&quot;
6 So that even if the Jews could have

understood Our Lord s declaration respecting the

eating His Flesh, without knowing the fact of His

atoning death, they could not have understood His

statement that they were to drink His Blood, with

out contradicting the very principle to which He is

asserted to have made reference.

These considerations supply unanswerable proof
that Our Lord could not have addressed these

words to the Jews, with the intention that they
should understand Him to refer to the benefits which

were to be conferred by His atoning death. Indeed,
this interpretation must have been first suggested

by the institution of the Holy Eucharist. For the

only reason why to cat Our Lord s Flesh and drink

His Blood can be supposed to be identical with

the profiting by His sacrifice, is because the sacra

mental act is an ordained means of participating in

Bishop (&quot; leaver s Sermons, p. 20.
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the value of His sufferings. So that this interpre

tation, instead of implying that Our Lord did not

refer to the Holy Eucharist, implies that this was

the very thing to which He was referring. It is

an inadequate explanation of Our Lord s words,

and does not express the whole truth which they

communicate, nor account for the prominence

given to a mode of expression, which must seem

singularly forced and unnatural, unless the reality

of the Holy Eucharist be admitted ;
but it would

be wholly inadmissible, had not Our Lord referred

to that fact of the Holy Eucharist, by which alone

it could be justified.

The other interpretation however, that by the eat

ing of His Flesh Our Lord meant the receiving His

doctrines, has been more commonly maintained by

those who deny His words to refer to the Holy

Eucharist. It has been said that this was the

meaning which a Jewish audience would naturally

attach to the expression ;
and such passages have

been referred to as Ecclesiasticus, xxiv. 21. &quot;

They

that eat Me shall yet be hungry, and they that

drink Me shall yet be thirsty.&quot;
So that as Whitby

expresses it,
&quot; to eat of the bread which came down

from Heaven,&quot; is
&quot; to believe in Christ breaking the

bread of life to us by His doctrine.&quot; For, the same

writer maintains,
&quot;

among the Oriental and Jewish

writers, to eat is used as a symbol of the food of

the soul.&quot; Here, then, is a notion which would ex

clude all reference to the Holy Eucharist, and
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which is rested on the idea which Our Lord s words

must have conveyed to His original hearers.

The first objection which suggests itself to this

interpretation, is that the words appear not to have

been understood by the Jews. If this was all

which they were calculated to convey to an Orien

tal hearer, why did the Jews strive &quot;

among them

selves, saying, how can this man give us His flesh

to eat?&quot; And if their error did not arise from
want of faith, but because they did not appreciate
the force of an ordinary image, why did not their

gracious instructer set them right by altering His

metaphor ? The statement ofOur Lord s Mediation,
v. 30-50, they understood, but rejected; they did

not complain that it was unintelligible, but asserted

it to be unfounded. But when this statement was

added, they could attach to it no meaning.
&quot; This

is an hard saying, who can hear it.&quot; It is plain,

therefore, by the judgment of the Jews themselves,
that this was not the ordinary way of expressing
the familiar truth, that Our Lord w^ould instruct

them by His doctrine.

Neither is there a shadow of evidence for saying
that any such meaning could naturally have been

deduced from such expressions. To eat wisdom,

may be taken as a metaphorical expression for

receiving it, but there is no single instance in

which to eat any man s flesh is used as equivalent
to the receiving his doctrine. Parabolical as was
the language of some of the Prophets, they never

o
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employed such a metaphor
7 as this

;
nor is a single

example of a like kind to be found among- the

writings of the Apostles.
&quot;

I am confident,&quot; says

Bishop Cleaver,
u there is no fact, no custom, no

rite, no doctrine, and no expression in Scripture,

prior to the institution itself, which will give any

explication of this Our Saviour s assertion: My
Flesh is meat indeed, and My Blood is drink

indeed.
&quot; 8 In every instance, in which to eat a

person s flesh is spoken of in Scripture, to injure or

destroy the party referred to, is the idea conveyed.

So it is in Psalm xxvii. 2.
&quot; When the wicked came

upon me to eat up my flesh, they stumbled and fell.&quot;

And so docs St. James use it : &quot;the rust ofthem shall

cat your flesh, as it were fire/ No single instance

can be produced either from Classical or Oriental

sources, in which this phrase is used in any other

sense than that of consuming or preying upon the

person spoken of. Gesenius 9
gives these as the sole

interpretations of the phrase,
^

to eat any one s fleshj

which his great acquaintance with the Semitic lan

guages supplied. Nor is this extraordinary ;
for

metaphorical language is the language of nature,

and must have a counterpart in those realities of

which it is the expression. Now,
&quot; to ruminate

upon and digest the instructions of another, is as

7
&quot; art aapxtt ru ipxyiy, ov^aton oOSsis i*nrtv EXE/VWV.&quot; S. Chrysostom In Joan.

Jlom. 40, 1. p. 272.
8
Bishop Cleaver s Sermons, p. 29.

9 &quot; Das Fleisch jemandes essen fur : gierig seyn nach seinem Blute, von

wilden grausamen Fcinden. Ps. 27. 2. (vgl. Iliob. 19. 22.) Sein Fleisch

verzehren, fur: sich abharmen, vom Neidischen. Koh. 4. 5.&quot; Hebraisches

and Chaldaisches Handicorterbuc/i, p. 101, A.D. 1834.
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easy and obvious a language as the subject admits,

... but to e&amp;lt;tt the body, and drink the blood of

your teacher, as such, bears no conceivable analogy
to any benefit to be received from thence, and is

in truth a saying, not only hard in point of

doctrine, but in point of interpretation also

As much in vain is it to say, that to eat the

flesh and drink the blood of a benefactor, has for

its object only a more solemn and awful remem
brance of him. Until the patrons of the one or

the other hypothesis can produce some matter or

some allusion, in sacred, or at least profane writ,

which will better warrant their suppositions, the

assertions will find as little credit as they have

foundation.&quot;
10

But it has been affirmed that this interpretation
is not so destitute of authority as it is of reason;
and Whitby and others have represented it to have

had various supporters in the early Church. It is

essential to examine the grounds of this assertion.

For if it can be shown that the contrary was the

fact, there will remain no kind of reason for

doubting that Our Lord s words had reference to

the Holy I^ucharist. Now it must be remembered
that He speaks of two things in this Chapter; first,

of the general fact of His Mediation, and that His

Humanity wTas the medium through which divine

graces found their way to mankind
; secondly, that

the eating His Body and the drinking His Blood
10

Bishop Cleaver, p. 27, 28.
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was the method in which this gift was to be parti

cipated by individuals. It is necessary to bear

this distinction in mind, when we interpret the

statements of the ancient writers. Those who

refer merely to the former of these two doctrines,

and observe that all graces are derived from Our

Lord s Mediation, were not bound to make any

allusion to the latter, or to decide whether Our

Lord s statements respecting- His Body and Blood

had reference to the Holy Eucharist. Now, of the

writers who are alleged to have been unconscious

that the Holy Eucharist is referred to in this place,

not one has given a detailed explanation of it
;
the

most which can be said is, that they have made

casual or incidental allusions to some part of Our

Lord s words, leaving their estimate of the rest

uncertain. But the earliest ancient writers who

profess to give a detailed exposition of the whole

Chapter St. Chrysostom, St. Augustin, and St.

Cyril while they refer the former part, vi. 30-50 to

Our Lord s Mediation at large, avowedly refer the

latter part, v. 51-58, to that peculiar institution of

the Holy Eucharist, by which He communicates

Himself to His members.

The two earliest writers who are referred to by

Johnson, as identifying this passage with a predic

tion of the Holy Eucharist, are St. Ignatius and St.

IrentKus. 11 Both of them dwell on the truth that

Our Lord s Body, as communicated in the Holy
11

Unbloody Sacrifice, cap. ii. sec. v. vol. i. p. 49G. Anglo-Cath. Lib.



BV ST. JOHN, vi. 197

Eucharist, is the renewing principle by which His

people are to be quickened both in body and soul.

The Holy Eucharist, says St. Ignatius, is
&quot; the

medicine of immortality,&quot;
12 and St. Irenaeus speaks

of it as the cause of the resurrection. 13 It is usual

with these writers, especially with the former, to

refer to Scriptural statements, without quoting
their exact words

;
and such is the course adopted

in the present instance; but, as Johnson observes,

this line of thought could be suggested only by
the Gth of St. John. Waterland, however, objects

that such an idea might be drawn from the state

ment of St. Paul, I. Cor. x. 16. But the ex

pressions of both these writers are directly founded

upon the words of St. John, wrhereas their con

nexion with those of St. Paul is extremely remote.

And were it otherwise, the suggestion of Waterland

implies everything wrhich Johnson is interested to

establish. For if St. Ignatius and St. Irenaeus

allow Our Lord s Humanity to be the medium

through which His spiritual blessings are commu

nicated, and that the Holy Eucharist is the occa

sion on which this gift is imparted, they adopt the

system, which those who deny that Our Lord was

speaking in this place of the Holy Eucharist, are

designing to refute. Eor there are two main

systems, according to which it is supposed that

spiritual gifts are communicated. The one implies

12 Ad Ephes. sec. 20
;
vide also Ad Smynseos, sec. 7.

13 Book v. sec. ii. 2, 3.
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that blessings arc bestowed by God upon men by
individual gift, as a consequence indeed of Christ s

death, but through that separate process, whereby
the Almighty holds communion with each man s

spirit. The other supposes all blessings to be

embodied in the Humanity of the Word, and from

Him to be extended to His members. It is from

an unwillingness to admit this last truth, that the

application of the 6th of St. John to the Holy
Eucharist has been disputed. For here the process

is more clearly laid down than in any other part

of Holy Scripture. We have first the grand truth

that the Word is the medium, through which the

Deity communicates Himself to His creatures, and

that this communication takes place through His

coming down upon earth, and manifesting Himself

amonu; men. And then it is added, v. 51-58, thatO 77
to partake of His sacred Flesh, is the method by
which men enter into relation with Him, just as by
birth men partake of that old nature, which has

been transmitted to us by Adam. Now those who

accept the fact which is here laid down, will feel

little interest in denying that it is revealed in St.

John s Gospel. If men seek another interpretation

of these words, it is because they dispute the

doctrine conveyed in them. For this doctrine is

so momentous, and lies so completely at the root

of the whole Christian system, that if it be real,

nothing can be more probable than that it should

have been announced by Our Lord. So that since



BY ST. JOHN, VI. 199

St. Ignatius and St. Iremrus certainly taught this

doctrine, how could they fail to connect it with St.

John s words?

As we advance further, we find hardly a single

writer of consequence, by whom this chapter is not

connected with the Holy Eucharist. It is so by

Tertullian, who establishes the relation of &quot; our

daily bread&quot; with this Sacrament, by referring to

Our Lord s words,
&quot; I am the bread of life.&quot;

14 St.

Clement of Alexandria quotes some of Our Lord s

memorable expressions, as introductory to a men

tion of the Holy Eucharist. &quot;The Lord provides

for us food from Himself. He offers flesh, and

pours forth blood, and nothing is wanting to the

children s
growth.&quot;

15 St. Cyprian founds his re

marks on the Holy Eucharist upon the fact that

&quot; Our Lord Himself preached and warned, I am

the bread of life which came down from heaven.
&quot; 1G

St. Cyril of Jerusalem in like manner rests his

interpretation of this sacrament upon what was
&quot; said by Christ on a certain occasion discoursing

with the Jews.&quot;
17 St. Hilary says, when treating

ofthe Holy Eucharist,
&quot; there is no room for doubt

ing about the truth of His Flesh and Blood,&quot; be

cause Christ &quot; Himself says, My Flesh is meat

indeed, and My Blood is drink indeed.
&quot; 18

The only thing which can be set against these

decisive statements is, that some ancient writers

14 De Oratione, 0.
15

Piedagogus, i. vi. p. 123. (rotter.)
I(i De Oratione Dominica, p. 15.12.

17

Myst. Cat. iv. 4.
18 De Trinitate, viii. 14. p. 955.
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speak of the Body and Blood of Christ in con

nexion with that spiritual communion with Him

self, as the source of truth and knowledge, which

is not limited to those occasions on which the

Holy Eucharist is administered. The most ex

plicit passages which Whitby can cite are four,

which he refers respectively to St. Jerome, St.

Athanasius, Eusebius, and Origen. The first pas

sage may be dismissed as being spurious ;
and the

two last could not be of great weight, because

derived from authors of dubious authority. But

more may be said than this. For it must be re

membered that the sixth chapter of St. John speaks

of two things ; one, that Mediatorial function,

whereby Our Lord reveals Himself as the principle

of life to men
;
the other, the communication of

His Flesh and Blood, as the means whereby His

gifts are imparted. Now it has never been dis

puted that Our Lord may communicate Himself

when and how He will, and that where men are

devout members of Him by sacramental commu

nion, He renders their wrhole life a continual union

with Himself. As to partake Christ sacramen-

tally, without faith, would not be profitable, so

faithful men, who are debarred the Holy Eucharist,

are perpetually partakers of Him. &quot;

Quidam non

mandiicantes, manducant : quidam manducantes

non manducant&quot; This circumstance supplies a

reason why Our Lord s Flesh and Blood are spoken

of, without making it necessary to resort to the
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strange notion, that these terms are fit metaphors
for expressing His doctrines, His grace, or His

favour. Between Christ and His members there is

a personal relation
;
from Him flows all grace, which

is received by them with all thankfulness. The

Holy Eucharist is the appointed mean by which

this union is maintained
;
and therefore wrhen men

are unavoidably debarred the privilege of sacramen

tal communion, the Eucharist may very naturally

be referred to, as indicating the nature and course

of that benefit which it pleases God to bestow

through extraordinary channels. This is only to say

that though the res sacramenti is the appointed mean

of conveying the virtus sacramenti, yet virtue

issues from Our Lord as the fountain of grace, in

any manner which pleases Him. AVhen the Body
and Blood of Christ are spoken of, as imparted to

those who in this extraordinary manner are brought
into relation to Christ, it is not because Flesh and

Blood are employed as metaphorical terms for ex

pressing grace or doctrines, but because the Holy

Eucharist, being the Sacrament of Christ s Flesh

and Blood, suggests the order in which other gifts

are communicated. So that such expressions, in

stead of excluding the Holy Eucharist, imply that

it is referred to, since it supplies the groundwork
out of which they are constructed.

These remarks are applicable in a great measure

to the passages quoted by Whitby. When Origen

says, referring to St. John, vi. 64, that &quot; wre are
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stated to drink the Blood of Christ, not merely in

the use of sacraments, but also when we receive

1 1 is words, in which our life
consists,&quot;

10 he is re

ferring plainly to the Holy Eucharist, though he

supposes the chapter to speak also of that personal

relation to Christ, which the Divine Mediator can

bring about without the use of instruments. And
this is all which he or the other two writers can

be intending, because all three of them contain ex

press statements that the Holy Eucharist is referred

to in this chapter. The passage which AYhitby
cites from Eusebius 20

is neutralized by another from

the commentary of the same writer on
Isaiah,&quot;

21 in

which he quotes Our Lord s words in direct con

nexion with the Holy Eucharist. And so Origen,

in another part of his commentary on Numbers :

&quot; then the Manna was a typical food, but now the

Flesh of the Word of God is exhibited as true food,

as He Himself also says, for My Flesh is meat

indeed, and My Blood is drink indeed.
&quot; 22 So

likewise the passage which is quoted by Whitby
23

from St. Athanasius, is interpreted by another

statement of that Father. &quot; Our Lord has taught
us in His prayer to seek while we are in this world

for the super-substantial bread, that is, for the bread

which shall be hereafter
;

of which we have the

first-fruit in this present life, when we partake the

19 In Numeros, Horn. xvi. 9. vol. ii. p. 334.
20 De Ecclesiastica Theologia, iii. 12. p. 180.
21 Montfuucon s Collcctio Nova, vol. ii. p. 586.
&quot; Horn. vii. in Xum. 2. vol. ii. p. 290.
13
Ep. ad. Scrap, iv. 19. vol. ii. p. 710.
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Flesh of Our Lord, as lie Himself said, the bread

which I will give is My Flesh, which I will give for

the life of the world.
&quot; 24

Another author may be referred to, as a

proof that the expressions of ancient writers are

to be understood according to their general senti

ments. St. Basil, in one passage
25 of his works,

goes further almost than any one, in identifying

Our Lord s Flesh and Blood rather with His

benefits in general, than with that particular

communication of Himself which is bestowed

in the Holy Eucharist. Yet elsewhere no one is

more distinct in asserting that Our Lord s words

refer to the Holy Eucharist. &quot;

It is good and

profitable to communicate daily, and to be a par

taker of the sacred Body and Blood of Christ,

inasmuch as He Himself says distinctly, he who

eateth My Flesh, and drinketh My Blood, hath

eternal life.
&quot; 26 And he quotes

27 the fifty-third

and fifty-fourth verses, as supplying a rule for

those who come to the Holy Eucharist.

There is no ground at all, then, for Whitby s asser

tion, that his theory had supporters in the ancient

Church. The great mass of authors connect the

mention ofOur Lord s Flesh and Blood with the Holy
Eucharist exclusively, and those who occasionally

apply them more loosely, have been shown not to

exclude this primary interpretation. Hence Water-
2 &quot; De Incarn. et contra Arian, xvi. vol. ii. p. 883.

25
Epis viii. 4, vol. iii. p. 84.

20
Kpis. xciii. vol. iii. p. 186.

27 Initium Moralium, Rcgula 21. 1. vol. ii. p. 253.
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land has introduced another theory, by way of

neutralizing- testimonies too direct and numerous
to be disputed, lie maintains that the thing re

ferred to in this chapter is not the Holy Eucharist,
but the general benefits which are bestowed by
Christ, of which this sacrament is only a particular

channel. Xow it has been shown that the sixth

chapter of St. John consists of two parts first, we
have a general statement of Our Lord s Mediation,

v. 30-50, and then a declaration that the Holy
Eucharist is the medium through which its benefits

are communicated, v. 51-58. But Waterland s

theory makes no account of the latter set of ex

pressions, and therefore is less satisfactory even

than that of Whitby ;
which attempts, however

inadequately, to grapple with the difficulties of the

case. Whereas Waterland gives no reason why
the ancient writers- 8 should have considered these

words to be so plainly relevant to the Holy Eucha

rist, that they almost invariably quote them in this

relation. How came they thus to employ them,
unless they supposed that this was the natural

force of the words : or how could they venture to

give this meaning to Our Lord s words, unless

such had been their received interpretation? In-

28 In addition to those already quoted, vide S. Gregory Nyssen contra
Eimom. Or. xi. vol. ii. p. 704. Ib. in Ecclesias. Horn. viii. vol. i. 457. Julius
Finnicus de Errore Prof. Kel. ID. Bib. Pat. iv. 171. S. Ambros. de Fide,
iv. 124, vol. ii. 543. Ib. de Benedict. Patriar. ix. 39, vol. i. 525. Ib. in

Psalm 118, Serrao 18. 28, vol. i. 1203. S. Gaudentius, Trac. 2, ad Neoph.
Bib. Pat. v. 946. Maximus Taurin. Horn. xlv. p. 138. S. Jerome on

Eplies. cap. i. vol. iv. part i. p. 328. Theophilus Lib. Paschalis II. in S.

Jerome, vol. iv. part ii. p. 714. S. Epiphanius ad Ha?r. ii. 1, 6. S. Maca-
rius Horn. iv. 12, Gallandi, vol. vii. 16. Theodoret Hist. Eccles. iv. 11.
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deed, Watcrland himself docs not absolutely deny
that Our Lord may have referred to the Holy

Eucharist; and it is obvious that the terms em

ployed would not have been a natural mode of

expressing the general benefits which I Ie bestows,

unless the Holy Eucharist had been the appointed

medium of conveying them.

Waterland s theory, however, could never have

been introduced, were it not that in the earliest

ages we have no direct commentary upon this

Chapter, and consequently have no detailed expla

nation of the purpose with which Our Eord spoke.

And therefore his theory falls to the ground at once,

when we come to those writers who have occasion to

explain at length what was believed to be Our Lord s

intention. The first of these is St. Chrysostom ;

whose commentary is most distinct in its state

ments, that from the 51st verse, where Our Lord

introduces the subject of His Body and Blood, He

is referring immediately to the Holy Eucharist.

The earlier part of the Chapter, St. Chrysostom

says, may be explained in general of those blessings

which were bestowed by the Mediator. &quot; The

bread of life is Our Lord s salutary doctrine, and

faith in Himself, or His own Body.&quot;
29 These things

are all involved in the system of the Gospel when

viewed at large. But when he comes to the 51st

verse,
30 he thinks it necessary to account for the

fact, that Our Lord should have spoken of a topic
29

S. Chrys. in Joanncni. Horn. xlvi. 1, vol. viii. p. 270.
*

Id. p. 271.
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which at the time it was not possible for His hearers

to understand. And the purpose of that Holy
Sacrament, to which he says Our Lord is here re

ferring, is explained thus :

&quot;

I have become a par
taker of Flesh and Blood for your sakcs

; again that

very Flesh and Blood by which I have become akin

to you I give back to
you.&quot;

31 To show the full

force of his comment it would be necessary to

transcribe it all. A few words from the conclusion

of it may suffice:

What, then ; is not His Flesh flesh ? Certainly it is. What does
He mean then by saying-, that flesh profiteth nothing ? He does

not speak about His own Flesh. God forbid, lint He speaks
about those who receive what is spoken in a fleshly manner.
Xow what is it to understand the thing in a fleshly manner? It

is to look simply at that which lies before us, and not to con

ceive of anything beyond. This is to look at things in a fleshly
manner. For we ought not to judge only by what is visible, but

to discern all mysteries with our inner eyes, that is to say,

spiritually. Is it not so, that unless a man eats His Flesh, and
drinks His Blood, he hath no life in him ] How, then, can it be

said that the flesh profiteth nothing, without which AVC cannot
live ! You see that the words, the flesh profiteth nothing, are

not spoken of His Flesh, but of the hearing Him in a fleshly
manner.

The next commentator, St. Augustin, assumes,

as St. Chrysostom did, that this Chapter refers to

the Holy Eucharist. There are expressions in his

Commentary respecting which something shall be

said presently, which are capable of being under

stood in a Calvinistic sense, but not a word occurs

which implies him to have doubted that Our Lord

designed to speak respecting the Holy Eucharist.

31 P. 273. 32
Id. Horn, xlvii. sec. 2, p. 278.
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When he comes to the 51st verse, he notices and

accounts for the fact that Our Lord left the Jews in

ignorance respecting- the nature of that spiritual

food, which His Church was to receive through this

sacrament.

&quot; If any man eat of this bread ho shall live forever; and tho

bread which I will give is My Flesh, which I will give for

the life of the world. How should fleshly people understand

this, in that lie calls bread by the name of flesh ? That is called

flesh, which the flesh cannot receive
; and the reason why the

flesh cannot receive it. is because it is called flesh. For they
were horrified at this

; they thought it a hard saying; they sup
posed it impossible. The faithful know what is meant by the

Body of Christ, if so be that to Christ s Body they neglect not
to

pertain.&quot; AVhereas the Jews, he goes on to sav, were igno
rant how He was to be eaten, and what was to be the manner
of eating that bread.&quot;

33

Another Father who has left a leno-thened com-o

mentary on this Chapter, is St. Cyril of Alexandria.

His statements are not only important, from the

full and distinct manner in which they express his

own opinion, but also because his explanation of

this Chapter was sanctioned by the authority of

the third General Council. He seems, like other

ancient writers, to have taken entirely for granted
that Our Lord was referring to the Holy Eucharist.
&quot; What is it which Christ promises ? Nothing
corruptible, but rather that Eucharist which lies

in the reception of His sacred Flesh and Blood,

whereby man obtains the gift of immortality
The sacred Body of Christ gives life to those in

whom it is, and preserves them for immortality,
83

S. Angus, in Johan. Tract, xxvi. 13, 15, p. 41)9, 500.
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by being mixed with our bodies. For it is under

stood not to be the Body of any one else than of

Him, who is naturally life, having in itself the

whole power of the Word who has been made one

with it.&quot;
34

Again, after referring to various ancient miracles,

and observing that these events ought to have

taught the Jews that God s dealings are above our

comprehension, he remarks upon the 54th verse:

&quot; These statements may show us Our Lord s long-suffering, and

the abundance of His mercy. For without taking offence at the

narrow-mindedness of the unbelievers, lie gives them again in

full measure the life-giving knowledge of His mystery
In what way lie will give them His flesh to eat. He does not

yet teach, for He knew them to be as yet in darkness, and not

yet strong enough for the mystery. But very seasonably lie

shows them what blessings will arise to them from eating, that

perhaps he might teach them how to believe, by infusing into

them a desire to live through a sense of its unbounded happiness.

For if they only believed, to understand would soon follow. For

so says the Prophet Isaias, if you will not believe, you shall

not understand. Faith, therefore, must first be rooted in them,

and then would come an understanding of the things of which

they are ignorant ; and inquiry must not precede faith. There

fore I suppose Our Lord omits to tell them in what manner He
will give them His Flesh to eat, and calls upon them to believe

previously to investigation. For when He spoke to those who

already believed, lie took bread and brake, and gave it to them,

saying, Take, eat, this is My Body. In like manner giving the

cup to all of them, He said, Take, and drink ye all of this, for this

is My Blood of the testament, which is shed for many for the re

mission of sins. You see that He does not explain the nature of

the mystery to those who were Avithout thought, and had no

searchings after faith ; but to those who already believed He is

found to have given a clear explanation. Let those hear then,

who from want of wisdom have not yet received the faith of

S1
St. Cyril in Joan. Lib. iii. G. vol. iv. p. 324. (On verse 35.)
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Christ. Except ye shall cat the flesh of Christ, and drink His

blood, ye have no life in you. For those persons arc wholly
without share or taste of the life of holiness and happiness, who
have not received the Son through the mystical Eucharist. For
He is life by nature, inasmuch as lie has been born from the

living Father. And His sacred Body is not less life-giving,
since it has been in some unspeakable manner made one with

that Word which gives life to all
things.&quot;

35

The preceding quotations show that the only
Fathers who have left full explanations of the

sixth Chapter of St. John, supposed Our Lord to

have referred directly to the Holy Eucharist. It

has been previously shown, that the casual allu

sions of other ancient writers, are no ground for

supposing them to have entertained a different

opinion, though the different nature of their sub

jects did not lead them to such precise explanations.
For since Our Lord spoke both of His Mediation at

large, and also of this particular mean of profiting

by it, to accept the first truth did not imply that

the second was disbelieved. But when we come to

these three commentators we are left in no doubt

respecting the prevalent interpretation of Our
Lord s words. The importance, however, of St.

Cyril s testimony does not stop here. For these, it

may be said, were but the statements of individuals,

and may have failed to represent the judgment of

the whole Church. But St. Cyril s interpretation

of this Chapter was introduced into the letter, which

as President of a Synod at Alexandria, he addressed

to Nestorius, and which was read with approbation
35 Comment, in Joan. Lib. iv. 2. vol. iv., p. 301.

P
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at the Council of Eplicsus. So that in referring

Our Lord s words to the Holy Eucharist, we arc not

only borne out by the private testimony of ancient

writers, but have the highest sanction which can be

given to any interpretation of Scripture, in the ap

proval ofone of those General Councils, which express

the mind ofthe Spirit and the authority ofthe
Church.

&quot;&quot;We celebrate the unbloody sacrifice in our Churches; we

approach the mystical Eucharist and are sanctified, belli&quot;; made

partakers of the sacred Flesh and the precious Blood of our com

mon Saviour Jesus Christ. Now this we do, not as though we

received common flesh. God forbid. Nor as though His Flesh

were that of a man who was sanctified, and united to the Word

by oneness of desert, or in whom God abode by indwelling ;
but

as supposing it to be truly life-giving, and really the Flesh of the

Wonl Himself. For being naturally life as God, since lie has

become one with His own Flesh, He has rendered it also life-

giving. So that when He says to us, verily, verily, I say unto

you, except ye eat the Flesh of the Son of man and drink His

Blood, we cannot suppose this to be like the flesh of a man such as

ourselves. For howshould a man s flesh be naturally life-giving?&quot;
31

The considerations which have been alleged are

so decisive, that it may well be asked how it can

have been doubted that the sixth Chapter of St.

John was designed to refer to the Holy Eucharist.

Those whom the words themselves do not satisfy of

their mysterious import, might be expected to be

struck at the manner in which the Jews received

them : those who are less attentive to the natural

force of expressions than to their traditional import,

must be influenced by the concurrent testimony of

the Primitive Church. For while Our Lord s words

are interpreted of the Holy Eucharist by well-nigh

^Hardnin, vol. i.. r- 128J) -
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every ancient writer, there is not a single ancient

writer by whom this interpretation is denied. And
the ancient is shown to be the natural interpreta

tion, because the various explanations which have
since become prevalent, may be accounted for by
reference to the peculiar circumstances of those by
whom they have been introduced. They have

originated with persons who had a theory to sup
port, which the natural and received mcanino-
of this passage was thought to oppose.

&quot; In the

middle ages we find no other interpretation than
that of St. Chrysostom. It is observable that the

Bohemians, following the traditional application of
the passage to the Lord s Supper, deduced from it

the necessity of administering the communion in

both kinds.&quot;
37 Hence the received interpretation

was called in question by Caietan, and others after

him, because this Chapter was used as an argument
against them by the disciples of Huss. &quot; The
Cardinal supposed, says Johnson, that if John, vi.,

were understood of the Eucharist, it would imply a

necessity of communicating children, which I have
shown to be a groundless supposition; but that

which I believe weighed most with the Cardinal

was, that if this text be understood of the

Eucharist, it will follow that there is a necessity
of the Cup as well as the Host.&quot;

38 Later writers

in the Roman Obedience have defended their
37 Vide LUcke s Geschiohte der Auslegung der Stelle, vi. 51, in his Com

mentary on St. John, vol. ii., p. 730.
38 Johnson s Unbloody Sacrifice, cap. ii. sec. 5, vol. i., p. 525.
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practice by reference to the doctrine of concomitance,

which implies Our Lord s Blood to be present where-

ever His Body is; and also by the example of the

early Christians, whose habit was to receive the

Holy Eucharist in their houses, under one kind

only ;
but for a time Caietan s interpretation was

popular with writers of his communion. But since

it was obviously an expedient which was only in

troduced for a polemical purpose, it cannot pretend

to express the original intention of Our Lord s

words.

The same may be said of Luther s opposition to

the primitive interpretation. It was shown (cap. v.)

that Luther s theory united two incompatible prin

ciples it asserted the sacredness of the Holy

Eucharist, but denied its efficacy. It is manifest,

therefore, how little he was likely to sympathize

with a passage,
39 the very purpose of which is to

point out the efficacy of this Holy Eeast, and to

show its relation to Our Lord s Mediation. It sup

plied the quotations, therefore, which were mainly

brought against him by his opponents at Marburg :

they took for granted that a person who admitted

the reality of Our Lord s Presence, could not doubt

that it must be alluded to in a chapter in which it

appears to be so directly taught. Luther seems to

have given some surprise to his own partizans by
the manner in which he parried this attack. &quot; In

39 &quot; This passage breaks your neck,&quot; said Zuinglius to Luther in the

Conference at Marburg. Ebrard, vol. ii. 323.
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liis contest with Carolstad, Zuinglius, and (Ecolam-

padius, he boldly denied that this passage had any
relation to the Lord s Supper, and maintained that

it had reference only to the spiritual participation

of Christ by faith and love.&quot;
4u Here then, as in

the case of Caietan, the received interpretation was

abandoned for the sake of a theory. Such forced

explanations do but set off the simplicity of that

more natural application, which has on its side as

well the obvious force of the words, as the

testimony of antiquity. Certainly, if St. John

did not design to refer to the Holy Eucha
rist when he recorded this discourse of Our Lord,
his Gospel must be unintelligible to simple readers,

since they could not fail to attribute this sense

to his words. So that this is an instance in which

the first and plainest interpretation can make its

appeal to present reason as confidently as to the

authority of the past.

So much respecting a subject which required to

be considered at large, not so much on account

of its ambiguity as of its importance. For though
other passages of Holy Scripture speak plainly re

specting the truth of Our Lord s Presence, there

is none which dwells with equal fulness on its

efficacy. We must now proceed to show that,

allowing this chapter to contain a prophetical al

lusion to the Holy Eucharist, it will follow that,

Our Lord s Presence is real, and not merely sym-
4(1

Liicke ubi sup. p. 730.
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hollcal or virtual. And this will be rendered more

manifest, by observing the consistency of this pas

sage with those other statements that Our Lord is

present supernatural/?/, and sacramentally, of which

His Real Presence has been shown to be the result.

Now that Our Lord s Presence is supernatural,

is the truth affirmed by Himself in the sixty-third

verse of the sixth chapter of St. John. &quot;

It is the

Spirit that quickcneth ;
the flesh profiteth nothing :

the words that I speak unto you, they are spirit,

and they are life.&quot; lie affirms, that the instruction

which lie communicated to His hearers was some

thing borrowed from that principle of spiritual life,

which in His Manhood had come personally into

the world. For &quot;

in Him was life, and the life was

the light of men.&quot; The meaning of this verse is

not, as some have imagined, that Our Lord has

really no share in man s sanctification that great

work belonging exclusively to the Third Person in

the Blessed Trinity for, as will be shown in a

subsequent chapter, the functions of these Blessed

Persons are coincident, and not successive; so that

the one mercifully co-operates, according to the

order of His office, in that which is performed by
the other. By spirit, then, in this place, is meant

Our Lord s Divine, as opposed to His human nature :

He explains to His wondering disciples that those

miraculous effects which were to attend the reception

of His Flesh and Blood, would not arise from their

natural influence, but from that supernatural effi-
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eacy with which they were endowed, by means of

their Personal oneness with I lis Godhead. &quot;The

word Spirit in Our Lord,&quot; says Bishop Bull,
&quot;

is

uniformly employed in Holy Scripture and in the

writers of the first age, to express that Divine na

ture in Himself, to which it properly pertained to

give life to mortals.&quot;
41 So that the truth here re

vealed is, that Our Lord s Manhood was to be the

principle of life, by reason of that Godhead with

which it was united. This statement was not in

tended, then, to detract from the reality of those

functions which were to be discharged by His

Flesh and Blood, but only to explain the principle

and cause of their efficacy. And therefore Our

Lord refers to the exaltation of His glorified Body
into heaven, as a sign of those new qualities with

which it was to be invested.
&quot; If you suppose that

My Flesh cannot give you life, how can it ascend

like a winged thing into heaven? For if it is not

able to give life, because it has no natural tendency

to do so, how can it tread upon the air, and ascend

into heaven? For this is equally impossible to

flesh. But if it ascends, contrary to the law of

nature, what is to hinder it from giving life, though

it has no tendency to do so by its own nature?

For He who has made that heavenly, which belongs

to the earth, can enable it also to give life, though

by its own nature it tends to
corruption.&quot;

42

41 De Necessitate Credcncli. v. 5. p. 38. And so &quot; wm /** tp-nalv eauTov.&quot; S.

Cyril, iv. 37G.
42

S. Cyril in Joan. Lib. iv. 3 (on verse G2), vol. iv. p. 375.
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These words, then, express distinctly that Our

Lord s Presence is supernatural ; that His Body
and Blood are not present in the Holy Eucharist

according to that law or in that manner under which

flesh and blood usually exist, and in which we

suppose His glorified form to exist in heaven. And
other portions of the same passage tell us that Our

Lord s Presence is Real, as well as supernatural.

Such is the fifty-fifth verse &quot; My Flesh is meat

indeed, and My Blood is drink indeed.&quot;
&quot; A true

exposition,&quot; says Olshausen,
&quot; which gives the

meaning of the text before us, must confess, how

ever alien may be the result from its own views,

that Our Lord is unquestionably speaking here

about the participation of His Humanity.&quot; Our

Lord s Presence cannot therefore be supposed to be

merely symbolical or figurative : something more

must be designed than that lie is an object for the

thoughts of mankind. But a still more important

verse is the fifty-seventh, in which Our Lord is

pleased to express the reality of that gift which He
bestows upon His people, by a measure drawn from

the highest of all rules the blessed Trinity itself.

&quot; As the living Father hath sent Me, and I live by
the Father, so he that eateth Me, even he shall

live by Me.&quot;

The relation of Our Lord to the Father is here

expressed in two ways : first, by that temporal

mission into the world, which took place in the mo

ment of His Incarnation
; secondly, by reference to
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that eternal relation whereby the perfections of the

eternal Father are perpetually communicated to

His co-equal Son. For the name of Only-be

gotten Son belongs to Our Lord, because He is the

express image and effulgence of the eternal Father
;

because as the Father is God, so the Son by natural

right is God also. Our Lord is pleased to declare,

then, that as life is inherent in His Godhead, because

it flows into Him according to that eternal law

whereby lie is naturally the Son of the Father; so

does He impart it in like mysterious manner to

those who, by the communication of His Manhood,
are one with Himself. &quot; If

I,&quot;
He says,

&quot; have

become flesh (for this, lie means, by His being

sent), and as I live through the living Father (that

is, by retaining the nature of Him who begot Me
in Myself), even so he, wrho through the reception

of My Flesh receives Me, shall live in himself;

being altogether transformed into Me, who am able

to engender, because I spring from a life-giving root,

that is, from God the Father.&quot;
13 So that the gift

which Our Lord, as man, imparts to His people, is

in some sort a measure of that wr

hich, as God, He
hath eternally from the Father. And hence, doubt

less, arose the statements of the ancient Church,

that Our Lord bestows Himself substantially in the

Holy Eucharist, inasmuch as to be of one substance

43
S. Cyril in Joan. lil&amp;gt;. iv. 3, vol. iv. p. 300. St. Ambrose says, in refe

rence to the same passage,
&quot; Similitude etiam nostra ad Filium, et qu;Edam

secundum carncm unitas declamtur
; quoniam qucmadmodum Dei Filius

a Patre, sic homo est vivificatus in carne.&quot; De Fide. B. iv. cap. 10. 128.
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with the Father, is the characteristic of His God

head. So that no expressions which refer only to

the actions of a poicer which emanates from Him,

or which represent Him as only virtually present,

can come up to the full force of His own merciful

declaration. It is possible indeed that the Power

and Substance of the Supreme Being may in some

unknown manner be identical, so that His dynamic

may be equivalent to His substantial presence.

But when Our Lord s virtual is opposed to His real

presence, it must be imagined that there is some

diversity between them; so that the analogy must

be supposed to be drawn from those material

bodies, the effect of which can be discriminated

from themselves. Now no illustrations drawn from

material objects can express the full truth which

Our Lord has been pleased to reveal. The sun, to

speak popularly, is present throughout space by the

power of its rays ; yet its rays are something dif

ferent from the orb itself. The}
7

are, it may be, the

effect of its heat and lustre : but so soon as they

are shot forth they are detached and distinct from

the body whence they proceed. But if Our Lord s

Presence is dynamic, it is because it is substantial:

it is nothing which can be detached from Himself;

it is the Presence of a Person, not the effect of a

power. As His Godhead flows into Him by neces

sary derivation from His eternal Father, so does He

assure us that He communicates His Manhood by
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merciful gift to His earthly brethren. 41 Thus are

there three stages in this great work. The God
head imparts itself to the eo-cqual Son. This is

His eternal generation. The Son unites Himself to

man s nature. This is His Incarnation. He commu
nicates His Manhood to His brethren. This is His

Heal Presence in the Holy Eucharist. As the first,

then, is the communication of that substance which

is common to the Three Persons in the blessed

Godhead, so is the last the substantial communica

tion of that manhood which has beeen hallowed by
the taking it into God.

The doctrine of the Real Presence was said to

involve one further point that Our Lord s Presence

is Sacramental. Now it will be found that this ex

pression not only accords with the statements of

the Chapter before us, but that it supplies the

key to difficulties, by which it would otherwise

be perplexed. A difficulty presents itself in the

fifty-first and following verses, from the very high

importance which Our Lord ascribes to the eating

His sacred Flesh. He speaks of it as if its partici

pation were not only a signal blessing, but as if those

who partook of it were sure of their salvation.

&quot; Whoso catcth My Flesh, and drinketh My Blood,

hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at the last

day.&quot;
And yet we know from St. Paul that those

who receive the same unworthily,
&quot; eat and drink

41 &quot; Vivit per Patrem, et quo inodo per Patrcni vivit, eotlem niodo nos

per carnem ejus vivimus.&quot; &. Hilary dc Trinit. viii. 10. p. 957.
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their own damnation.&quot; To avoid this difficulty,

Water-land supposes that Our Lord was speaking,

not of the gift of the res sacramenti, but only of the

virtus sacramenti. This he expresses by saying

that the passage refers to spiritual, and not to sacra

mental eating. lie considers, that is, that Our

Lord is speaking of the benefits which will finally be

obtained by good men, but not of any gift which

is peculiar to the Holy Eucharist.

This introduction of the receiver perplexes the

inquiry, since it ought first to be determined what

is the gift bestowed by Almighty God in this sacra

ment. Is it meant that the virtus sacramenti is

merely that general assistance of divine grace which

accompanies all ordinances? This is Waterland s

theory, which, though clothed in pious expressions,

is identical with that of Zuinglius. But it fails to

do justice, not only to the interpretation put upon
this passage by ancient writers, but to the myste
rious and emphatic words of the passage itself.

Why should Our Lord s Body be spoken of as the

principle of life to the soul, unless something more

were intended, than that it had once been offered on

the cross for the sins of men? Such expressions

cannot be rested merely upon the analogy of the

Jewish Law, first, because that Law supplies no

analogy for the drinking of Our Lord s Blood
;
and

secondly, because such a course would be to make

the Law the reality, instead of the Gospel. It is

only because there is a real communication of
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Our Lord in the Holy Eucharist, that the relation

which takes effect between Him and the devout

soul can be expressed by phrases so singular as

eating His Body and drinking His Blood. The

reality of the res sacramenti, that is, gives

significance to the otherwise unmeaning phrases

employed respecting the virtus sacramenti. So

that to imagine the general assistance of God s

Spirit to be all which is intended, fails to account

for the expressions employed by Our Lord and His

Apostles.

Now, if to avoid this difficulty we raise the virtus

sacramenti into something specific and peculiar, and

suppose it to be that relation to Our Lord s Hu

manity, which results from His office as the Second

Adam
;

if we ascend, that is, from a dead to a

living Christ; from the mere fact that mankind

were benefited by His former sufferings, to the

truth that they are partakers of His present glory ;

then we must either admit the existence of a res

sacramenti, or we must fall back upon the Calvin-

istic hypothesis, previously explained (p. 143), and

make the Divine decree the link between the ex

ternal sign and the inward benefit. This hypo
thesis was shown to have been introduced in order

to do justice to the language of Scripture, without

admitting that principle of consecration which im

plied that a gift was always bestowed, but that it

was improved only by the devout receiver. So

that unless men are prepared to accept the unscrip-
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tural dogma of reprobation, they must of necessity
admit the presence of a res sticramenti, and the

reality of consecration.

Now to accept these two principles is the same

thing as to affirm that Our Lord is present in the

Holy Eucharist sacramentally. And the admission

of a sacramental presence will be found to explain
all the difficulties of the Chapter before us, and

especially that which is grounded upon the great
ness of Our Lord s promise. Jt supposes that two

things, dissimilar in kind, are mystically joined to

gether by consecration. The outward part consists

of the sensible creatures of bread and wine
;
the

inward part is that Body and Blood of Christ, which

by union with His Godhead has been made the

principle of spiritual vitality. But though all who
receive one receive the other, yet no benefit follows

from this reception, except there be living faith in

the receiver. For it is one thing to receive Christ s

Body and Blood sacramentally, and another that

the soul should be brought into relation to Christ.

The first depends upon the consecration of the

elements : the second requires in addition the

spiritual life of the receiver. Our Lord speaks in

general terms of the value of the Holy Eucharist,

just as in the third chapter of St. John He uses

general terms respecting the blessings of Baptism,
but without intending that its benefits are gained,

unless the ordinance is improved as well as par
taken. He speaks of the importance of the gift,
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without entering upon the further consideration

how it is employed.

So much is meant by the assertion that Our Lord

is sacramental1
1/ present : the idea depends upon the

prominence given to that act of consecration on

which the validity of the sacrament is dependent.
If it be believed that a real Presence of Christ

takes effect by virtue of that mystical blessing

which it pleases Him to pronounce through the

ministration of His servants, then we have an ex

planation of His words, which renders it un

necessary either to lower down the reality of the

Eucharistic gift with Zuinglius, or to limit its

efficacy with Calvin. So that we may accept

the statements of the sixth chapter of St. John

in their simple force, and yet not believe that

every one will be saved to whom the Holy Eucha

rist is administered. What Our Lord declares is,

that the res sacramenti, or thing imparted in that

sacrament, is the principle of life, inasmuch as it is

His Presence in whom life has entered into the

world. The whole context of Scripture implies,

that in speaking thus Our Lord was addressing

responsible beings, whose state depends upon the

use of their advantages. But the importance
which He attaches to the rite is explained by the

effect which attaches to its consecration. By virtue

of that act the sacramentum and the res sacramenti

go together ; every one who receives one receives

the other
;

the true principle of life is received
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sacramentalhj ; but no benefit ensues unless the

soul of the receiver is brought into relation with

Christ, and lie improves the blessing which has

been communicated. Christ bestows Himself

upon man sacramentally, by virtue of the efficacy

of consecration : but it is only by faith and

love that man can be spiritually united to

Christ.

It is the reality of consecration, then, which

gives meaning to the term sacramental Presence,

as well as efficacy to the ordinance in which it is

dispensed. And this circumstance enables us to

discriminate between the teaching of St. Augustin
and that of Calvin. St. Augustin certainly uses

expressions on which it is possible to put a Cal-

vinistic meaning. He does not distinguish between

the res sacramenti and the virtus sacramenti;

whereas it would be more consistent to identify the

first with the inward part or thing signified, the

second with its effect on the devout soul. In one

or two places he might be imagined to intend that

the inward gift in the Holy Eucharist wTas never

bestowed except upon those who had the gift of

final perseverance.
4 5 But these equivocal ex

pressions arc neutralized by the fact, which

entirely separates him from Calvin, that he ad

mitted the validity of the Holy Eucharist to depend
45 &quot;

Sigimm quia manducavit ct bibit, hoc est, si manet, ct manetur, si

habitat ct inhabitatur, si hajret ut non deseratur.&quot; In Johann. Trac. 27,

i. p. 502. On account of such expressions, Calvin claims St. Augustin
as his supporter. Adv. Ileshus. Works, viii. 738. But the words would admit

of being translated,
&quot;

if he cleaves, in order that he may not be deserted.&quot;
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upon its consecration, and that he supposed the

Body of Christ to be received by all, whenever
the outward and inward parts had been joined to

gether by the mystical benediction. He speaks,

therefore, even of the wicked, as receiving the

Body
4G of Christ, though they receive it without

benefit. lie declares the validity of the sacrament
to depend on the combination of the elements,
which Our Lord has enjoined, and of His own mys
tical benediction. &quot; Accedit verbum ad elementum
ct Jit sacmmentum.&quot; So that in conformity with
the perpetual belief of the Church, he admitted the

necessity of consecration and the authority of
orders

;
and he joined in those Liturgic services, in

which the testimony of the original truth was
transmitted to succeeding generations.

&quot;Addueti sunt ad mensam Christi, ct aeoipiunt dc oorporc ct san
guine ejus, sed adorant tantuin, non ctiam saturantur, quia non iinitan

S^vl T C(5

i ^ alS
,
/K &amp;lt;^ ii. ll. r^Ecunt) a Don. \ . &amp;lt;J. bcrmo Ixxi. 1 7

;
and cclxvi. 7.

Q
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CHAPTER VII I.

TESTIMONY OF ANTIQUITY, THAT OUR LORD S PRESENCE

IN THE HOLY EUCHARIST IS NOT MERELY SYMBOLI

CAL OR VIRTUAL.

THE Scriptural grounds for maintaining Our Lord s

Real Presence in the Holy Eucharist have been

stated in the last chapter. There are three main

portions of Holy Scripture namely, Our Lord s

prediction in the sixth chapter of St. John the

words of Institution as recorded by the other three

Evangelists and St. Paul s exhortations to the

Corinthians from all of which it may be gathered
that Our Lord s Presence in the Holy Eucharist is

real, sacramental, and supernatural. Yet the argu
ment turns so completely upon the meaning of

expressions which in themselves are familiar to all,

that it is of moment to find some authoritative com

ment, by which we may ascertain the intention

of the sacred writers. I go on, then, to inquire

how this doctrine was understood in those earlier

ages wThile the heritage of doctrine was fresh, and

before divisions could be supposed to have im-
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paired the Church s authority. In the present

chapter it will be shown that the early Church did

not suppose Our Lord s Presence to be march/

Symbolical or Virtual
;

in the next, that the

notion which it accepted was that of a Real

Presence.

Here, however, we are met by one difficulty, to

which the very richness of the field gives occasion.

The Holy Eucharist was so constantly present to

the thoughts of the early Christians, that the

references to it in their writings are almost innu

merable. In an abundance of cases their notices

respecting it are so detailed and distinct, as to

supply a competent basis for doctrinal arguments.
But there occur also many general and passing

allusions, from which no certain conclusion can

be deduced. This could hardly fail to be the case,

considering that the subject was continually re

ferred to, while those disputes respecting its nature,

by which the Church has since been agitated, were

as yet unknown. But it has led to many mis

representations ;
since vague and general state

ments may readily be bent according to the caprice
of the interpreter.

It will be useless, therefore, to refer to the

language of the Fathers, unless we first fix upon
some tests, by which the various theories which

have been adduced may be discriminated. Let
us take the systems, then, between which the

dispute really lies, and see what are those charac-
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teristic features in each, respecting which we can

appeal to the judgment of antiquity.

I. Now, when Our Lord is said to be present

symbolically only, or figuratively, in the Holy Eu

charist, it is meant that lie is present merely as

an object to the minds of men, just as Abraham is

present to our thoughts when we hear of the father

of the faithful, or Adam, when we hear of the father

of mankind. And therefore His presence would

not depend upon Himself, and His own acts, but

upon the conceptions of men. So that according

to this system, Our Lord is absent, rather than

present; His Flesh and Blood may be thought

of, but they are thought of as present in heaven,

and not upon earth not as being really present

in the elements, but really absent from them.

The only difference between the Holy Eucharist

and any other circumstance which puts us in mind

of Christ, is that Almighty God has authorized its

cmphryment as a memorial; so that we have a

divine sanction for considering the bread to

represent the Body, and the wine the Blood of

Christ.

Such are the characteristic circumstances, which

grow out of that which was observed to be the

fundamental principle of Zuinglius, namely, that

the benefit conveyed in the Holy Eucharist does

not depend upon the efficacy of consecration, or

upon any gift bestowed by Almighty God through

the consecrated elements, but solely upon the
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disposition of the receiver. If we would determine,

therefore, whether the ancient writers agreed with

him, we mast see whether they believed in a real,

presence, or a real absence. Did they believe that

Christ s presence depended upon Himself, and His

own acts, or upon the imagination of the receiver?

And this will be found to be so clear a point as

scarcely to require a protracted inquiry. For the

question is settled at once, by those passages in

which the Fathers not only assert Our Lord s

presence to be real, but answer the objections

which are made against such a presence on the

ground of its impossibility. Their statements

show that they did not suppose Our Lord s Body
to be merely present to men s imagination, or that

His words were designed to have only a figurative

and parabolical meaning. For what difficulty or

mystery would there have been in supposing that

Our Lord was an object to the thoughts of men; or

how could the employment of any particular sign

or emblem, as a representation of Ilis Body and

Blood, be alleged to be impossible? Nothing
is more usual than the employment of emblems,
and why should not an emblem be employed
in a case in which Almighty God has expressly

sanctioned its use? Nothing would have been

easier, therefore, for the Fathers, than to have

met all objections against the possibility of

the Holy Eucharist, by observing that Our
Lord s Body was not really present, but really
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absent
;

and that the presence spoken of was

only that presence in figure and to the thoughts,
which was equally possible in all other cases.

But how wholly different is the language used

by St. Cyril of Jerusalem !

&quot;

Contemplate, there

fore, the bread and wine, not as bare elements,
for they are, according to the Lord s declaration,
the Body and Blood of Christ

;
for though sense

suggests the former to thee&quot;
(/. &amp;lt;&amp;gt;.,

that they are

bare elements), &quot;let faith stablish thee. Judge
not the matter from taste, but from faith be fully
assured without misgiving, that them hast been

vouchsafed the Body and Blood of Christ.&quot;
1 Now

it is plain from this passage, that St. Cyril supposed
the thing contemplated to be mysterious and diffi

cult; so that his words are incompatible with the

idea that the Holy Eucharist is merely a figure of

that which is really absent, for this would neither

be difficult nor mysterious.

The same may be said respecting the following

passage of St. Ambrose.

Perhaps you may tell me, that which I sec is something dif

ferent : how can yon assert to me that I receive the Body of

Christ ? This is the point which it remains for me to prove.
What examples therefore do I use. Let me prove that this is

not that which nature has formed, but that which the blessin&quot;-O
has consecrated : and that the force of the blessing is greater than

that of nature, because nature herself is changed by the
blessing.&quot;

Then after quoting instances of the exercise of miraculous power,
from the histories of Moses and Elisha, he concludes :

&quot; but if

human blessing was of such avail as to change nature, what are

1

Myst. Cat. iv. G. p. 321.
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we to say of the Divine consecration itself, where the very words

of Our Lord mid Saviour are operative? For that sacrament

which you receive is produced by the word of Christ. But if

the word of Elias was of such avail as to bring down fire from

heaven, shall not Christ s word avail to change the form of the

elements * For lie spake and they were made, He commanded
and they were created. Therefore, if the word of Christ could

bring out of nothing things which did not exist, cannot He
change things which exist into that which they were not before ?

For it is not a less achievement to give a new nature to things
than to change their nature.&quot;

2

Here, again, is a passage which plainly affirms Our

Lord s Presence to be a mystery and a wonder; and

which is incompatible with the Zuinglian notion of

His real absence, because this would be no mystery
and no wonder. The same remark would apply in

innumerable instances.

In every thing believe God, &quot;says
St. Chrysostom, and

&quot;gain

say Him in nothing, though what is said seem to be contrary to

our thoughts and senses, but let His Word be of higher au

thority than both reasonings and sight. Thus let us do in the

mysteries also, not looking at the things set before us, but keep

ing in mind His sayings. For His Word cannot deceive, but our

senses are easily beguiled. That hath never failed, but this in

most things goeth wrong. Since, then, the Word saith, This is

My Body, let us both be persuaded and believe, and look at it

with the eyes of the mind.&quot;
3

Great part of one of the Homilies attributed to

Eusebius Emissenus is taken up in the application

of this principle to the Holy Eucharist. &quot; Let the

uncertainty, therefore, of Infidelity give way, since

He who is the author of the gift is the witness to

its truth.&quot;
4 All these passages show that the

2
S. Ambrose de Mysteriis. ix. 50, 52.

3
S. Chrys. Horn. 82. 4, on 8. Matt. cap. xxvi. 34. Vide also S. Chrys. in

I. Cor. Hum. 24. 4. vol. x. p. 2LG.
4 Homilia v. de Pascha. Bib. Put. Max. vi. fi30.



NOT A MERE

ancient writers did not suppose Our Lord s Body to

be really absent, or that bread and wine were mere

figures or emblems of His Presence.

And yet it cannot be expected that in a series of

writers, so voluminous as the ancient Fathers, there

should not occur expressions which either imply, or

may be construed to imply, a different result.

Those on which the greatest stress has been laid by
the advocates of a mere symbolical presence, arc

several passages in which the bread and wine in the

Holy Eucharist arc described as antitypes of the

Body and Blood of Christ. Such expressions occur
in the Liturgy of St. Basil, in St. Gregory Nazian-

zen s Orations,
5 in the Catechetical Lectures of St.

Cyril of Jerusalem, and in the Apostolical Consti

tutions. 7 &quot; We draw near to Thy sacred altar, and

having placed upon it the antitypes ofthe sacredBody
and Blood of Thy Christ, we make our

petitions.&quot;
8

From these, and a few similar passages, it is inferred

that Our Lord is not really present in the Holy
Eucharist, but that His Body and Blood are merely

represented by these visible symbols.
It must be remembered, however, that the Holy

Eucharist has been shown to consist of two parts,
an outward sign and an inward reality the first

alone accessible to the senses, the second an object

only to faith and to the mind. Now, since these

two parts, the sacramentum and res sacramenti, arc

5
Oratio xi. p. 187. 6

Mystag. Cat. v. 20.
7

Apost. Constit. v. 14. s

Liturgy of St. Basil, Gear s Euchol. p. 1C9.
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present together, and since the first is the sign or

token, which announces to us the presence of the

other, what can be more natural than that it should

sometimes be spoken of as the counterpart of that

by which it is accompanied ? And this is the mean

ing which the expressions before us are intended to

bear. The word antitype, considered etymologi-

cally,
9 means a reality, of which something has been

appointed to be the type. But when bread and wine

are spoken of as antitypes of the Body and Blood

of Christ, this original meaning is not preserved.

Nothing is meant, but that the one set of terms

answers to or corresponds with the other. So that

the word antitype proves nothing in behalf of the

doctrine of a Symbolical Presence, unless it can be

shown that it is applied to the ordinance as a whole,

and that it excludes the presence of the res saora-

menti, or thing signified. We must refer, therefore,

to other passages, and see whether the writers who
have used this expression, mean that the Holy Eu

charist, regarded as a whole, is a figure, or whether

they mean merely that the bread and wine are a

figure -of an inward reality.

Now it would seem from the strong censure of

Magnes, that there must have existed persons who

applied such expressions to the Holy Eucharist

9 The word is used in this correct sense by St. Cyril of Alexandria, as

expressing the inward reality of which the outward
&quot;part

was typical. St.

Paul, he says, uses the words, &quot;as often as ye shall eat this bread.&quot; lie

says not as often as ye shall eat this Deity, but as often as ye shall cat this
bread. Observe that it is about the Body of Our Lord that his statement
is. As often as ye shall eat this bread, of which His Body is the antitvpe.

Advers. Nest. iv. 5 and 6, vol. vi. p. 114 and 115.
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with a heretical intention; &quot;for it is
not,&quot;

he says,
&quot; a type of the Body, or a type of the Blood, as

some hardened persons have fabled, but in truth

the Body and Blood of Christ.&quot;
10 But the persons

referred to were probably Gnostic heretics, since no

trace is found of them among the Church s mem
bers. For there is not one of the ancient writers,

by whom bread and wine are spoken of as anti

types, who has not expressed himself with the ut

most distinctness respecting the reality of that in

ward gift, of which these form the external counter

part. The passage referred to in St. Basil s Lit

urgy is immediately followed by a prayer that God
would &quot; make this bread the precious Body of Our

Saviour Christ.&quot;
11 In the Apostolical Constitu

tions, where the wrord antitype also occurs, we find

a similar prayer; and the delivery of the elements

is accompanied with the statement that the thing-

given is the
&quot;Body of Christ.&quot;

12 If St. Gregory
Nazianzen speaks of those things which could be

taken in the hands and consumed, as antitypes of the

Body and Blood of Christ, yet he elsewhere exhorts

men to &quot; eat the Body and drink the Blood, if they

desire life :&quot;

13 and he describes it as the privilege of

the priesthood
&quot; to handle the mighty Body of

Christ,&quot; and &quot;to approach to the approaching God.&quot;
14

Finally, St. Cyril s
15 statements as to the awe with

which men should approach and handle that sacred

10
Gallandi, vol. iii. p. 541. &quot; Gear s Eucholog. p. 169.

12 Lib. viii. 12, 13. 13
Oratio, xlii. p. 690.

14 Oratio xxi. p. 376.
15

Mystag. Cat, iv. 6, 9, v. 21.
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food; and his caution not to consider it to be

merely that which it appears to be, and to trust to

faith rather than to sense, show that he could not

possibly have imagined the Holy Eucharist to be a

mere sign, but must have imagined the outward part

to be an antitype or symbol of an inward reality.

Again, no one speaks of the Holy Eucharist as

an antitype of Christ s Body and Blood, in terms

more likely to raise a doubt whether he did not

conceive it to be merely a figure, than Germanus,

who was Patriarch of Constantinople in the be

ginning of the eighth century. But then he clears

up his meaning by stating that the priest is to

entreat God &quot; that He would accomplish the mys

tery of His Son, and that the bread itself, and the

wine, may be made or transmuted into the Body and

Blood of Christ
;&quot;

and again, that &quot; Christ has given
us His divine Flesh, and His sacred Blood to eat and

to drink for the remission of sins.&quot;
16 There is no

occasion, therefore, for the erroneous explanation
of Damascene,

17 that the elements are only spoken
of as antitypes before their consecration; for the use

of such a term is rendered singularly appropriate

by the relation between the outward and inward

parts in this sacrament. So the thing is applied by
St. Macarius; &quot;in the Church there is offered bread

and wine, the antitype of His Flesh and Blood
;
and

those who partake of the apparent bread, spiritually

eat the Flesh of the Lord.&quot;
18

16 Kcrum Ecclus. Contemplatio. Gallamli, vol. xiii. p. 224, 218, 223.
17

I)c Fide Orthod. iv. 13, p. 27;5.
18 Homilia xxvii. 17. Gallandi, vol. vii. p. 108.
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This twofold character of the Holy Eucharist

accounts for the occurrence of several other pas

sages in the ancient writers, which have been al

leged to imply it to be merely symbolical. Such

are some expressions in Tertullian s treatise against

Marcion,
19 which speak of bread as a figure of Our

Lord s Body. Tcrtullian did not imagine the

Holy Eucharist to be a figure only, as we know
from his own statements in other places.

&quot; Our

flesh,&quot;
he says, &quot;is fed by the Body and Blood of

Christ, that our souls may be satisfied by God.&quot;
20

And again, of the returning Prodigal; &quot;he is fed

with the richness of Our Lord s Body, that is, with

the Eucharist.&quot;
21 These passages show that Ter-

tullian believed there was a reality, as well as a

figure, in the Holy Eucharist. But it was natural,

that when writing against Marcion, he should not

only refer to the outward sign, but should

dwell upon that side of the ordinance almost

exclusively. For Marcion s special heresy was that

he denied the reality of Our Lord s Body. This

was the natural result of his Gnostic notion that

matter was produced by an evil principle. It \vould

19
Tert. adv. Marcion. iii. 19, iv. 40. The same explanation might be

given of the phrase,
&quot;

panem, quo ipsum corpus suum repraasentat.&quot; Id. I.

14
;
did not that passage mean rather, &quot;the bread by which He makes His

own Body present.&quot; For the words reprcesentare and reprcesentatio in Tcr
tullian, are used for the making present in general, whether the thing spoken
of is to be made present to the spectator s body or mind objectively, or

subjectively. The context, that is, decides whether the thing is to be

presented or represented. And in this case Tertullian s other statements
show that he considered Our Lord s Body to be presented under the form
of bread.

- De Resurrect. 8.
&quot;

Opiniitate Dominici corporis vescitur, eucharistia scilicet. DC Pu-
dicitia, 9.
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have been idle therefore to refer to the Church s

belief that Our Lord was really present in the

Holy Eucharist, when Marcion rejected its assertion

that His Body had been truly present even in the

o-arden, or on the cross. The only use thereforeO *-

which Tcrtullian could make of the Holy Eucharist

against such an opponent, was to refer to its out

ward part, and to ask, first, whether this did not

imply a corresponding inward reality; and secondly,

whether it did not disprove the assertion, that all

material things were necessarily unholy. And such

is his mode of arguing in this treatise
;

he appeals

to the notorious fact, that earthly elements had been

selected as the emblems of Our Lord s presence

first as a proof that matter is not necessarily impure,

and secondly, as implying that the hidden reality,

which it has been chosen to represent, is likely to

have an actual existence.

The same consideration of the double nature of

the Holy Eucharist, supplies the explanation of a

passage which has often been quoted from a Father

of the sixth century, St. Facundus.- 2 It was the

object of St. Facundus to excuse some questionable

statements of earlier writers among others, that

Our Lord might be said to have been adopted. He

considers the assertion to have arisen out of Our

Lord s Baptism; because &quot; the sacrament of adop

tion may be called adoption.&quot;
For this he accounts,

by saying that so intimate a relation takes place in a

22 Pro defensione Trium Cap. ix. 5, Bib. Pat. Max. x. 79.
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sacrament between the outward sign and the inward

reality, that the one may borrow the title and de

scription of the other. And he illustrates his mean
ing (in a somewhat vague manner) by reference to
the Holy Eucharist, in which he says, &quot;we call the
sacrament of His Body and Blood, which is in bread
and a consecrated cup, His Body and Blood, not
because bread is properly His Body, and a cup His

Blood, but because they contain within themselves
the mystery of His Body and Blood. Hence also

Our Lord I limself called the bread and cup which He
had blessed, and which lie gave to the disciples, His

Body and Blood.&quot; Xow this is perfectly consistent
with a belief that though the elements, or sacramen-

tum, regarded as objects of sense, retain their relation

to the external world, yet that they contain within
them that hidden reality, which at times may borrow
their names, but is different from themselves in na
ture. St. Facundus, however, was not explaining
the nature of the Holy Eucharist, but only referring
to it by way of illustration. So that his object
was attained, provided his illustration held good;
and it holds good, whether Our Lord s Presence
is believed to be real, or to be merely symbolical.
For it only implies that two things, so intimately
related as a sign, and a thing signified, may borrow
one another s names without being in all respects
identical.

This illustration, then, regarded in itself, might
leave it doubtful whether St. Facundus believed the
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Holy Eucharist to be merely a sign, or whether he

believed it to consist both of a sign and of a Reality.

Yet his statement that the bread and wine &quot; contain

the mystery of Our Lord s Body and Blood,&quot; leads

to the latter conclusion. For it shows that he re

cognized the existence, not of a sacramentum only,

but of a res sacramenti also. And it is obvious

from history that such was his belief. For there is

no trace that he rejected the general creed of his

contemporaries. So that he must have agreed

with St. Ciusarius of Aries, who held that &quot; the

Invisible IIit-h Priest changes visible creatures into
j O

the substance of His Body and Blood, by the

secret power of His word:&quot;
2;i and with Cassiodorus,

who says that the sacrifice of Melchisedek had its

consummation when Our Lord &quot;consecrated His

own Body and Blood in the distribution of bread

and wine as the means of salvation:&quot;
21 and with

Leontius, who argues against the Nestorians for

the unity of Our Lord s Person, by asking them,
&quot; whose Body and Blood they received in the Holy
Eucharist :&quot;-

5 and with Anastatius Sinaita, who

accepts the statement
;

&quot; God forbid that we should

say that the sacred communion is only a figure of

the Body of Christ, or mere bread
;
but we admit it

to be the very Body and Blood of Christ, the In

carnate Son of God.&quot;
2G There is no evidence that

St. Facundus disagreed with these contemporary
23 Horn. vii. dc Pasc. Bib. Pat. viii. 825.

&quot; In Psalm 110, vide Albertimis do Eucli. p. 892.
25

Bil). Put. ix. 704.
26 Via Dux, cap. xxiii. Bib. Pat. ix. 855.
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writers, and there is direct evidence that he agreed
with St. Cyril of Alexandria, whose assertions of
Our Lord s Real Presence have been shown to be
numerous and distinct. For he purposely takes all

the exceptions which he can against St. Cyril,
27

with a view of showing that Father not to have
been more infallible than other writers; but against
St. Cyril s statements of the Real Presence he
takes no exception.

It is clear, then, that St. Facundus did not sup
pose the Holy Eucharist to consist merely of
an outward sign, but that he supposed it to consist
both of a sign, and also of a

reality. His language
is only like that of St. Augustin, who accounts
for the fact that the names given to the outward
and inward parts in a sacrament are

interchangeable,
by saying that it is because the two are in some
sense identical. (We have already seen that they
arc not physically, but only sacramentally identi

cal.) This is St. Augustin s statement, then, in

his celebrated letter to Boniface: &quot;as the sacra

ment of the Body of Christ is in a certain sense
Christ s Body, and the sacrament of the Blood of

Christ, is Christ s Blood
;

so the sacrament of faith

is faith.&quot;- And hence he accounts for the fact

that children are said by their sponsors to believe.

For faith, he says, is a condition in the perfect idea

of Baptism, and since the outward part of a sacra

ment carries the inward part along with
it, the pre-

27 Pro defens. Trium Capit. xi. 7. Bib. Pat. x. 96.
28

Epist. xcviii. 9.
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sence of this inward part may be assumed, unless

something interferes with the completeness of the

action. And in proof of the justness of his in

ference, he appeals to the fact that children are

called
&quot;fideles.&quot;

Now this argument may be thought to be defec

tive
;
for the inward part in Baptism is not faith,

but grace, as St. Augustin
29 himself observes in

various other places; and he may be alleged to

employ a forced analogy when he says of faith, as

is commonly and truly said of grace, that it is

sufficient that children &quot; can oppose no bar to it.&quot;

But at all events there is nothing in his words which

tells against the doctrine of the Real Presence
;
on

the contrary, he implies that both an outward and

an inward part arc to be found in the Holy Eu
charist. And when he affirms that &quot; sacraments

would not be sacraments if they had not some like

ness to the things of which they were sacraments &quot;

this is merely an assertion that Almighty God
would not have selected the outward signs which

He has been pleased to associate with inward gifts,

unless there had been a congruity between the

sign, and the thing signified. So that these state

ments imply nothing at variance with his usual

sentiments : the outward and inward parts are

respectively, as he elsewhere explains, the sacra-

mentum and res sacramenti ; both are necessary to

the completeness of this sacrament
;

since it is

29
Epist. clxxxvii. 2G. xcviii. 2. De Pecc. Mer. i, 10.

K
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through the combination of both that &quot; we receive,&quot;

as he tells us,
&quot; with faithful heart and mouth, the

Mediator between God and man, the man Christ

Jesus; who gives us His Flesh to cat, and His

Blood to drink though to eat human flesh seems

more horrible than to kill, to drink human blood

than to shed it.&quot;
30 And the presence of this gift

depends, according to his teaching, on that peculiar

act of consecration, whereby the outward and in

ward parts of this sacrament are mystically asso

ciated
;

so that the dedicated bread which was

given to the Catechumens, though
&quot;

it be sacred-

more sacred than our other food;&quot; yet &quot;it is
not,&quot;

he says, &quot;the Body of Christ.&quot;-
51

The passages, then, which have been alleged,

are insufficient to prove that Our Lord s Presence

in the Holy Eucharist was considered by any of

the Fathers to be merely symbolical. If any per

plexity exists, it arises mainly from the fact that

the ancient writers have been dealt with as though

they were explaining the nature of the Holy

Eucharist, when they were merely citing it in

illustration of things, to which it had only a partial

resemblance. Such passages, however, will seldom

present much difficulty, if we bear in mind the

twofold character of this sacrament its visible

sign, and its inward reality. So that it may be

30
S. Angus, contra Adversarium Legis et Propli. ii. 33.

&quot; De Peccat. Mentis. II. 42. Beveridge on 2nd Canon of Council of

Antioch says, that St. Augustin refers to a custom like the avn Swpov, or

gift of bread which had been blessed, in the Greek Church.
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described either by its outward or its inward

portion, as St. Paul speaks sometimes of bread

and wine, and sometimes of the Body and Blood
of Christ

;
and the one part may borrow the attri

butes of the other, as the Fathers speak of touch

ing or breaking the Body of Christ, though it is

the sacramentum, or sensible part only, which can

be touched or broken. Such a distinction is ob

servable when St. Chrysostom, in his private letter

to Pope Innocent, respecting the violence perpe
trated in the Church at Constantinople, says that

&quot;the sacred Blood of Christ was
spilt:&quot;

32 while

Palladius, in the life of St. Chrysostom which he

intended for the public, speaks of the intruders as

having
&quot;

spilt the
symbols.&quot;

33 The assertion, there

fore, that in this sacrament there is a sign or anti

type of Christ s Body and Blood, is so far from

opposing, that it is a necessary part of the doctrine

of the Heal Presence. For to assert the Real

Presence is to say that in the Holy Eucharist there

is a sign, together with the thing signified. So
that what objectors ought to show is, not only that

the Holy Eucharist is a sign, but that it is a sign

only. Unless this can be made good, there is

nothing to bear out the theory of Zuinglius, that

Our Lord s Body is not really present, but really
absent. For there is nothing to set against the

distinct assertions which abound in all the Fathers,
that this sacrament is a reality. Their usual, or

32
S. Chrys. Opera, vol. iii, p. 519. 33 Id. vol. xiii. p. 34.
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rather their nearly invariable, custom of speaking

of the thing bestowed as Christ s Body and Blood,

shows that this was the portion of it which occupied

their thoughts, and touched their affections. So that

there is no pretence for alleging that they supposed

it to be merely the sign or symbol ofan absent object,

since their direct assertions, as well as their expres

sions of awe and love, show that they believed them

selves to be communing with a present reality.

II. It was the impossibility, apparently, of

making head against this feeling, which led Calvin

to substitute the theory of a Virtual for that of a

Symbolical Presence. lie found that it was in

vain to oppose the doctrine of the Real Presence,

unless he could represent the Holy Eucharist as

something more mysterious than a mere sign.

With this purpose did he introduce the theory of a

Virtual Presence
;
which he represents to be some

thing entirely distinct 34 from a mere Symbolical Pre

sence, and to be calculated to engender not less awe

and wonder than the doctrine of the Heal Presence.

Since it was the first principle, then, of a Sym
bolical Presence that it depends upon the thoughts

of men, not the action of Christ, so the converse

ought to be the first principle of a Virtual Presence.

34 Calvin says,
&quot;

qnum . . . legerem apud Luthenim nihil in sacramentis

ab (Ecolampadio ct Zuinglio reliqnum fieri praeter niulas et inanes figuras ;

ita me ab ipsorum libris alienatum fuisse fateor, ut din a lectione abstinuc-

rim.&quot; Secunda Defensio adv. Westphul., Works, viii. CGI. And when

charged by Ileshus with holding only a symbolical presence, he says,
&quot;

quod de&quot; symbolico corpore garrit, impuri scurrte maledictum est.&quot;

Works, viii. 732. And he states it to be an &quot;

improbum convicium,&quot; to say
that his notion of &quot;

eating Christ s Flesh&quot; is only the same thing as &quot;fide

amplecti ejus beneficia.&quot; Works, viii. 738.
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But if the connexion which takes place in this

sacrament depends not upon the receiver, but upon

Christ, the question arises, on which of Our Lord s

natures is it dependent ? Does His Presence mean

merely the Presence of that Godhead which is every

where, or the presence of the Man Christ Jesus ?

The mention of Our Lord s Body leads of neces

sity to the latter supposition. And it may be argued,

that since we know nothing of the hidden nature of

substances, the presence of a body by virtue is in

truth identical with the presence of its essence. So

that it has been maintained, as was stated above (p.

35), that Calvin s theory was that Our Lord s Body
is really present, though not in a carnal and sensible

manner. No doubt this is one sense in which the

notion of a Virtual Presence might be taken. But

such an idea as this is wholly alien from Calvin s

principles. For if it comes to the same thing with

the Heal Presence, why should that term itself be

rejected ? If the meaning of a Virtual Presence

were that the virtue which proceeds from Our Lord s

Body is identical with its essence, then would this

theory be identical with the doctrine that besides

that natural Presence which lie has in heaven, Our

Lord has likewise a supernatural Presence, which

is bestowed in the Holy Eucharist. That a virtue

should issue from the Body of Our Lord, by which

the souls of men are influenced, is plainly a super

natural process. Those who admit it, have no right

to complain that the doctrine of the Real Presence
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passes belief, for the diffusion of such a virtue

from Our Lord s Flesh is as little consonant 35 to

the ordinary laws of material existence, as that the

capacity to be present supcrnaturally should have

been bestowed upon that manhood which has been

taken into God. And to suppose that this virtue is

bestowed through hallowed elements, would lead as

directly as the doctrine of the Heal Presence, to a

belief in consecration, and to the validity of Orders.

Now, since these were the very conclusions which

Calvin was desirous to avoid, he could not admit

principles, from which they inevitably followed.

Hence it was his main position that Our Lord s

human Body
3 1 had no other mode of presence except

that which was natural. This position would have

been abandoned, if he had allowed that Our Lord s

Humanity had acquired any qualities, by which it

could exercise influence beyond that place which it

occupies in heaven. The influence, therefore, which

is exercised in the Holy Eucharist, must depend, not

upon Our Lord s Humanity, but upon that Divine

Nature with which it is conjoined. Not only can

Our Lord s Body exert no peculiar efficacy, as all

admit, through its natural powers : it can exercise

none through any supernatural powers with which it

is invested. So that the connexion which is brought

about between God and man in this sacrament is

owing, not to the presence of Our Lord s Humanity,
35 Calvin himself asserts this in his answer to Heshus. Works, viii.J28.

3fi

Christus, quatenus homo est,non alibi quam in coulo.&quot; Consens. Tiyur.

xxi. Niemeyer, p. 196.
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but to that Presence which He possesses as God,

and to the Holy Ghost, who is pleased to co-operate

in this service. By the influence which they ex

ercise upon the receiver s mind they raise it to

heaven, and thus put it into relation with Christ,

the common Head of the Christian Body.

So far, therefore, there is little which goes be

yond the system of Zuinglius. For the receiver s

soul,
37 actuated by the influence of God s Spirit,

is the motive principle on which the connexion

between God and man is dependent. So that we

do not get rid of that which was characteristic of

Zuinglianism, that this sacrament is only an oc

casion, on which Christ is a more immediate object

to the thoughts than at other seasons. For Zuin

glius admitted the efficacy of God s grace, which

none but Socinians deny. There is no rising

higher, without assigning some place in the

transaction to Our Lord s Manhood. This was

discerned by Calvin,
38 who taught

39 that since

Our Lord s Body is a part of Himself, those

persons who are united to Christ by the power of I lis

Godhead and the agency of the Holy Ghost, may
be said to be united to His Flesh; and, moreover,

37 &quot; Non alitcr Christo conjungimur, quam si incntes nostrai nmnduni
transcendant.&quot; Ch-in. Dt Vf.ru J urt/cijiatioiie. Works, viii. 744.

38 Calvin takes credit to himself for opposing the system of Osiander,
which attributed the whole efficacy exerted in the Holy Eucharist to Our
Lord s Godhead, whereas he himself says it arises from Our Lord s flesh.

Works, viii. 738, 722.
39 Calvin gives a formal statement of his theory in the &quot;

Expositio,&quot;

which he added to the Consensus Tigurinus. &quot;Ilnomodo ratione content}

simus, ultra quam nemo nisi valde iitigiosns insurget, viviticam nohis esse

Christi carnem, quia ex ea spiritualem in aninias nostras vitam Christus
instillat

;
earn quoque a nohis manducari, dum in corpus unuin fide ctim

Cliristo coalascimus, lit noster foetus, nobiscum sua omuiu communicet.&quot;

Niemeyer, p. 215.
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that a virtue issues from Our Lord s Flesh which

influences the souls of those who are united to

Him. Thus did he account for the frequent and

emphatic mention of Our Lord s Flesh and Blood

in Scripture, and by the Fathers.

Now, in giving this explanation of the doctrine

of a Virtual Presence, Calvin was availing himself

of the double sense in which the words virtue, and

virtual, may be employed (vide Cap. v. p. 140).

Those things which act by an inherent power, are

said to produce an effect by their own virtue :

while other agents depend upon extraneous sup

port. Thus the sun shines by its own virtue a

mirror by reflected light. In this sense virtual,

is opposed to borrowed power. But in another

sense, virtual is opposed to actual ; as when it is

said that a man has virtually asserted something,

which he has not actually affirmed. Each of these

significations has its place in Calvin s system.

When it is said that a virtue proceeds from Our

Lord s Flesh, the former sense is implied ;
the

Virtual Presence of Our Lord is meant to depend

upon some power which is inherent in His Flesh.

On the other hand, when it is stated that men

may be said to be united to Our Lord s Flesh,

because they are united to Him, there is a reference

to the latter sense. For it could not have been

Calvin s intention to affirm, as Luther did, that

there is an actual Presence of Our Lord s Body in

all places in which He Himself is present by spiri-
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tual power. So that His Flesh is present only in

a virtual manner, or by implication.

These two notions are put together by Calvin,

as if they were part of the same idea
;
when in

fact they are not only unconnected, but almost

incompatible. For if Our Lord s Flesh were

present by inherent power, what would be the use

of saying that it was also nominally present ?

Either notion indeed is a great addition to the

theory of Zuinglius. To say that Our Lord s

Flesh is present by inherent power, has been shown

to be nearly identical with an admission of the

Real Presence. Even to say that a peculiar re

lation is brought about between the receiver and

the Humanity of Our Lord, is to assign a specific

effect to the Holy Eucharist. It is to make this

ordinance the means of union with the Mystical

Body of Christ. But if these notions are examined

more closely, it becomes obvious, independently of

their incoherence with one another, that neither of

them has any real place in the system of Calvin.

For first, the virtue which is said to proceed from

Our Lord s Flesh, though continually referred to

by Calvin as the cause, yet according to his system
is only the effect, of Our Lord s presence. For he

states that the union which takes place between

Our Lord s Flesh and the souls of men, is brought
about by the action of that spiritual power, by
which the minds of men are lifted up into heaven.

When this power has done away with the interval
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which separates men from Christ s Body, they

profit, says Calvin, by a virtue which issues from

His Flesh. The power, then, which does away
with distance, and so produces presence, is merely
the general efficacy of spiritual influence upon the

minds of men 10 a thing which is common to his

system and to that of Zuinfflius. So that it is a mere
* O

artifice to refer, as he does, to the virtue of Christ s

Flesh, as though it were an account of the manner 41

of His presence. That which does away with dis

tance, must be the thing which produces presence.
If Calvin, therefore, had really attributed any efficacy

in this work to Our Lord s Flesh, He must have

allowed that the Divine power overcomes the obstacle

of distance, by bestowing some supernatural gift of

presence upon Our Lord s Body, and not merely by

aiding the aspirations of the souls of men. For it is

a contradiction to say that Our Lord s Body is the

motive principle in this action, and yet to deny
that it possesses those properties upon which the

action is dependent. This is the same incongruity,

which has already been noticed in Calvin s system
40 &quot;

Xcque cnim aliter Christum in Cu iia statuo pnrsentem, nisi quia
fiilc liiiin inentes . . . lick- super immdum evelnintur, et Christus Spiritus sui
viittite obstaculum, quod oflerre poterat loci distantia, tollcns, se mcmbris
suis conjungit.&quot; Secuiida Dtj\-/ix. &amp;lt;jc.

}\\&amp;gt;sf/&amp;gt;ha/. Works, viii. 60S.
41 &quot; Quum dico Christum ad nos sua virtute dcscendcre, nego me sub-

stituerc illiquid diversuni, quod donatiouem corporis al&amp;gt;olcat, quia moditm
donationis simpliciter explico.&quot; /rfe/. And again: &quot;Quiavidctur obstare
locorum distantia, ne ad no.s usque perveniat carnis Christ! virtus, nodum
hunc ita expedio, Christum licet locum non mutet, sua ad nos virtute

descendere.&quot; Idem, vide also his answer to lleshus, Works, viii. 72(&amp;gt;.

And he resents the charge, that he is merely supposing that men enter
into such a relation to Christ, as exists equally between distant objects as
for instance, when a man becomes possessed of&quot;a distant field. Idem, p. 728.

Whereas he denies that he nihil relinquere in Cocna prater jus rei ab-
sentis.&quot; Idem, p. 729.
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a virtus sacramenti, without the res sacramenti,

upon which it must be dependent, (vide p. 143.)
In that case it was shown that Calvin affirmed a

certain effect to follow from the gift of Our Lord s

Body, while, in place of that gift itself, he substi

tuted God s decree and intention in favour of His

elect. And here in like manner he brings forwardo
the efficacy which he supposes to attend Christ s

Body ic/ien it is present, as though it wrere an expla
nation of the manner in which His presence is

brought about.

Again, when we turn to the second sense of the

word virtual, and consider the relation which is

brought about by spiritual power between the

receivers of the Holy Eucharist, and Christ as the

Head of the mystical Body, we find that the truth

conveyed does not really form part of the system
of Calvin. For it is neutralized by other principles

which Calvin introduced, and which form in reality

the whole belief of his disciples. For since the

Creeds and Liturgy of the Church are the dam
which keeps up the faith of its members, the popular
belief can never rise above the lowest point which is

compatible with the authorized formularies. And
here lies the peculiar evil of that ambiguity, which

Calvin introduced into this part of theology. For

his theory has been the means of concealing that in

sensible deterioration, which it has sanctioned. Now
it was universally admitted by Calvin and his

followers, first, that &quot;

this receiving Christ s Body
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is not confined to the Lord s Supper, but takes place
whenever faith in Him is exercised :&quot; secondly,
that &quot;

it was common to believers before and after

the coming of the Son of God in the Flesh.&quot;
42

These principles, which are recognized in all

Calvinistic confessions, make it nugatory to affirm

that the Holy Eucharist rises above the level of

other means of grace, and therefore that any pe
culiar relation to Our Lord s Humanity is conferred

in this sacrament. It is universally admitted that

Almighty God may make up by special favour

for the deficiency of means
;
and also, that those

blessings which He usually gives through appointed

channels, may be chosen to be the measure of His

extraordinary gifts. The Israelites were not only
fed miraculously by manna, but this heavenly food

was probably equivalent in quantity to the bread

which would have been needed for their ordinary
nourishment. But to affirm, not only that &quot; man
doth not live by bread

only,&quot;
but that he eats every

time he exercises faith 13 in the heavenly Nourisher,

42 These points are adduced by Dr. Hodge (in an article on the Mystical
Presence, Princeton Biblical Repertory, for April, 1848), as proofs that it

is inconsistent with the system of Calvin to suppose
&quot; that our union with

Christ involves a participation of His Human Body, nature or life.&quot; Dr.

Hodge, though a follower of Calvin, admits that his approximation to the
doctrine of the Real Presence was dictated very much by political con
siderations. It is, he says, &quot;an uncongenial foreign element, derived partly
from the influence of previous modes of thought, partly from the dominant
influence of the Lutherans, and the desire of getting as near to them as

possible, and partly, no doubt, from a too literal interpretation of certain

passages of Scripture.&quot; Vide Doctrine of the Reformed Church on the

Lord s Supper, by Dr. Nevin, p. 20, 24. On this subject vide Dr. Pusey
on Baptism. Tractsfor the Times, vol. ii. p. 223, notes K and L.

43 Vide Catechismus Genevensis, 5. Niemeyer, p. 1G5. Consensus
Tignrinus. Art. 19. Niemeyer, p. 11)5. Conf. Helvet. Post. xxi. Niemeycr,
p. 521. Confess. Scotica 1st, Niemeyer, p. 353.
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would be to deny that God has appointed earthly

substances to be the media of His bounty. Again,
it is clear that the corning Mediator was an object

of hope before His appearance, and that there is

no salvation for the children of the fallen Adam,
save through union with Him. But this is a

different thing from affirming that the gifts which

were bestowed by the Sun of Righteousness before

His appearing, were the same 44 with those which

He has since conferred that the sunshine of His

Presence is not brighter than its twilight antici

pation. Such a statement is inconsistent with the

assertion that though John Baptist was the greatest

of those who have been born of women, yet that
&quot;

he, which is least in the kingdom of heaven is

greater than he.&quot; And it must necessarily involve

the depreciation of those peculiar blessings which

result from &quot; the taking of the manhood into

God.&quot;

Since the Holy Eucharist, then, was not al

lowed to confer any specific gift, it was impossible
that Calvin could suppose it to be really the means

of union with Our Lord s Body. So that he could

not suppose that there was even that Virtual

Presence of Our Lord s Flesh which results from

union with His Person
;
and much less, that the

presence of His Flesh itself was bestowed by Power
or Virtue. What led him, then, to introduce

terms, which were incompatible with his system, as
&quot; &quot;

Paria, sunt utriusque populi sacramenta,&quot;&c. Confessio Helv. Post. 19.

Nicmeyer, p. 513.
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well as with one another ? Watcrland attributes

it to &quot;an ambiguity which he was not aware of.&quot;
45

But Calvin himself seems to have suiysested theOO

principle on which he acted, in the remarks which
he appended to the Consensus Tigurinus, A.D. 1541).

The purpose of that confession was to unite all

the old adherents of the Zuinglian party, yet to

diminish the hostility with which they were re

garded by the Lutherans. In his remarks, Calvin

claims it as the merit of his system, that there was
&quot;

nothing which had been either revealed by God,
or taught by the Church about the sacraments,
which it did not briefly contain.&quot;

16 This would
seem to imply that his design was to construct a

system which would be wide enough for those

who took the highest view of the Holy Eucharist,
while its ambiguity afforded a shelter to those

whose view was lowest. lie felt that the theory
of a mere Symbolical Presence did no justice
to the expressions either of Scripture or of the

Fathers. Yet he was resolved not to admit the

doctrine of the Real Presence, which would involve

the validity of consecration and the authority of

Orders. The only remaining course was to intro

duce an equivocal phraseology, w^hich might
account for the expressions of antiquity, without

rendering it necessary to accept its practice.

There was room, therefore, in his system, for those

who received the teaching of Our Lord and St.

45
Doctrine of the Eucharist, cap. vii. p. 183. &amp;lt;6

Niemeyer, p. 206.
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Paul respecting the efficacy of Christ s Flesh : but

there was room also for those who held, like

Zuinglius, that Our Lord s Dody exercises no more

efficacy at present, than that of any other dead

man. His object, then, was to bring about a com

promise, by which parties which were really op

posed, might be apparently united. The latitude

of his system was not calculated to embrace truth,

but to disguise error.

Whether or not this was the design, it was

certainly the result of his measures. And it har

monized so well with the circumstances of the

times, that it gave a direction to the minds of his

followers, which tended little either to the attain

ment of truth, or to the honest expression of

opinion. The opponents of the ancient Church

were at that time divided into two camps, because

the Lutherans sided with the Catholics in admitting
the Real Presence. Xow the acceptance of Cal

vin s theory of a Virtual Presence was the grand

means, by which the politicians on either side at

tempted to heal this dissension. And his system
is found to have been pliant enough to have

adopted a different shape and meaning, according
as it was convenient to his followers to express, or

to conceal their full opinions. When the French

Ilugonots were anxious not to give offence to their

political governors, and also to conciliate the sym

pathy of the Germans, they went so far as to affirm

that Our Lord &quot; nourishes and quickens us with the
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substance of His Body and Blood.&quot;
47 Yet the

residue of their confession shows that they agreed

entirely with the Swiss, by whom the &quot; trans

fusion of Our Lord s substance&quot;
48

is expressly

denied. The Second Helvetic Confession,
4 -1 in which

the sacramental theory of the Swiss is stated so as

to give the least umbrage to the Lutherans, was put
into circulation by the Elector Palatine, A.D. 1565,

when he was afraid that the hostility, which this

subject excited, would lead to his exclusion from

the peace of the empire.

Independently of the general dishonesty which

must have resulted from this systematic employ
ment of equivocal expressions, it has led to great

unfairness in the treatment of ancient writers. Ofthe

three modes of Our Lord s Presence Symbolical

merely, Virtual, and Real the first and last are

plainly incompatible. The Calvinistic writers,

therefore, frequently adduce passages in which the

Fathers speak of Our Lord s Presence as symbolical,

as being an argument against the Real Presence.

It has been already shown that these passages are

wholly irrelevant, because they do not speak of

Our Lord s Presence as merely symbolical (vide

p. 243). But were it otherwise, they could be of

no service to the Calvinists
;

since they would

militate against a Virtual, not less, or even more,

than against a Real Presence. Yet this is the

47 Confess. Gallica, A.D. 1561, Art. xxxvi. Niemeyer, p. 325.
48 Consensus Tigur. Ai t. xxiii. Niemcyer, p. 19(5.

49
Niemcyer, Prsufatio, Ixiv.
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mode of argument adopted throughout the volumi

nous work of Albcrtinus. Tie is conscious that

nothing lower than a Virtual Presence can har

monize with the strong expressions of the Fathers.

But he would be unable to make head against the

doctrine of the Real Presence, without the aid of

passages, which, taken as he employs them, would
lead to Zuinglianism. As though a man s own

theory was, that a certain document was written in

Greek, while his only ground for maintaining that

it could not be written in Hebrew was, that its

author knew no language but English.
We must disregard such arguments, then, as lead

to a mere Symbolical Presence, when we compare
the doctrine of a Virtual, with that of a Real

Presence. For between these two alone lies the

immediate question. But in what sense are we to

take the Virtual Presence, which is the object of

comparison? Docs it mean the diffusion of such a

virtue from Our Lord s Body, as would be equiva
lent to the gift of His essence to the receiver upon
earth? Is He admitted to be present under the

forms of bread and wine; and is the only thino-

cxcluded His natural presence? Such a suppo
sition would be identical with the doctrine of the

Real Presence
;

and there would remain but two
modes of Presence Real and Symbolical. Kow,
as this extreme must be avoided, so must that which
would identify the Virtual Presence with Zuin-li-

anism. For though this may have been the prac-
s
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tical result of Calvin s system, yet it would leave

us nothing- to compare, since it would merge the

Virtual in the Symbolical Presence.

AVe must take the Virtual Presence therefore in

the only shape which will give it a substantive ex

istence
;
and enable us to contrast it with the other

two ideas into which it really resolves itself. We must

assume, that is, that Calvin s system is genuine and

consistent. The receiver s soul is supposed, then, to

be put into relation with Our Lord in the Holy

Eucharist, through the influence of His Godhead,

and the power of the Holy Ghost. And since any
one s body is a part of him, and especially since

a virtue proceeds from Our Lord s Flesh, which

affects the souls of those who have been united to

Him, therefore the receiver may be said to be

virtually united to Our Lord s Body, because he is

united to Our Lord Himself. The doctrine of the

Real Presence, on the other hand, assumes Our

Lord to employ His Body as the medium whereby
He bestows Himself in the Holy Eucharist. In

Calvin s system, therefore, the relation between Our

Lord and the receiver is supposed to depend only

upon the spiritual efficacy of a divine power; the

opposing doctrine refers it to the supernatural effi

cacy of Christ s Flexli. The Real Presence is that

men are united to Christ, because they are par

takers of His Flesh; Calvin holds that they may
be said to be partakers of Christ s Body, because

they are united to Christ.
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There will be found to be three several criteria,

by which the adoption of one or the other of these

systems may be ascertained. First Is Our Lord s

Body spoken of as a medium through which we are

put into relation with Himself? Secondly Are
the consecrated elements supposed to be entitled to

any peculiar reverence? Thirdly Are all by
whom the elements are received, supposed to receive

Christ s Body?
The two last of these questions will be noticed in

the next Chapter, where they will be shown to have
been answered in the affirmative by the ancient

Church, as decidedly as they were negatived by
Calvin. Here it will be enough to consider the first

question, which will afford a sufficient criterion that a

Virtual Presence does not come up to the language
of the ancient Fathers. They everywhere affirm

that Our Lord s Body has been consecrated to be
the medium through which a relation is to be

brought about between the God-man and His bre
thren. And they suppose that the supernatural
Presence of Christ s Manhood in the Holy Fucha-

rist, is the very thing which is bestowed as the in

strument of union by the power of the Divine Word,
and by the efficacy of the Holy Ghost. Thus St.

Cyril says to ISestorius :

&quot;You seem to me to forget that it is by no means the nature of
the Godhead which is set forth on the sacred tables of the
Church, but the very Body of the Word, who sprung from God
the Father

; the which Word is naturally and truly God. AVhy
therefore do you confuse, and ignorantly mix up everything,
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almost ridiculing that bread which cometh down to us from

heaven, and giveth lite unto the world, because it is not called

Deity by the voice of divines, but rather the
P&amp;gt;ody

of Him who

was incarnate for our sakes.&quot;
&amp;lt; This circumstance he adduces

as a proof that Our Lord s Flesh is really united to the

Godhead; saying that &quot;otherwise the bloodless sacrifice would

be of little benefit
;

for it cannot be, conceivable that the nature

of the Godhead should be consumed along with the flesh : seeing

that we have not attained to that which is impossible, namely?

to feed on that which is simply incorporeal/
1

St. Cyril repeatedly refers to Our Lord s Flesh,

as an instrument which co-operates with His Spirit

in brimnnp; about an union between Himself ando O

mankind. lie opposes Our Lord s Bodily Pre

sence in the Holy Eucharist to the presence and

influence of His Spirit, declaring them to be sepa

rate, though concurring; instruments. Some decisiveO ^J

passages on this subject are elsewhere quoted at

length.
52 St. Cyril declares that Christians arc not

only spiritually united to Christ by faith, love, and

obedience, but likewise &quot;

by fleshly
53

contact.&quot;

Otherwise, he says,
&quot;

let any one explain to us the

cause and teach us the efficacy of the mystical

Eucharist. Why do we receive it? Is it not that

it may cause Christ to dwell in us even bodily, by

the participation and communion of His sacred

Flesh ?&quot; And then, after citing some passages from

St. Paul and St. John, he concludes :

&quot;

it is espe

cially observable that Christ does not speak of

dwelling in us through anything which depends

only upon our disposition or our affections, but by
50 Adversus Nestorium, iv. 0. vol. vi. p. 11G.

5I
S. Cyril, ib.

52
Supra, cap. iv. p. 103, 110, and cap. vi. p. 1C8.

63 &quot; awaf iHjt xtxTa,
&amp;lt;ra.pxoi.&quot;

In Joan. x. 2. vol. iv. p. 8G2.
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means of a physical participation. If a person
mixes one piece of wax with another, and melts them

at the fire, he makes one thing- of both
;
and so by

the participation of the Body of Christ, and of Ilis

precious Blood, He is made one with us, and we

again are made one with Him. For there was no

other way in which that which is naturally corrupt
ible could be endued with life, save by bodily union

with the Body of that which is naturally life, that

is, of the Only-begotten One.&quot;

Similar statements are to be found in all parts of

St. Cyril s writings. In his Dialogue on the Incar

nation, he says,
&quot;We may see that He bestowed upon His own Flesh the glory
of the Divine energy, and again, that by the union of the Incar
nation He appropriated, as it were, to Himself the properties of
the Flesh, and arrayed with them His own nature. IS. What
do you mean by this . A. Do you not suppose that it belongs

especially to the Word, who proceeds by nature from God the

Father, to come from above, out of heaven ; and to be able to

quicken those into whom His will is to infuse life ! B. I allow
it. A. And to create, like God, you would not allow to be a
human action ? K. By no means. A. Well, then, He quickens
us indeed as God, but not only by our partaking the Holy Spirit,
but also by giving us to cat of the Flesh, which He has assumed.
For His words are, Verily, verily, I say unto you, except ye
eat the Flesh of the Son of Man, and drink His Blood, ye have no
life in you.

&quot;

r&amp;gt;4

Passages might be adduced from other Fathers,
in proof that Our Lord s Human Body is the

medium, through which His relation to mankind is

brought about. Such is St. Augustin s statement,
when he compares Our Lord s gift of His Body in

J
ov fAovov ru fAirctt.axtTv otyiov Ttvi.vfji.mTos, aXx eSealriv Tioifafit\s xai -rrSv ai/a.-

Xr)p&ri!7*v aapx*.&quot; De Incarnatione, vol. v. part i. p. 707.
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the Holy Eucharist to the manner in which the

food which an infant is unable to digest is prepared

for it, by becoming
&quot;

incarnate&quot; in its mother s

milk (ipsum panem mater incamat^). Thus St.

Chrysostom says, &quot;1 willed to become your brother.

For your sakcs I shared in Flesh and Blood. Again
I give to you the very Flesh and the Blood, through

which I became your kinsman.&quot;
56 &quot; In the econo

my of
grace,&quot; says St. Gregory Xyssen,

&quot; He in

fuses Himself through His Flesh in all men who be-O

licve.&quot;
57

&quot;We drink the immortal Blood of

Christ,&quot; says Julius Firmicus
;

&quot; Christ s Blood is

joined to our blood. This is the salutary remedy
for your offences, which excludes the mortal plague

from God s
people.&quot;

58 And again; &quot;seek the

bread of Christ, the cup of Christ, that the frailness

of earth may be despised, and man s substance

enriched with immortal food.&quot;
59 And again St.

Chrysostom s successor, St. Germanus, A.D. 715.

&quot; Our Lord has not only sent the Holy Ghost to

remain with us, but He Himself also has promised

to remain with us to the end of the world. Yet

the Comforter is present invisibly, because He has

55 In Psalm xxxiii. Ennr. i. G. Vide also St. Hilary,
&quot; Non enim quis

in eo frit, nisi in quo ipsc fucrit, ejns tanturn in se assumtam liabens camera,

qni suam sumserit.&quot; De Trin. vi ii. l(i, p. 957. And again,
&quot; De veritate

carnis et sanguinis non rclictus cst ambigendi locus. Nunc enim et ipsius

Domini professione, et fide nostra vere caro est, et vere sanguis est. Et
h.Tec acce])ta atqne hausta id cfticiunt, ut et nos in Christo, et Christus in

nobis sit.&quot; Id. 14. Vide also St. John Damascene de Fide Orthod. iv.

13, vol. i. p. 267.
&amp;lt;

,
56

&quot;iraXiy avrr,v vfA~v TTIV adpxa xai ro ai/u.a, Si uv awyyivris iyivo/u.-nv, EXOioai/UI.&quot;

In Joan. Horn. xlvi. 3. vol. viii. p. 273. Vide also Hoiu. xxiv. 4, on I.

Cor. vol. x. 2 1C.
57 Catechet. Orat. sec. 37. Vide also, In Eccles. Horn. viii. vol. i. p. 457. A.
58 De En-ore Profaii. Relic, xxii. Bib. Pat. iv. 173.

59
Id. c. xix. p. 171.
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not taken our body. But Our Lord is not only

an object of sight, but lie may be touched through
the awful and sacred mysteries, because He has

taken our nature, and bears it for ever.&quot;
GO But the

most decisive statements are those of St. Cyril, be

cause nothing was more fitted than this truth toO

counteract the Xestorian heresy. For to show that

Our Lord s Manhood possessed a supernatural mode

of presence, was a forcible argument for supposing

that it was personally united to God. And St.

Cyril s judgment is equivalent to that of the whole

ancient Church, because on this topic he was its

most approved expositor. This is put beyond
doubt by the sanction bestowed upon him by the

Third General Council. So that if we consider his

testimony decisive against that new view of Our

Lord s nature which was introduced by Xestorius,

we must allow it to be conclusive also against that

theory of a mere Virtual Presence in the Holy

Eucharist, which it wras reserved for Calvin, so

many centuries later, to originate.

The preceding passages are sufficient to show

that the theory of a Virtual Presence does not come

up to the language which the Fathers employ

respecting the Holy Eucharist. But one proof

further may be adduced the different language

which they use concerning the ordinance of Bap
tism. Since the gift of union with Christ is on

God s part bestowed upon all in Baptism, how-

60 Gallandi The?, xiii. p. 222.
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ever its actual reception may be obstructed by the

wilfulness of man, the operation of this sacrament

is wholly at variance with the system of Calvin,

which supposes the gifts of God to be limited by
His own absolute decree. And yet the doctrine of

Baptism presents some features which accord with

Calvin s theory of a Virtual Presence. The union

with Christ which it bestows is not brought about by
the efficacy of His Manhood, but by the power of

His Godhead, and the operation of the Holy Ghost.

It is not to be attributed, therefore, to any virtue

which proceeds from Our Lord s Flesh; yet it may
be called a virtual union with His Body, because it

is a real union with Himself. For in Baptism
there is a real union with Christ, as the Mystical
Head of the Christian Body ;

and it is this fact,

which renders the benefits of Baptism specific and

permanent. They arc specific, for this ordinance is

the act whereby men &quot;

are delivered from the power
of darkness and translated into the kinn-dom of God sO
dear Son.&quot; They arc permanent, because the rela

tion which is then commenced, produces effects upon
the whole life. Xow these circumstances depend

upon that union with Christ, which He bestows

upon His Mystical Body. But because the gift is

bestowed purely by the spiritual operation of Our
Lord s Godhead, and not through the intervention

of His Flesh, therefore it is bestowed through the

ordinance at large ;
the outward part is not described

as a Sacramentum, nor the inward part as a res
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sacramenti, or tiling signified. And for the same

reason, consecration is not essential to its validity.

There is one sense, then, in which Christ s

Body is virtually present in Baptism ;
because

since men are thereby joined to Him, they arc

virtually or by implication joined to His Flesh.

And hence it has followed that those graces, which

before the Day of Pentecost dwelt in the temple
of Our Lord s Body, have since extended them

selves to His members also. But His Body has

no real Presence in Baptism : His Flesh is not

the medium through which His gifts are bestowed,
in the same manner as in the Holy Eucharist. Is

this diversity, then, manifest in the expressions
of the Fathers ? Do they speak of Baptism as

connected with Our Lord s Manhood, as mmTit beO

expected, considering that it is the means whereby
men are engrafted into their Head

;
and yet abstain

from those direct assertions of the Real Presence

which occur respecting the Holy Eucharist ? G1

Now, it is an obvious and Scriptural analogy, to

compare that, by which sins arc washed away, with

the true purification the Blood of Christ. We find,

therefore, the continual use of such expressions as

those of St. Csesarius :

&quot; When men s sins expire in

the sacred font, they are, as it were, dipped in the

red water of Egypt. The waters are red, that is,

they are consecrated with the Blood of Christ.&quot;
l!2

61 This distinction between Baptism and the Holy Eucharist is not con
sidered in the &quot; Doctrine of the Incarnation,&quot; though it i.s alluded to in

Cap. xiii. notes 21 and 24, 4th edition.
02 Horn. vi. l)e Pasclmt. Bib. Pat. viii. 824.
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And so St. Jerome (on Isaiah, i. 16.) represents Our

Lord as saying,
&quot; Be ye baptized in My Blood,

by the laver of regeneration.&quot;
Men are stated

to be &quot;

dyed in Baptism with the Blood of Christ
;&quot;

03

and &quot;Baptism
is red with the Blood of Christ.&quot;

1

&quot;

4

Such passages, however, which occur in abun

dance, may be discriminated from the language used

respecting the Holy Eucharist by two circumstances.

First The effect spoken of was not consequent

upon consecration
;

so that though consecration,

where it was possible, was always employed, it was

as a matter of order, and not of necessity. And

therefore the thing, of which Our Lord s Blood is said

to be the antitype, is not that portion of the element,

which is specially employed, but the element at large.

Secondly The employment of such language re

specting Baptism, is limited to the use made of

the element by the parties : water bears the same

relation to the purifying of the body, which the

Blood of Christ bears to the soul : there is not a

word which implies that water in itself may take

the name of blood, or that the two are in any sense

identical. Yet since the Fathers had the analogy

between the two objects in their minds, why did

they not speak of the water in Baptism as being

really blood, as they constantly identified the

element in the Holy Eucharist with Our Lord s

Body ? In reference to Baptism, however, we

have nothing like the words of St. Ambrose or

63
Prosper de Promiss. ii. 2. Bib. Pat. viii. 18.

84
S. Aug. in Joan. Trac. xi. 4.
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St. Cyril. &quot;Our Lord Jesus Christ Himself

exclaims, this is My Body. Before the heavenly

words of blessing, another species is named;

after consecration the Body is implied. He Him

self calls it His Blood. Before consecration it is

called another thing. After consecration it is called

Blood. And you say Amen, that is, it is true.&quot;
05

These are expressions to which there is no kind

of parallel in the case of Baptism. And the dif

ference is founded upon the fact, that the expres

sions of Our Lord and His Apostles respecting the

one, are wholly different from those which they

employ respecting the other. In the case of Bap

tism, we have nothing in Scripture which resembles

Our Lord s words of Institution, or St. Paul s

statement that the thing received is &quot;the Lord s

Body.&quot;
And the words of the Fathers, accordingly,

show that there was a belief respecting the Holy
Eucharist which did not exist respecting Baptism.
&quot; What seems bread is not bread, though bread by

taste, but the Body of Christ
;
and that which

seems wine is not wine, though the taste will have

it so, but the Blood of Christ.&quot;
GG

The same distinction is observable in a dispute

which arose among the followers of St. Augustin ;

and which was called forth by the question, whether

Our Lord s promises in the sixth chapter of St.

John could be applicable to children, till they had

received the Holy Eucharist. The point is treated

65 De Mysteriis, ix.
60

S. Cyril, Myst. Cat. iv. 9.
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by St. Fulgcntius, who maintains, on the authority

of St. Augustin, that the baptized may be said to

be partakers of Our Lord s Body and Blood. This

he establishes, not by saying that Our Lord is

present in Baptism in the same manner as in the

Holy Eucharist, nor by asserting that the water in

which men are baptized is Christ s Blood, but by

reference to the fact that in this ordinance men are

joined to the Person of Christ. He asserts a vir

tual presence ;
in that lower sense of the word, in

which Christ s Body may be said to be virtually,

though it is not really present. His argument is,

not that Christ s Body is really present in Baptism,

but that since His Body is part of Himself, those

who are united to His Person^ may be said to be

united to His Flesh. This distinction between the

real Presence of Christ, and a mere presence by

implication, corresponds with the diversity which

has been observed to exist between the Holy

Eucharist and Baptism. For St. Augustin, whom

St. Fulgcntius is quoting, asserts Our Lord s Pre

sence in the Holy Eucharist to depend, not merely

upon union with His Person, but upon the presence

of His Body.
The relation between these two ordinances is

further manifest from St. Cyril s explanation of the

07 &quot;

Qui ergo membrum corporis Christi fit, quomodo non accipit quod

ipsc fit, quando utique illius fit vcrum corporis membrum, cujus corporis

cst in sacrificio sacramcntum.&quot; De Bttptismo sEthiopis, cap. xi.
;
Bib. Pat.

Max. ix. 177, 178. He refers to S. Angus. Sermo 272.
ss &quot;

Corpus Christi . . . illud, quod ex fructibus terra; acceptum, et prece

mystica consccratum .... non sanctiticatur ut sit tain magnum sacramcn

tum, nisi opcrante invisibiliter Spiritu Dei.&quot; DC Trinitate, iii. 10.
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manner in which the one is a preparation for the

other. He refers to the Church s custom ofexcludingo
catechumens from the Holy Eucharist, though they
had made profession of the Christian faith

;
and says

they arc not prepared for such a sacred gift till

they have been sanctified by the Holy Ghost, by

becoming members of Christ s Mystical Body. To
this rule, he says, the Church has been led by Our

Lord s words to Mary Magdalen.
&quot; He sends

away Mary, as not having yet received the Spirit,

saying, Touch Me not, for I am not yet ascended

to My Father, that is, I have not yet sent the

Spirit unto you. This saying has been a guide to

the Church.&quot;
09 Thus does he discriminate between

the gifts bestowed in these two ordinances, and

affirms that the spiritual relation to Christ which

is gained by union with His Person, is a prepara
tion for the reception of His Body. So that after

Baptism &quot;nothing hinders them,&quot; as he expresses

it,
&quot; from touching Our Saviour Christ.&quot; And else

where he sums up the contrast in a few words, ob

serving that in Baptism men are made members of

Christ through the gift of His Spirit, but that His

Presence in the Holy Eucharist is brought about

through the Presence ofllisBody. &quot;Baptism is truly

Christ s and from Christ, and the force ofthe Mystical

Eucharist arises to us from His sacred Flesh&quot;

~
Q

69 In Joan. Lib. xii. vol. iv. p. 108G. Finnilian, when complaining that

persons were admitted to communion, as he imagined, without Baptism,
objects that &quot; non ablutis per ecclesitc lavacrum sordibus .... contingant
corpus et sangnincm Domini.&quot; S. Cyprian, Kp. Ixxv. UI. p. 149.

70 In Joan. xii. vol. iv. p. 1074. So Germanns,
&quot;

ov Si* TOV ft/valla/*arot Ssfa-

(Cctvov, TOUTOV XafBeiv trocyrors xai t%tv x-xi EffQ/uv aiTOf/x.E9a.&quot; Crdl/un., xiii. p. 226.
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The contrast, then, which is afforded by their

expressions respecting Baptism, adds force to the

assertions of the Fathers respecting the Holy

Eucharist. Thus on both sides are we led to the

conclusion, that neither the statements of Scrip

ture nor the belief of the Church are satisfied by

the theory of a Virtual, any more than by that of

a Symbolical Presence .
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CHAPTER IX.

THE TESTIMONY OF ANTIQUITY TO THE DOCTRINE OF

THE REAL PRESENCE .

IN the last chapter it was shown that neither a

merely Symbolical nor a Virtual Presence was

sufficient to satisfy the language of the Fathers :

it remains to show that their doctrine was that of

the Real Presence.

Now, in turning in this manner from a negative
to a positive inquiry, from the consideration what

they did nof, to what they did hold, it will be well

to observe what is that kind of evidence which we
have a right to expect, and which alone will satisfy

the conditions of the argument. If the Real Presence

was truly believed in the Ancient Church, like

the fact that Our Lord is an object of worship,
or that every Person in the Ever-blessed Trinity

is truly God, it will show itself, like each of these

truths, in various forms, and under different modi

fications. A shadow can be cast only on one spot,

and in one form, but a substance has several sides,

and may be viewed, therefore, under several
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aspects. If this doctrine, then, was a constituent

part of the belief of the Ancient Church, we may

expect that it would conic out in various ways,

according to the different character and circum

stances of those by whom it was expressed. Still

this variety must consist with such accordance, as

to show that the thing spoken of was a single

object the dlrersitles of Antiquity must throw

light upon its convent.

The best method of discovering how far this was

really the case, will be to take a brief survey of the

history of the first seven centuries; to consider

what were the several systems of thought which

prevailed respecting the Holy Eucharist, and what

the expressions which they severally suggested.

It will be found that there were five different ways
in which their positions, or their characters, led as

many different parties to speak of this sacrament.

Their real accordance amidst such apparent

diversity, affords the surest proof that their funda

mental idea was the same. And this will be con

firmed when wre apply the two criteria proposed in

the last chapter (p. 250) to these several parties.

For it will be found that they all agreed, first, that

the consecrated elements were entitled to especial

reverence, and secondly, that all who received the

consecrated elements received the Body and Blood

of Christ.

We begin of course with the ante-Nicene period.

During the first two centuries, it would seem that
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the doctrine of the Real Presence was received

with the same unreasoning acquiescence as the

cardinal truths respecting Our Lord s nature. The
constituent parts of the Holy Eucharist were not

as yet explained in a formal manner, nor were

speculative conclusions deduced from it in the

same degree as in a later age. The notices which

occur, arc simple statements of a fact, about which
it seems to have been supposed that all Christians

were agreed. Such is St. Tgnatius s observation

that the 1 )ocetae
&quot; abstain from the Holy Eucharist,

because they do not admit it to be the Flesh of

Our Saviour Christ, which suffered for our sins.&quot;
1

Such is Justin s statement that the Eucharist is

&quot; not common bread, or common
drink,&quot; but that

&quot; we have been taught that the food which receives

the cucharistic blessing through His words of

prayer, which by way of nutriment is changed
into our blood and flesh, is the Flesh and Blood of
the Incarnate Jesus.&quot;

2

&quot;Being both flesh and

bread,&quot; says St. Clement of Alexandria,
&quot; He

giveth Himself, being both, to us to eat.&quot;
3

&quot; When the mingled cup, and the bread, which
is the produce of growth, receives the Word of God&quot;

(i.e. the blessing), &quot;and the Eucharist becomes
the Body of Christ, and of these the substance

of our flesh has its increase and consistency, how
can they say that the flesh, which is nourished by
the Body and Blood of the Lord, and becomes a
1 Ad Smyrnaeos, sec. 6.

2
Apol. i. 66. 3

Fragment, vol. ii. 1018. (Pott.)

T
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member of Him, is not capable of the gift of God,
which is eternal life.&quot;

4 Such is St. Irenseus s

mode of speaking ;
for he held that &quot; when the

bread which is taken from the earth receives the

invocation of God, it is no longer common bread,

but Eucharist, consisting of two things, an earthly

and a heavenly.&quot;
5

Such was the manner in which the Fathers of

the second centurv understood St. Paul s assertion :

&quot; the bread which we break
&quot;

is
&quot; the communion

of the Body of Christ
;&quot;

&quot; the cup of blessing,

which we bless,&quot;

&quot; the communion of the Blood

of Christ.&quot; Neither was there any opposition to

these statements, although Tertullian uses ex

pressions on this subject, as he does likewise

respecting the Persons in the Blessed Trinity,

which require explanation. But he agrees with

the other writers of his age in calling the Holy
Eucharist &quot;the Body of the Lord;&quot;

6
it is &quot;His

Body,&quot;
which those who profane the Holy

Eucharist &quot;assail
;&quot;&quot;

and he speaks of the Gen

tile converts as &quot; fed with the richness of the

Lord s Body, that is, with the Eucharist.&quot;
8 He

adds, also, various particulars respecting its daily

reception,
9 and respecting the reverence with

which it was partaken. And the same mode of

speaking may be found in the next century.
Christ &quot;has prepared His

table,&quot; says St. Ilip-

polytus ;

&quot; that is, the promised knowledge of the
4
St. Irenoeus, v. 2, 3.

5
Ibid. iv. 18, 5.

G De Idololatria, 7.
&quot;

Ibid. 8 De Pudicitia, 9.
9 De Oratione, U.
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sacred Trinity, and also His precious and pure

Body and Blood, which are daily prepared in His

mystical and divine table.&quot;
&quot;

Come, eat My
bread, and drink the wine which I have mingledo
for you. His own divine Flesh, and His precious

Blood He hath given us, lie says, to eat and drink

for the remission of sins.&quot;
10

A somewhat different view of things begins toO O

open upon us when we pass the time of the Xicene

Council, and when the Church had become in an

increasing measure a home to the thought and

intellect of the age. AVe find the Liturgies com
mented upon, not only, as probably was always
the case, in popular addresses, but in a literary

work (St. Cyril s Catechetical Lectures), which

continues to this day to be the standard of

instruction in the Eastern Church. And now,

then, we meet with something more like an

explanation of that which in the preceding age
had simply been asserted, namely, that after con

secration the thing present upon the altar is truly
the Body and Blood of Christ. St. Cyril intro

duces the further idea, that this is owing to a

change in the elements, which is brought about by
the power of the Holy Ghost. &quot; AVe call upon
the merciful God to send forth His Holy Spirit

upon the gifts lying before Him; that He may
make the bread the Body of Christ, and the wine

the Blood of Christ
;

for whatsoever the Holy
Ghost has touched, is sanctified and changed.&quot;

11
o

10

Gallandi, ii. 488. ll Fifth Mvst. Cat. 7.
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The reality of this change was no doubt ad

mitted by all Christians during the three first cen

turies
;
for they believed that what the priest pre

sented previously to consecration was mere bread

and wine, whereas that which he took in his hands

after consecration, was the Body and Blood of

Christ under the forms of bread and wine. But

there was an absence of those distinct assertions of

a change, which appear after the Liturgies had been

commented upon by St. Cyril, and which occur

especially in the Eastern Church. And with this

is connected the further fact, that this idea of a

change is put more prominently forward in Eastern

than in Western Liturgies.
&quot; Make this bread the

very precious Body of Our Lord and Saviour Jesus

Christ, . . . and this cup the very precious Blood

of Our Lord and God and Saviour Jesus Christ, . . .

changing them by Thine Holy Ghost.&quot;
12 Whereas

the Liturgy of Gelasius says only ;

&quot; ut nobis

Corpus et Sanguis fiat dilectissimi Filii tui Domini

Dei nostri Jesu Christi.&quot;
13 This was not owing to

any difference in doctrine: it was shown (cap. iii.)

that the reality of the change was asserted by St.

Ambrose and St. Gaudentius in Italy, as directly

as by St. Cyril and St. Gregory Xyssen in the

East
;
and probably the diversity between the litur

gies arose chiefly from the absence of a direct invo

cation of the Holy Ghost in the Roman Liturgy.
12

St. Basil s Liturgy. The words of St. Chrysostom are nearly identical.

Neale, Introd. p. f&amp;gt;79.

13 Muratori Lit. Vet. i. GOG. Nearly the same expression occurs in the

Anibrosian Liturgy, Ib. 133, and in the Missalc Francorum, Jb. ii. 693.
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But however the difference arose, it will be found

that the terms of the Eastern writers are far more

express than those of the Latins, and imply a

change in the ingredients, or constituent parts of

the consecrated elements. Thus we have such

words as that the elements
/tcT~o&amp;lt;6i&amp;gt;mH,

u
^^apvO/n-

govrai,
1*

/leraffToixeiovvrai,
16 which (especially the last)

are far more emphatic than transfigurare
l7 or tnins-

formare,
18 which we find in Latin writers.

The tendency, then, of that which perhaps may
not improperly be called the Eastern School, was

to dwell simply upon the change effected in the

elements by means of consecration. The example
set by St. Cyril was followed by St. Gregory Nys-

sen, St. Chrysostom, St. John Damascene, and

other Fathers. Now, though their statements do

not in reality go beyond that which was received

by the whole Church, yet it is obvious that such ex

pressive phrases, if looked at by themselves, might
be perverted so as to interfere with the analogy of

the faith. For it might be supposed that the

change was not only real, which it doubtless is, but

that it wras a common change, and accordant with

the usual order of things. Now7 such a mistake

would lead to erroneous opinions, both as to the

sacred gift, which is bestowed in the Holy Eucharist,

14 Damasccn. dc Fid. Orth. iv. 13, p. 2(19. Thcopliylact. in Matt. 25.
15

S. Clirys. dc Trod. Judie. i. G, vol. ii. p. 384-, and II). ii. G. p. 31)4.
lli

S. Greg. Nyss. Cat. Or. Thcopliylact. in Mure. 14.
17

S. Ambros. de Fide, iv. 10. n. 124.
l8 Mone s Mcssen. p. 24. So &quot;

panem mutatum in carnc,&quot; i. e. carncm.
Mubillon Lit. Gull. p. 300.
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and as to the objects of sense, through which that

gift is communicated. In relation to each, there

are two errors against which it is necessary to

guard.

First If this change were conformable to the

ordinary order of things, as when water is changed
into ice by crystallization, it might be supposed that

Christ s Body was not f/taf very Body which

suffered on the cross, but a new or additional one,

formed out of bread and wine. So that Christ s

Presence in the Holy Eucharist would not be the

carrying out of the purposes of the Incarnation, but

the actual repetition of that great event. Such is

the notion attributed (though very unjustly) by
various German 111

critics to Justin Martyr. When
Grabe- maintains that the school of writers who
followed St. Cyril of Jerusalem, supposed that Our
Lord s Body was in this way something superadded
to that in which lie suffered, he fails to do justice
to the expressions by which these writers guard

against such misconstruction. &quot; The bread and

the wine, and
water,&quot; says Damascene,

&quot; which by
eating and drinking are changed into the body
and blood of him who eats and drinks them, do

19
&quot;Justin&quot; sao-t Semisch,

&quot; achtet das Ahcndmalil gleichsam fiir cine
wiederholte Incarnation.&quot;

&quot; Per gottliehe Logos mit JJrot und Wein als
seinem Leibe und Ulute in Verbindung tritt.&quot; Knhnis, u. s. p. 181.

&quot;

Grabe describes this school of writers as teaching that the consecrated
bread ipsani ejus substantial!! in carnem transformare, qua: Christ! euro sit,
et cnrn ilia, qua- ex B. Virgmis utero

]&amp;gt;ro(liit,
et cruci suftixa, inque ca-Ium

sublata fuit, eadem fiat per ittaufwiy, quodqtte eundein Spiritum vita- in se
habeat

;
sicuti panis quern Servator in ten-is comedit, vi naturalis caloris in

carnem ejus vertebatur, &c.&quot; He refers to St. Cyril of Jerusalem, St.

Gregory Nyssen, and St. John Damascene. Grabe on S. Ircnceua, v. 2.
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not become another body besides his former one/ - 1

And St. Gregory Xyssen speaks of &quot; that Body
which was endowed with immortality by God,&quot;-

as the thing which is present in us by the Holy
Eucharist. Yet the language of this school led in

some instances to such an error
;

for the mistake

occurs -3 in a work which, though the composition

apparently of an imitator of Damascene, has yet

sufficient resemblance to his style to have been
\j

attributed formerly to himself.

Secondly If bread and wine were changed
in a common manner into Our Lord s Body
and Blood, these sacred objects must be sup

posed to be subjected to conditions and circum

stances, from which they are plainly exempt.

Hence Anastatius Sinaita (supra, chap. v. p. 126),

in whom the tendency to regard the change as a

common one reached its extreme point, speaks of

Our Lord s Body, when present in the Holy Eu

charist, as though it were corruptible; whereas

corruption,
21 as well as any other polluting circum

stance, can extend no further than to the objects

of sense, which are the ordained channels for its

communication. And the same error appears in

the imitator 25 of Damascene already quoted, who

affirms also that Our Lord s Body may be broken
21 Damaso. dc Fide Orthocl. iv. 13. p. 270.

&quot;

Orsit. Catcch ri(fc SHJH-H, ]&amp;gt;.

!()&amp;gt;.

23
&quot;

ils ETravfwiv rov
&amp;lt;TO/X,*TOS

TOV
Xpia-rSu.&quot; E]&amp;gt;I*.

arl Zitrh. Episc. Dour. In

Damasc. vol. i.
\&amp;gt;.

(&amp;gt;.&quot;&amp;gt;(!.

24 &quot; Cavo Salvatoris manducata non corrumpitur, nee sanguis hie potatus
eonsumitur.&quot; Maijnctis Fnujmcntuin, Gll. iii. 542. Vide Suinmu TheoL

iii. 77. 7.
25 De Corp. et Sang. Christi. In Damasc. vol. i. p. 058.
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in this sacrament; whereas that which is broken

can be only the object of sense, through which His

Presence is conveyed.

These misconceptions respecting the inward part

in the Holy Eucharist, are connected with the

errors respecting the outward part, against which

it is necessary to guard. For if the change be

looked at as if it were a common one, the outward

part will be entirely lost sight of, and those offices

will be forgotten, which it still performs. This

tendency shows itself in two ways in the writers

before us. For, first, we find some of them to

have denied to the outward part the titles by
which it is properly designated ; and, secondly,

we find a forgetfulness of the functions which it

actually discharges.

First It has been shown how fitly the outward

part may be called a fype, or anti-type, ofthat inward

reality with which it is combined. So it is by St.

Cyril of Jerusalem himself. (Sap. cap. viii. p. 232.)

But by other writers of this school the fact is

either forgotten or denied. It is forgotten, appa

rently, by Anastatius Sinaita, who cannot be cen

sured, of course, for saying that the Holy Eucha

rist is not merely a figure
20 of Christ, but who fails

to add that it is truly a figure, though not a figure

only. But Damascene not only denies the out

ward part to be a figure
27 of the Body and Blood

of Christ, but affirms that if any writers &quot; have

-16 Bib. Pat. ix. 855.
&quot;

De Fide Orthod. iv. 13, p. 271.
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called the bread and wine antitypes of the Body
and Blood of Christ,&quot;

-^
they must have referred

only to its state previously to consecration. And
the same assertion was made at the Second Council

of Nice. 29 The statement has been observed to be

erroneous (sup. p. 235); but it shows that a due

weight was not assigned to the elements, through

a too exclusive attention to the fact of their

change. And later Greek writers show the same

forgetfulness that a sacrament by its very nature

is twofold; and that its outward sign is intended

to be emblematic of its inward reality. Thus Ni-

cephorus
30

objects to the application of such ex

pressions to the Holy Eucharist, on the ground
that the same thing cannot be both an image and

a reality ;
and the same objection was made at the

Second Council of Nice. 31 And on the same prin

ciple Theophylact
32

appears to object to the use

of the wordfigure in relation to this sacrament.

Secondly These writers fail to do justice to

another consideration, which must enter into the

idea of the Holy Eucharist, if it be supposed to

consist of an outward part, which is an object to

the senses, as well as of an inward part, which is

an object to faith and to the mind. Since the

process of nutrition is open to sensible experiment,

the property of nourishing the body of the receiver

28 De Fide Ortliod. iv. 13, p. 273. 2!) Actio vi. Harduin, iv. 370.
30 &quot; Quod enim est alicujus imago, hoc corpus ejus esse rionpotest: et

rursns quod est corpus, non potest essc ejus imago.&quot; S. JSicejih. de Cheru-

binis. Bib. Put. xiv. S)4.
31 Actio vi. Harduin, iv. 371.

32 In Matt. xxv. p. 102. In Marc. xiv. p. 272.
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must be one of those qualities in the consecrated

elements, which must be left unchanged. Other

wise, the alteration will extend not merely to that

inward part, which cannot fall within the region of

the senses, but to that outward part also, of which

they can take cognizance. But an exclusive at

tention to the notion of a change was not unlikely
to lead to expressions, if not to thoughts, incom

patible with this fundamental characteristic of a

sacrament. &quot; This holy bread,&quot; says St. Cyril of

Jerusalem,
&quot;

is supersubstantial, that is, appointed
for the substance of the soul. For this bread

goeth not into the belly, and is cast out into the

draught, but is diffused through all thou art, for

the benefit of body and soul.&quot;
33 St. Cyril pro

bably designed to express nothing but the obvious

truth, that the inward part in the Holy Eucharist,

i. e.j the Body and Blood of Christ, is not subject
to bodily digestion. But the absence of any state

ment that the outward part, or that which is an

object of sense, continues to discharge the functions

of animal nutriment, would seem as if this truth

were discouraged, if not denied.

A still stronger statement occurs in a Homily
attributed to St. Chrysostom.

&quot; Behold not that

it is bread, nor think that it is wine. For it does

not, like other food, pass into the draught. God
forbid that you should think so. But as wax,
when it is brought into contact with fire, suf-

33 Mvst. Cat. v. 15.
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fers no diminution nor increase of its substance, so

imagine that the mysteries are absorbed in the

substance of the
body.&quot;

34 The writer may havre

meant nothing, but that the Body and Blood of

Christ, are not received by the body as corporeal

food, but his statement, like a parallel one in St.

John Damascene,-
55 countenances the idea that this

cannot be affirmed of either part in the Holy
Eucharist. Such assertions were certainly made

by later writers in the West, as may be seen from

the works of Guitmund,
30

Algerus,
37 and William

of Paris. 38

Such were the errors which resulted from too

exclusive an attention to the undoubted truth, that

the elements in the Holy Eucharist arc changed

by consecration. The School of St. Cyril of Jeru

salem, St. Gregory Xyssen, and St. John Dama

scene, in which this truth was put so prominently

forward, has been here called the Eastern School,

both because its leading members were Orientals,

and because it has a peculiar relation to Greek

31 DC rv&amp;gt;nit. Horn. ix. vol. ii. p. 3.&quot;&amp;gt;0.

35 DC Fide Orth. iv. 13, p. 272.
36 DC Vcritatc Kudu ii. Bib. Pat. xviii. 450.
37 DC Sacramento, ii. i. Bib. Pat. xxi. 27(i.

38 &quot; Manifestum cst post benedictionem saccrdotalem rite factam in alta-

ris inensa, nee panem csse corporis, hoc e.st materialem, nee vinum. Ex
tune eniin inensa est animarum : Totum autem quod ante in ea est, vcl tit,

est prseparatio, sive preparatorium ad spiritualem refeetionein, et mensam
animarum. Placuit antein clementissimo miseratori omnium Deo decla-

rarc istnd conjrrnenti et decent! miraciilo. Cum cniin quidam fonnis illis

panis et vini subcsse erederct vcras panis materialis et vini substantias,
aliis cibis uti nolcbat

;
et proptcr hoc in niulta quantitate conliciebat, juxta

quod ad sustentationem corporis sibi snffieere astimabat. llinc est quod
infra paneos dies dciiciens absque altcrius morl)i occasionc, ipso experi-
mento doetus diccre potnit non snbcsse fonnis illis, qnod corpus ejus
nntrire, vcl snstentare valeret, cum substantiam impossible sit nntriri acci-

dentibus.&quot; Gidielmus Parisiensis de Sacramento Eucharistite, cap. i. p. 415.
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Liturgies. But there were two other schools, dif

fused throughout the whole Church, though their

chief writers were also Oriental, which served to

qualify this tendency. These Schools consisted,

respectively, of the opponents of the Eutychian

and the Nestorian heresies : the one of which was

led to guard especially against errors respecting the

outlean/ part, and the other against an erroneous

estimate of the itunml part, of the Holy Eucharist.

The Holy Eucharist is so intimately related to

the doctrine of Our Lord s Person, that it is not

surprising that those who defended the reality and

union of His two natures, should have bethought

themselves of it as a fitting illustration of their

meaning. At the same time nothing can show

more clearly how general was the belief in that

sacramental oneness, by which the inward and out

ward parts are united in the Holy Eucharist, than

that it should have been assumed to offer the nearest

analogy to that personal union, whereby Godhead

and Manhood are united in Christ. Of course

the Personal bond is one thing, the Sacramental

another: each is peculiar and without parallel; but

they are analogous as regards the mystery of their

operation, and the reality of their effects. Of this

circumstance the opponents of the Eut} chian heresy

availed themselves. Their object wTas to maintain

that though Godhead and manhood were truly united

in the one Person of Christ, yet that the human

was not so absorbed in the Divine nature, as to be
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altogether lost. They referred, then, to the Holy

Eucharist, in which the inward part was allowed to

be the real Body of Christ, while yet, they said,

the outward elements of bread and wine had still

their function to discharge, and were not wholly

lost. The chief writer of this school is Theodoret,

who dwells upon the truth that the bread and

wine, regarded as objects of sense, are unaltered

by consecration, and who argues thence that Our

Lord s Body and Blood are not lost in that nature

of Deity, with which they are united. The ortho

dox and Eutychian are introduced in Dialogue.
&quot;

Eutychian. After the consecration what do you call these

things ? Orthodox, The Body and the Blood of Jesus Christ.

E. And do you believe that you partake of the Body of Christ,

and of His Blood .&amp;lt;* O. Yes, I believe it. A\ As therefore the

Body and Blood of the Lord are one thing before the priestly

invocation, but after the priestly invocation they are changed,
and become another, so Our Lord s Body, since His taking up,

has been changed into the Divine essence. O. You are taken

in your own net. For after the consecration the mystical sym
bols are not transferred from their own nature. For they
remain in their former essence (ojWas), and shape, and appear

ance, and are objects of sight and touch, as they were before.

But they are understood to be that which they have become,
and are believed to be so, and are worshipped, as being those

things which they are believed to be.&quot;
39

Similar statements occur in Gelasius s work

against Eutyches and Nestorius, in the letter to

Caesarius, which is attributed to St. Chrysostom, and

in Ephraim of Antioch, whose words were quoted

(p. 119).
&quot; The sacraments of the Body and Blood

of Christ which we
take,&quot; says St. Gelasius,

&quot; are a

39
Dialojnis Secundus.
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divine thing, because by the same we are made

partakers of the divine nature. And yet there does

not cease to be the substance or nature of bread and

wine.&quot;
40 To the same effect is the letter to Ciesa-

rius: &quot; Christ is God and man. God, because lie

was impassible, man because He suffered

Just as before the bread is sanctified, we call it

bread, but when divine grace sanctifies it through

the medium of the priest, it is freed from the title

of bread, and thought worthy of the title of Our

Lord s Body, even though the nature of bread has

remained in it
;
and we do not speak of two bodies,

but the one Body of the Son.&quot;
11

The opponents of Eutyches, then, were led to

make such assertions respecting the outward part

in the Holy Eucharist, as qualified any tendency to

forget its existence, to which the language of the

Eastern School might have given rise. But it is

obvious that mistakes respecting the inward part,

or thing signified, would have been far more im

portant. And these were in like manner corrected,

through that line of thought which was naturally

taken by the opponents of Nestorius. Since their

object was to prove that He who discharges the

functions of Mediation in His fleshly nature, is

personally identical with the Eternal Word, nothing

was more directly to the purpose than to show how
40 Bib. Pat. Max. viii. 703.

41
St. Chrysostom, vol. iii. p. 744. If this be really the work of St. Chry-

sostom, which is very uncertain, it must be supposed that in writing against

the Apollinarians he employed the same language which was afterwards

used against the Eutychians.
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this truth is exhibited in the Holy Eucharist.

Hence those many passages already quoted in this

work, in which St. Cyril affirms the effect of the

Holy Eucharist to depend upon the properties,
-

which Our Lord s Manhood has acquired through
its personal oneness witli Godhead. All these

passages are summed up, as it were, in his llth

Anathema, directed against those who do not allow

that the &quot; Flesh of ( &amp;gt;ur Lord is
life-giving,&quot;

&quot; be

cause it lias by personal propriety become identi

fied with the Word, who is able to give life to all

things.&quot;
l2 So that not only has Our Lord conse

crated His Body and Blood to be the medium of

His own Presence in the Holy Eucharist, but

the value of this ordinance is asserted to depend

upon the fact, that the Humanity thus present
is the very same which, by the Incarnation, was

taken into God. And therefore the writings of St.

Cyril of Alexandria, and ofother opponents of Xes-

torius, bring out the truth, that the inward part in

the Holy Eucharist is not any fresh Body of Christ,
but the rcrif same Eodij which lie took of the

Virgin, and which He offered on the Cross.

To quote the words of St. Leo, the final de

fender of the truth of Our Lord s Person

against both its assailants
; &quot;although He be

placed on the Father s right hand, yet in the

same Flesh which He took of the Virgin, does He
carry out the sacrament of our

propitiation.&quot;
43

42
&quot;V^OVEV IS/* T~OV Ao7 . &quot;_//,../. i. 1294. And vide the- defence of this

Anathema against the Orientals, S. Cyril, \\. 193.
43
Epistola Ix. 2. Ad Anatoliuin.
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These different schools, then, qualify the language

of one another: the Eastern attests the fact that

the elements arc changed by consecration, while

the opponents of Eutyches witness that the exist

ence of an outward part must not be forgotten, and

St. Cyril of Alexandria that the inward part is the

very Body of the Incarnate Son. These several

ideas, taken conjointly, explain what was meant by
the simpler statements of the ante-Nicene age, that

the thing present in the Holy Eucharist is the Body
of Christ. Meantime, however, there had arisen a

school in the AVestern Church, which had treated

this subject in a more accurate and scientific

manner, so that the truth of the Holy Eucharist

could be brought out, not only by opposite nega

tions, but in a direct and positive manner. Its

leading writers were St. Ambrose and St. Angus-O O

tin; and as the teaching of the Eastern School

has been paralleled with the statements of Justin

Martyr, so the Western may be considered perhaps

to be built upon the words of Ircmrus, that the

Holy Eucharist consists of two parts, the one

earthly, and the other heavenly (Supra, p. 274).

Eor the cardinal principle of this school was that

the existence both of an outward and of an inward

part in the Holy Eucharist was to be admitted.

By the reality of the outward part is meant

not only that it is an object to the sight and the

touch, but that it retains that power of nourish

ment, which is our other sign of its sensible exis-
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tence. This had been maintained by Origen, by
whom St. Ambrose was often influenced, though
the extravagances of the great Alexandrian teacher

have prevented him from being quoted as an au

thority in the Church. In particular, Origen s

addiction to the Platonic philosophy would natu

rally lead him to undervalue any facts opposed to

its spiritualizing tendency; so that he is a pecu

liarly unsafe witness respecting the Holy Eucharist.

This circumstance destroys his authority, when he

seems, though but uncertainly, to indicate, in oppo
sition to the common judgment of antiquity, that

none but devout receivers partake of the Heal Body
of Christ. But when referring to the outward part
or visible elements, he makes statements which ac

cord with the system of the great teachers of the

Western Church. &quot; That food which is consecrated

l&amp;gt;3^

the Word of God and by prayer, so far as its

material part is concerned, goes into the belly, and is

cast out into the draught; but as regards the

prayer which is added to it, it becomes useful, ac

cording to the analogy of faith, and becomes the

cause of discernment to the mind which looks to

that which is edifying. And it is not the matter of

the bread, but the word which is spoken over it,

which benefits him who eats
it, not unworthily of

the Lord.
&quot;14

11 Comment, in Mattli. Tom, xi. 14, vol. iii. p. 500. Tn the sequel, Origen
speaks of Our Lord s Body as the true food which no hud man is able to eat.
His authority is not of great weight, yet lie may have designed to say nothing
hut that the wieked cannot feed spiritually upon Christ, /. c. cannot enter
into a spiritual relation to Him. This is nothing more than is taught in

U
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TTcrc, then, we have a recognition of the ex

istence of the outward, as well as of the inward

part in the Holy Eucharist the first being not

only an object to the senses, but being the means

of nutrition to the body, while the inward part, of

which it is a type or figure, is the nourishment of

the soul. This is the theory which we see more

scientifically represented in St. Ambrose and St.

Augustin. St. Ambrose opposes the &quot; ordo naturae&quot;

to the &quot;

excellentia gratia* &quot;-that
&quot;quod natura

formavit&quot; to that &quot;

quod benedictio consecravit,&quot; and

implies the presence of both in that which he calls

&quot;carnis illius sacramentum.&quot;
&quot;

But it is in the

writings of St. Augustin that these expressions as

sume a more definite shape. The outward part is

called sucrdmc.utitm, the inward res or virtus sacra-

metiti. St. Augustin dwells upon the distinction

with great variety of expression. It is
&quot; one thing

which is seen, and another which is understood;&quot;
4 1

&quot; the sacrament is one thing, and the virtue of the

sacrament another;&quot;
4
~

for there is &quot;that which is

taken visibly in the sacrament, and that which is

spiritually eaten and drunk.&quot;
48 Hence there is

St. John, Cth, to which he refers, and is not the same thing as to deny
that Christ s Body and Blood are really received by all who receive the
outward part in the Holy Eucharist. This last he could not mean to deny,
if he is to be supposed consistent with himself, since in his work against
Celsus he says,

&quot; We eat the bread, which is made n certain sacred Body
by prayer, and which sanctifies those who with good intent use it.&quot; Cont.
Celsum. viii. 33, vol. i. p. 76(5. Here he discriminates the benefit of the
sacrament, which is reaped by the devout alone, from its reality, which, he
says, is dependent on the prayer of consecration.

45 De Mysteriis, ix. 59, 50, 53. Vide also De Fide. iv. x. 124.
4G Sermo 272, vol. v. 1104. &quot; 7 In Joan. xxvi. 11, vol. iii. part 2. p. 498.

48 Sermo 131, vol. v. p. 641.
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such a thing as &quot;

carnally and visibly pressing with

the teeth the sacrament of the Body and Blood of

Christ,&quot; and there is such a thing as u
spiritually

eating the Flesh of Christ and drinking His Blood;&quot;

the &quot;

scteramentum,&quot; that is, is one thing, the &quot;

Body
and Blood &quot; l9 another.

Tims did St. Augustin discriminate the signum,
and the res significans, vis or signification Yet as

the authority of Origen is destroyed by his spiritual

izing tendency, so that of this great teacher of the

Western Church is somewhat impaired by the exag

gerated statements, into which he was led during his

later years in his opposition to the Pelagians. His

assertions respecting the divine decrees betrayed
him into expressions, which have been affirmed to

militate against the very truths which his own

phraseology had contributed to establish. When
he says, indeed, that Judas eat &quot; the bread of the

Lord,&quot;
while the other disciples

&quot; eat the Lord who

was bread,&quot;
51 he was only expressing the truth,

that a personal relation to Our Lord, who gives His

Body for our food in this sacrament, is not depen
dent on the mere partaking of that food, but is re

served for its devout participants. And the same

may have been his purpose, when he says that the

49 In Joan. xxvi. 18, vol. iii. part 2. p. 501. Several words of this last

passage are an insertion, and are to be traced to the time of Bede, when
the phraseology which St. Augustin had introduced had been more accu

rately determined. But they exactly accord with his system ;
the sacra-

mentitm, or outward part, is all which the senses can reach to
;
the inward

part is bestowed upon all by means of sacramental union, but none,

except the devout, enter into spiritual relation to Christ, or feed on Him
spiritually.
50

J)e Doctrina Christ, iii. 9, vol. iii. 1, 40.
51 In Joan. lix. 1, p. C63.
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sacramentinn is given
&quot; to some to life, to others to

destruction,&quot; but that &quot;the thing itself, of which it

is the sacramentinn, is given to every man to life,

who is a partaker of it.&quot;
52 He could not mean to

deny that the inward part is present by virtue of con

secration, and that all communicants receive it, be

cause he says in express words that the Body
53 and

Blood of Christ are received even by those wrho do

not profit by them. On one occasion, indeed, his

words seem to imply that the final perseverance of

the communicant is a criterion 54 whether he receives

any real gift in the Holy Eucharist. But the pas

sage is open to another interpretation; and we are

justified in explaining St. Augustin s lax and

general assertions by his more systematic state

ments. (Vide supra, p. 224.) For we have distinct

affirmations in his works 55 that a real gift is be

stowed both in Baptism and the Holy Eucharist;

and that this gift is conferred both on those who re

ceive, and on those who reject it. And the gift in

the Holy Eucharist he affirms to be the gift of

Christ s Body ;
and this gift he states to be the

result of that &quot;

mystical consecration,&quot;
5G which

endows the outward sign with the inward reality.
52 In Joan. xxvi. 15, p. 500.

53
Epis. UO, sec. CM.

54 &quot;

Sigmnn quia manducavit et bibit. boc est, si manct ct manetur, si

habitat et inbabitatur, si /ueret ut non deseratur.&quot; In Joan, xxvii. 1, p. 502.

But tins passage may mean,
&quot;

if be cleaves in order that lie may not be
deserted.&quot; It would then express nothing, but that the benefit of the
sacramental gift is only obtained by the faithful. This is St. Augustin s

own explanation, Sermo 71, 17, vol. v. p. 392.
55
Epis. cxl. GG. In Joan, xxvii. 11. Do Baptismo contra Don. v. 9,

Sermo Ixxi. 17.
56

&quot;Noster autem panis et calix .... oerta consecratione mysticus fit
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But it was by the systematic statements which

gave shape to the ancient belief, not through

his novel assertions respecting the divine decrees,

that St. Augustin formed the mind of the Western

Church. His followers at once adopted and ma
tured his views

;
the virtus was more perfectly dis

criminated from the res sacramenti; the first was

understood to be the effect attending the Holy

Eucharist, the second the reality to which that ef

fect was to be attributed : and thus it was upon his

system that the chief writers of the West Bede

among the principal based their phraseology. So

that his teaching appears in the pages of Lombard,
57

professedly in his own words, but really, it would

seem, in the words of his annotators. And thus

arose a far more scientific mode of speaking than

that wrhich prevailed in the East : each part in the

Holy Eucharist was more distinctly recognized;

and there was room for assigning its due place to

the outward sign, without sacrificing the inward

reality.

The brief sketch which has been given, shows

the various modes of expression which were em-

nohis, non nascitur. Proindc quod non ita fit, quamvis sit panis ct calix,

alimentum estrefectionis,non sacraincntimi rcligionis.&quot;
Cont. Faustum, xx.

13, vol. viii. p. 342.
57

&quot;Ait cnini Aug. in lib. Sententiarum Prosper! : hoc cst quod
dicimus, quod mo-.lis omnibus approbare contendimus, sacrificium Ecclesiaj

duubus conlk i, duobus coustare; visibili elementorum sj)ccic, et invisibili

Domini nostri Jesu Christ i came et sanguine; sacraiuento et re sacra

menti, id est, corpore Christ!.&quot; Lilt. Sent. iv. x. 2. The words are quoted
in Cinitian, De Consccrat. ii. 48, as though S. Augustin s, but they appear to

be Laiifranc s cont. Bereng. 10.
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ployed in the early Church respecting the Holy

Eucharist, and what were the several circumstances

which gave their impress to its phraseology. And
it is obvious, that if it were made a question, in what

manner Our Lord s Presence in the Holy Eucharist

was supposed to be brought about, and still more

if it were requisite to explain this process, in terms

which all parties in the ancient Church would have

been prepared to accept, the inquiry would involve

considerable difficulty. It would be necessary to find

some mode of adjustment between the tendency of

the Eastern School, as it has been called, on one

side, and that of the opponents of Eutychianisin

on the other. The former tendency went so far in

some instances as to imply that the outward part

retained no real existence at all : the latter led to

language, which might be represented to mean that

it was wholly unaltered. The more scientific state

ments of the school of St. Augustin did not har

monize exactly with either. And consequently,

the theory subsequently maintained by Aquinas,

that the substance of Our Lord s Body and Blood

supersedes that of the bread and wine, while, so far

as the senses go, the latter remain wholly un

altered, was an explanation of the mode in which

Our Lord s Presence is brought about, which did

not exactly accord with the statements of any early

party. It gave greater reality to the elements

than the followers of St. Cyril of Jerusalem ap

peared to approve, because it maintained them to
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retain the power of corporal nourishment :

:&amp;lt;s

it as

signed to them less reality than \vas done by the op

ponents of Kutyches, whose language seemed to im

ply that their substance remained wholly unaltered.

There can be no necessity therefore for admitting

this expression of the manner in which Our Lord s

Presence is brought about, unless it is commended

to us by some later authority, to which we are

bound to submit. And therefore, while it is ac

cepted by those who admit the authority of the

Council of Trent, it is not accepted by English

Churchmen, by whom that Council is not recog

nized. They withhold their assent from this ac-

58
It has been disputed whether the system of Aquinas really implies

that the elements retain the power of nourishment
;
and therefore whether

the elements, considered as objects of sense, can still be said to be

present. For the process by which the digestive organs supply the body
Avith nourishment, is one of which the senses can take note. iS ow
Aristotle, and the Schoolmen after him. taught that food nourishes through
the transference ofits sw&stance to the party nourished. And Aquinas supposes
the substance to be the thing changed. I5nt then Aquinas and his followers

maintained, lirst, that Christ s Body does not nourish our bodies in the Holy
Eucharist.

[&quot; Corpus Christ! est cihus mentis, non ventris
;
aniline non cor-

poris.&quot; Ojinst: lix. G, and vide Sunnit i,
iii. 77, 6. Catt-chis. Tridt-nt. Pars, ii. J)e

Euch. Sac. 50.] Secondly, that our bodies are nourished by the sensible

elements. [Vide Suarez dc Sacrum. ])ixji. Ivii. 3. (. at. Trid. ib. i3 J.] And for

this Aquinas accounted, by saying that after consecration the Bulk took
the place of the Substance, or in other words, that when the substance was
said to be changed, the term substance was not to be understood in so wide
a sense as that in which it was employed by Aristotle. Vide Oji/tsc. lix. 4,

tiumiiia, iii. 77, (i. The Aristotelian philosophy afforded no doubt a con
venient medium for expressing the doctrine of the Sacraments, because,

according to its phraseology, every object might be spoken of as consisting
of an external siynuin, and an inward res siijid, the lirst only being an

object to the senses, the second to the mind. The analogy which this sys
tem bore to the truths respecting the Sacraments, which had been taught
in the early Church, naturally led the Schoolmen to employ it in their ex

planation. They were not bound, however, to adhere rigidly to the Peri

patetic system ;
and the qualifications introduced by Aquinas show him to

have maintained the same doctrine which had been taught by the Roman
Council under Gregory VII. long before the Scholastic age. It is thus
stated by I)e Marca : &quot;The substance was supposed to exist as something
separate from the bulk of the bread, so that this bulk might exist naturally

by itself, without any new miracle, whatever Aristotle may say.&quot;
Trait

de fjEucharistie, works, vol. v. p. 125.
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count of the manner in which Our Lord s Presence

is brought about in the Holy Eucharist, and allow

nothing- but that in which all parties in the ancient

Church were accordant. They hold, of course, as

our Article declares, and as Aquinas would not

have denied, that according to that popular sense of

the word substance, which implies it to be an object

to the senses of men, the substance of the elements

remains unchanged. But in reference to that more

subtile explanation, which was designed by Aquinas,

they simply withhold their judgment, and affirm

nothing respecting the Holy Eucharist but that

which was affirmed by the whole Church, both in

the East and AVest, during the first seven centuries

of its existence.

For the accordance of antiquity respecting the

Real Presence is rendered more striking by its dis

sonance respecting the manner in which the Pre

sence is brought about, and the terms in which it

is to be stated. This doctrine is shown not to have

been the result of a theory which everywhere sug

gested the same conclusions, but to have been a

practical conviction, rooted in the deep and wide

spread belief of a whole community. In the East

and West, whether men were opposing Xestorius or

Eutyches, however they might express themselves

respecting the outward elements which were the

medium of conveying an inward blessing, there

prevailed the same full conviction, that the Body
and Blood of Christ were really communicated,
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under the forms of bread and wine in the Holy
Eucharist. There might be a difference, therefore,

as to the phrases employed, but there was none as

to the fact which they were designed to attest.

And how should there be such concert respecting

the thing conveyed, while about the scientific

statement of the mode of conveying it there was

such diversity, except because this was a constituent

part of the Church s original deposit? What can

be meant by her authority as the appointed witness

to Our Lord s declarations, if the consentient affir

mation of undivided Christendom was fundamen

tally erroneous ?

We may now turn, by way of confirmation, to

the two criteria which it was proposed to apply to

this subject, and inquire what was the opinion of

the various schools which have been described, re

specting the reverence due to the consecrated ele

ments, and respecting the invariable connexion be

tween the outward form and the inward gift. These

were stated to be indications that the systems of

Zuinglius and of Calvin w7ere held to be insuffi

cient, and that the doctrine of the Heal Presence

was accepted. If we find, then, the same opinions

and usages to have prevailed among parties who

were divergent in their objects and modes of

thought, it will be a further proof that their belief

was fundamentally identical.

First The plainest proof which men can give

that they suppose Christ to be really present in
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the Holy Eucharist, is to render Him Divine

honour. So much seems to be allowed both by
those who admit the Peal Presence and by those

who reject it. Luther, as being- of the former

number, retained the elevation of the Host when
he drew up a service for Wittenberg.

59 Calvin (io

rests his assertion that Our Lord ought not to be

worshipped in the Holy Eucharist, on the ground of

His absence; and affirms distinctly, that if Our
Lord were really present there, He ought to be

adored. Bishop Andrcwes 51

employs the same argu

ment; but since he admits the Peal Presence he

draws a contrary conclusion. &quot; Christus ipse Sa-

cramcnti res, in et cum sacramento
;

extra ct sine

sacramento, ubi ubi est, adoranclus est.&quot; On this

principle it was that the posture of kneeling for the

reception of the elements was so warmly objected
to by the Zuinglo-Calvinistic party. And its re

tention by the Church of England, in opposition to

the repeated demands of the Puritans at home, as
&quot; Elcvatnr panis et ealix, ritu liaetenus servato.&quot; Farm. Connnnn. pro

JM /cs. \\ itti n. Jj/f/i/T, vol. ii. tol. ;}&amp;lt;S4. Cotta, in his notes on Gerhard
(vol. x. p. 4&amp;lt;;&amp;lt;), says thnt Luther &quot;ret in nit &amp;lt; !&amp;lt; rutiuiiix rituin tanquain libe-
ruin et indiffercntem, propter infinnos, non adorationis ergo ; abrogavit
mi tern postea cundem, reddiditque abolitionis rationeni.&quot; I5ut Luther s

own words to the Waldenses, A. D. ir)2,
i, go much further. &quot;

Qui non
credit Christum suo corpore et sanguine in sacramento pru sentem esse,
ille recte facit, quod ne(]iie spiritnaliter, neque carnaliter adorat. Qui vero
hoc credit, ut oredi dehcre satis superqne demonstratum est, ille profecto
curni et sanguini Christi venerationem denegare sine peccato nnllo inodo
])otcst.&quot; Hospiman, vol. ii. It). And it would seem that the custom of
Elevation was in reality done away at the instance of the Landgrave, A. n.

1544, to satisfy the Swiss. Ilospinian, ii. 828.
60

Sic enim semper ratiocinati suimis, si Christus est in pane, esse sub

pane adorandum.&quot; C a/cin adv. Jlex/ins, works, viii. 727.
61
Andre/res llc.ij). ad Bf.Ufinninuin, viii. p. 26G. (Anglo-Cath. Lib.) So

Gerhard, De Sacra t mia, cup. xix. 208,
&quot;

Quis ncgat carnem Christi ado-
randam ? Adoramus earn in sacramento, sed externa sacramenti symbola
non adoramus.&quot;
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well as to the example of foreign Protestants, is a

faet of great moment, by which she is allied to the

ancient faith. This fact is not neutralized by the

somewhat ambiguous rubric which was affixed to

the Communion office in 1G62. For if this rubric

be compared with that of King Edward s Second

Book, from which it was borrowed, it will be seen

that the compilers in 16(52 omitted the distinctive

words of Calvin s system. He denied that Our

Lord s Body possesses any other than a natural

mode of presence, and his common mode of arguing

against those who believed the Real Presence, was

to attribute to them all the inconveniences which

would result from the supposition that Christ s

natural Presence was vouchsafed in the consecrated

elements. This opinion of his was shared by the

advisers of King Edward VI., who, without any

sanction from the Church of England, imposed upon
her the Prayer Book of 1552, and the Articles,

which were published in the same year. They
affirmed in one of their articles that,

&quot; forasmuch as

the truth of man s nature requireth that the body of

one and the self-same man cannot be at one time in

divers places, but must needs be in some one certain

place, therefore the Body of Christ cannot be pre

sent at one time in many and divers places : and

because, as Holy Scripture doth teach, Christ was

taken up into heaven, .... a faithful man ought
not to believe .... the real and bodily presence

of Christ s Flesh and Blood in the Sacrament of the
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Lord s
Supper.&quot; And at the same time they de

clared in the Rubric, which they affixed to their

Communion Office,
&quot; that it is not meant that any

adoration is done, or ought to be done, either unto

the sacramental bread and wine there bodily re

ceived, or unto any real and essential presence,

there being, of Christ s natural Flesh and Blood.&quot;

This was to assert that Christ s Body possesses no

other than that natural mode of presence, which

it is allowed that lie exercises only in heaven, and

to affirm that lie ought not to be worshipped in the

Holy Eucharist, because He is really absent.

Now, the characteristic words of the Calvinistic

system were omitted, both from the 28th Article, as

accepted by the Convocation of Canterbury in

1502, and from the Rubric which was inserted after

the Restoration. This Rubric only affirms that

Christ s natural Body and Blood are in heaven and

not here, and that no adoration is intended &quot; either

unto the sacramental bread and wine there bodily

received, or unto any corporal presence of Christ s

natural Flesh and Blood.&quot; The Rubric certainly

does not go on to state, as it might have done, that

though Christ s Body and Blood arc not naturally

present, except in heaven, yet that their supernatu

ral Presence is bestowed in the Holy Eucharist;

and that though no adoration be due to the bread

and wine, or to any such corporal Presence as the

senses can take cognizance of, yet that Christ s

Body and Blood, really present under the forms of
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bread and wine, as the inward part or res sacramenti,
are entitled to, and receive adoration. Yet since

the words which denied these truths have been

omitted, while the practice of kneeling for the recep
tion of the elements continues to be enforced, there is

nothing in this Rubric which excludes the ancient

belief, that Christ is present in the Holy Eucharist,

by reason of the presence of His Body and Blood;
and that the presence of His Body and Blood is

witnessed by the adoration to which they are en

titled.

That such was the opinion of the ancient Church
is testified by its writers of all schools and senti

ments. That it should be found in those who, like

St. Cyril and his followers, fixed their attention

almost exclusively upon the inward reality, can sur

prise no one. Anastatius Sinaita, in whom this

tendency reached its height, speaks of a direct act

of elevation, as practised in his day.
&quot; Post sacri-

ficii illius incruenti consecrationcm, Pancm vitse in

altum elevat, ipsumque omnibus ostendit.&quot;
02 But

St. Cyril directs men &quot; to approach to the Cup of
His Blood; not stretching forth their hands, but

bending and saying in the way of worship and

reverence, Amen.&quot;
03

St. Chrysostom also, who in

many places accords with the language of St. Cyril,

speaks of Christ s Presence in the Holy Eucha
rist as a &quot;

fearful and wondrous
sight.&quot;

&quot; For if we
come with faith, we shall assuredly see Him lying

62 DC Sacra Synaxi. Bib. Pat, Max. ix. 9-15.
3 Fifth Mvst. Cat. 22.
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in the manger. For this table stands in the place

of the manger. And there will lie the Body of the

Lord; not wrapped as then in swaddling clothes,

but on every side clothed with the Holy Ghost.

The initiated understand what I
say.&quot;

64 And he

states in various ways, that Our Lord, as present

in the elements, is entitled to the same reverence

which was paid Him when He was visibly manifest

in the flesh. He speaks of the Energumeni
65 as in

troduced into Church to pay bodily reverence to

( hrist, by
&quot;

bowing the head &quot; when His Pre

sence is bestowed in the Holy Eucharist, because

they may not join in the Church s words of prayer.

And again he describes them as brought in like

prisoners, and placed as criminals would be at the

time the judge was going to take his place,
&quot; when

Christ is about, as it were, to seat Himself on a

lofty tribunal, and to appear in the mysteries them

selves.&quot;
00 He speaks of angels as &quot;

trembling at the

Church s sacrifice,&quot;
and as

&quot;

ministering at that

table.&quot;
07 And he describes them as seen in a

C4 Horn, de B. 1 hilogon. iii. vol. i. p. 498.
65 Horn, de Incomprehens. Dei Nat. iii. 7, vol. i. p. 470.
c&amp;lt;! Horn, de Im-omprehens. Dei Nat. iv. 4. Bingham objects that the

reverence thus paid would be to the elements before they were consecrated.

For the Energumeni were ordered by the Apos. Cons. viii. 7, to go out be

fore Consecration. But there are two passages in St. Chrysostom. When
he speaks (p. 477.) of the Energumeni as taking their place like criminals

when the judge is about to mount the tribunal, because Christ is about to

appear in the mysteries, he expresses the reverence which is due even to

the antiripati-d mystery : but at p. 470. he speaks of their postures of reve

rence at the moment of the sacrifice itself. And the entire exclusion of the

Energumeni was not the universal rule, as is shown by Concil. Araus. i.

Canon 14, Concil. Arelat. ii. Canon 39, Cassian Collat. vii. 30. St. Chry-
sostom s words are founded obviously on this last custom. The Apost.

Constit. also introduce a second prayer for the Energumeni after the Ob
lation, viii. 12.

CT Horn. iii. in Ep. ad Ephes. 4, 5.
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vision standing round the altar, with eyes fixed on
the ground, like soldiers before their king.

08

But it is not only in St. Chrysostom and St.

Cyril, but among the opponents of the Euty-
chians, who in expression were most removed from
that which has been called the Eastern School,
that we find direct statements that Our Lord s

Body, as present in the Holy Eucharist, is a

fit object of worship.
&quot; The mystical symbols,&quot;

says Theodoret, &quot;are thought of as that which they
have become, and are believed to be so, and are

worshipped, as being those things which they are

believed to be.&quot;
G1 Theodoret speaks as though

the elements themselves might partake of that

worship which is due to the &quot;

res sacramenti&quot;

which they contain. But this cannot have been
his intention. He speaks of the sacrament at large
as an object of worship, because Our Lord is con
tained in

it, just as St. Matthew tells us that St.

John saw the Holy Ghost descending, when he saw
the dove which accompanied the Divine approach.
This is explained by St. Augustin, who tells us that
&quot; the symbols of divine things are visible, but it is

the invisible things themselves which are honoured
in them.&quot;

70 And the same thing is obvious from the

Liturgy of St. Chrysostom, where, after the con
secrated elements have been the object of various
acts of reverence, the Priest says, look down, O
Lord, from heaven upon those who have bowed

i 4 - c &amp;gt;

r&amp;gt;iulog,,s Secund.Do Catechis. Rud. .sec. 50.
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their heads unto Thee, for they have not bowed

them to flesh and blood, but to Thee the fear

ful God.&quot;
71 It is the &quot;res sacramenti&quot; alone, that

is, which is a proper object of worship, and even

this not by reason of Christ s Manhood, but by
reason of that Godhead with which it is personally

united. &quot;

I fear to touch charcoal,&quot; says Damas

cene,
&quot; on account of the fire, which is joined to

the wood. In like manner I adore both natures in

Christ, on account of the Godhead which is joined

to the Flesh.&quot;
72

This is more exactly explained if we look to

another school of writers those who opposed Xes-

torius. For as Lcontius expresses it, when writing

against the Nestorians, who denied that God theo

Word and the Man Christ Jesus were personally

united; &quot;if men hold this opinion, whose Body and

Blood do they suppose that they partake in the Com
munion ? Is it His who has conferred a

gift&quot; (i. e.,

God the Word),
&quot; or His who has received one&quot; (. .,

the Man Christ) ?
&quot; If they say that they partake

the Body of God the Word who confers the gift,

how can they make this good, since they do not

confess I lim to be incarnate ? But if they say

they partake Him, who receives the gift, their hope

is vain
;
since they profess themselves to be man-

worshippers. For cursed are they who put their

trust in man, who worship and serve the creature

7l
Goar, p. 81.

72
S. Job. Pamasc. &amp;lt;le Fide Ovthod. iii. 8. p. 21G. Vide also Busticus cont.

Acephalos. Bib. Pat. x. p. 373.
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more than the Creator.&quot;
73 Here it is obvious

that the worship which was due to Christ s Body,
and which especially connected itself with His
Presence in the Holy Eucharist, was due to Him
indeed as Man, but not by reason of His Man
hood.

We have seen that expressions, indicative that

Christ was present as an object of worship in the

Holy Eucharist, were used by writers of the
School of St. Cyril in the East, as well as by the

opponents of Nestorius and of Eutyches. They
occur with no less distinctness in the two leaders

of the Western School, St. Ambrose and St.

Augustin. Both refer to the same passage,
&quot; earth

is My footstool
;&quot;

which they interpret of the

Humanity of Our Lord.
&quot;By

the
footstool,&quot;

says St. Ambrose,
&quot;

is understood earth, but by
earth the Flesh of Christ, which even at this day
we adore in the mysteries, and which the Apostles
adored in Our Lord Jesus Christ : for Christ is

not divided, but one
;
nor when He is adored as

the Son of God, is He denied as born of the

Virgin.&quot;
74 In like manner, St. Augustin : Christ

&quot; walked on earth in His Flesh, and gave His Flesh
itself to us to be eaten for our salvation

; but no
one eats that Flesh who has not first worship
ped.&quot;

75 And he says that the wicked come to
73
Leontius

cpnt. Nestor, et Eutych. iii. Bib. Pat. ix. 704.
74 De Spiritu Sancto, iii. xi. 79.

Nemo autem illam camera manducat, nisi prius adoraverit
&quot;

&quot; Nonsolum non peccemus adorando, sed peccemus non adorando.&quot; In Psalm

X
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Christ s Table and n orsliip,
1 *
though they are not

profited by the gift of His Body. It only remains

to observe further, that the same view of things

is sanctioned also by the language of the antc-

Nicene age. The Apostolical Constitutions, which

apparently express the usages of the period when

the Church was not yet established, order the

Deacons to
&quot; minister to the Body of the Lord

with fear
;&quot;

and the people to &quot; receive the Body
of the Lord, and His precious Blood, in an orderly

manner, with fear and reverence, as if they ap

proached the Body of the
King.&quot;

77 And Origen,

who expresses what he calls
&quot; the common appre

hension of simple people,&quot;

78 as well as his own

spiritualizing conception, reminds his readers how

persons were accustomed to take part in &quot;the

divine mysteries.&quot;
&quot; You know, when you receive

the Lord s Body, that you preserve it with all

caution and reverence, lest the least portion of it

should fall
;
lest any of the consecrated gift should

be lost. For you think yourself guilty, and think

so rightly, if any of it falls through your negli

gence.&quot;

79 And Tertullian 80 witnesses to the same

feeling.

Secondly Thus early did those habits prevail

to which later writers gave more exact expression,

by which the presence of Our Lord s Body in the

Holy Eucharist was clearly recognized. For the

76
Epist. cxl. sec. GG.

77 Lib. ii. 57.
78 In Joann. Tom. xxxii. 1C, vol. iv. p. 444.

79 In Exodum Horn. 13, 3, vol. ii. p. 17G.
80 De Corona, 3.
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reverence which was shown to the inward part, or

res sacrament
i,

in this ordinance, is not referrible

to any express command : it was the instinctive

expression of those feelings, which the Christian

mind naturally entertained upon the revelation of

its Lord s Presence. It witnesses, therefore, to

the nature of that union which was understood to

take place between the outward part and the

inward part in the Holy Eucharist. No less sig

nificant is the fact, that the Body and Blood of

Christ were believed to be orally received even by

unworthy communicants. This likewise will be

found to have been the opinion of all those ancient

schools, which have been described. It was the

opinion of St. Cyprian, who speaks to the lapsed
of the evil which they incurred by receiving the

Lord s Body unworthily. It is
&quot; the Lord s

Body,&quot;

he says,
&quot; which they attack :&quot;

&quot;

they do violence

to the Body and Blood of the Lord.&quot;
81 And his

correspondent, Firmilian, speaks of the greatness

of the crime committed, when men who are rashly
admitted to communion are allowed, in spite of the

Apostle s warning, to &quot; touch the Body and Blood

of the Lord.&quot;* To such persons Origen says,
&quot;

you do not fear to approach to the Eucharist,

and to partake of the Body of Christ, as if you
81 DC Lnpsis, p. 173. And again, &quot;Quod non statim Domini corpus

inquinatis manibus accipiat, aut ore pollute Domini sanguinem bibat,
sacerdotibus sacrilegus irascitur.&quot; Ibidem, p. 175. St. Pacian speaks of
such a person as &quot; Doininici Corporis violator.&quot; Puncn. ad Pcvnit. Bib. Pat.
iv. 316.

82
St. Cypr. Ep. Ixxv. 21.
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were pure and clean.&quot;
83 &quot;

Tyrants,&quot; says St.

Athanasius,
&quot; seek after the royal purple ;

but its

guardians, suspecting danger, do not grant it. Do

you see, O Deacon, that you do not give the pur

ple of the spotless Body to the unworthy.&quot;
84 So

St. Chrysostom :

&quot; how shalt thou present thyself

before the Judgment-seat of Christ, thou who

presumest upon His Body with polluted hands

and
lips.&quot;

85 And again,
&quot; I will rather lose my

life than give Our Lord s Blood to the unworthy.&quot;
80

So does Victor of Antioch speak of it as a punish

ment for the impiety of Judas, that Satan was not

repelled by
&quot; the Body of Christ, which he had

received.&quot;
87 Theodoret tells us that &quot;Christ did

not give His Body and Blood to His eleven

Apostles only, but to him also who had betrayed

Him.&quot;
88 And St. Cyril of Alexandria says that

&quot; Christ comes and appears to all of us, both in

visibly and visibly ; invisibly indeed as God, but

visibly by His Body. For He permits and allows

us to touch His sacred Flesh. For by the

favour of God we approach to the participation

of the mystic Eucharist, receiving Christ in our

hands.&quot;
89

Here, then, are authorities in proofof our position,

from four out of the five schools, the existence of

which has been traced. And not less decisive are

83 In Psalmos. Horn. ii. G, vol. ii. p. 688.

84 Montfaucon s Coll. Nov. vol. ii. p. 35.
8i Horn. iii. 4. ad Ephes.

86 In Matth. Horn. 82, 6. vol. vii. p. 790.
8&amp;lt; Bib. Pat. iv. 407.

88 In Epis. i. ad Coriu. cap. xi.
89 In Joann. xu. vol. iv. p. 11
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the assertions of St. Augustm, some of whose

words have been already cited in the present

chapter. Thus when he observes that some who

receive Christ s Body and Blood do not abide in

Him, he expresses himself as follows :

&quot; Those many

persons who either eat that Flesh or drink that

Blood with a false heart, or when they have eaten

and drunk become apostates do they abide in

Christ or Christ in them?&quot;
90 And again : &quot;The

Body of the Lord and the Blood of the Lord were

not the less received even by those to whom the

Apostle said, he that eateth unworthily, eateth and

drinketh damnation to himself.&quot;
91 And of the rich

he says,
&quot;

they are brought to the table of Christ,

and receive of His Body and Blood, but they only

worship, they are not refreshed, because they do

not imitate.&quot;
92

And now, then, we are in a condition to affirm,

that the language of the ancient Church was not-

only incompatible with the theories of Zuinglius

and Calvin, but that we can trace its accordance in

a different doctrine. It has been seen how the

verbal discrepancies of its various schools illustrates

their substantial consent. It has been shown what

was the opinion in all of them respecting the

reverence due to Our Lord s Body and Blood, as

present under the form of the consecrated elements.

90 Sermo Ixxi. 17. Vide also Sermo cclxvi. 7.
91 J)e Baptismo c. Don. v. 9.

92
Ep. cxl. sec. GG. &quot; Polluimus panem, i.e. Corpus Christ!, quando in-

digiii accedirnus ad altarc.&quot; St. Jerom. on Malfic/ii, i. 7, vol. iii. p. 1811.

Vide also St. Leo, Sermo xli. 5. De Quad, and Iii. 3.
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Again, they all believed the outward form to

be uniformly accompanied by the inward reality.

So that they not only negative the idea that

Christ s Presence in the Holy Eucharist is merely

Symbolical or Virtual, but they may be adduced

as witnesses to the truth of the Real Presence.



311

CHAPTER X.

THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST S HEAL PRESENCE NO INTER

FERENCE WITH THE OFFICE OF THE HOLY GHOST.

IT was shown in the first six chapters, by reference

to the words of Institution, that the Being whose

Presence is especially bestowed in the Holy Eu

charist, is Our Lord Jesus Christ. And this

statement has been confirmed in the three last

chapters, by the testimony both of Scripture and

of Antiquity. But an objection may be made to

this system, which it is the more necessary to meet,

because it may be entertained by earnest and devout

persons. It may be thought that to represent Our

Lord as communicating those blessings which this

sacrament conveys, through the gift of His Hu
manity, is an interference with the office of the

Holy Ghost, as the sanctifier of Christians. This

objection will be considered in the present chapter ;

and it will be shown that the Sacramental system,

and the efficacy attributed to Our Lord s Humanity,
do not trench upon the office of God the Holy
Ghost &quot; as the Lord and Giver of life.&quot;
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The objection referred to assumes a singular
form in Johnson s learned work on the Unbloody
Sacrifice. He admits the existence of a res sacra

ment!, but instead of supposing it to be that Body of

Christ which was born of the Virgin, and which

suffered on the Cross, he imagines that a new Body
is formed for Our Lord out of bread and wine by
the power of the Holy Ghost. So that, as Water-

land expresses it, he does not believe that &quot; the

elements&quot; are &quot;in any just sense Our Lord s
Body,&quot;

but &quot; a kind of importation of the
Spirit.&quot;

1 And
this he thinks a sufficient account of the gift be

stowed in the Holy Eucharist, because this &quot; Sacra

mental Body and Blood are made as powerful and

effectual for the ends of religion, as the Natural

Body Itself could be, if It was
present.&quot;

2

Johnson cannot have perceived how subversive

is this notion of the whole economy of the Gospel.
For it cuts off the relation of the Holy Eucharist

to the Incarnation of Christ
;
and transfers from

the Mediator a part of that work which has been

performed through the taking our flesh. Now
nothing can be more certain than that it is God
the Son alone who became Incarnate, and not God
the Father, or God the Holy Ghost. But without

entering further upon the theory of Johnson, I

1 Doctrine of the Eucharist, cap. vii. Johnson s idea has an obvious rela
tion to that which was shown (Sup. cap. ix. p. 278.) to be characteristic, of the
school of St. Cyril and St. John Damascene

;
and it may have resulted

therefore from his wish to symbolize with the Eastern, rather than with
the Western Church.

2

Unbloody Sacrifice, vol. i. p. 266 and 272. Vol. ii. Pref. 4. 5. Anglo-
Cath. Lib.
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shall proceed to show that Our Lord s Presence in

the Holy Eucharist in no respect derogates from

the office of the Holy Ghost. This shall be shown,

first, by that which is revealed to us in Scripture

respecting the relation of these blessed Persons to

one another
;
and secondly, by the testimony of

the Church.

I. Now, on what does this notion depend ? It

assumes that it has belonged to God the Holy

Ghost, to direct and execute all the purposes of

the Divine mercy since the day of Pentecost, while

before Our Lord s Ascension the like function

belonged to God the Son; and further that the

functions of these two Divine Persons in some way
interfere with one another, so that whatsoever is

done by the one cannot also be done by the other.

Their action is supposed to be successive and not

coincident. It would seem to be believed that to

attribute results to one which are acknowledged to

be effected by the other, is to derogate in some

way from the truth of their personal distinctness.

But if this be so, their personal distinctness must

be determined by their external actions. So that

their relations towards mankind must be the circum

stance, whereby the Three Persons in the Blessed

Trinity are discriminated from one another. From

which it would follow, that if man and the external

world had never been called into existence, the dis

tinction between the Three Blessed Persons had never

been. Now this is exactly the heresy of Sabellius.
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We may not seek the distinction, then, between
the Three Blessed Persons, in anything less

enduring than themselves. Since nothing is co

eval with Godhead, in Godhead itself must lie the

conditions which determine its own nature. The
relations of the Three Persons towards one another

must supply the principle of their discrimination.

That which is characteristic of the Father, is to be

the self-originating source of Godhead. The Word
is the Only-begotten Son of the Father. The

Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father and the

Son. These are the conditions which discriminate

the Blessed Persons from one another, and nothing
which does not derogate from these conditions, has

any tendency to interfere with their distinctness.

For it must be remembered, as St. Augustin says,

that &quot;the Holy Ghost does not alone in the

Trinity claim the attribute of being a Spirit, or

being Holy, since the Father is a Spirit, and the

Son a Spirit; the Father is Holy, and the Son

Holy.&quot;
3 So that it is an admitted rule, that what

soever things the Deity does externally towards

created objects, are done by the Three Persons in

common, and not by one more than another, or by
one without another. The act of Incarnation itself,

though it was God the Son alone who became

man, is yet spoken of as effected by the whole

Trinity.
4

3 De Trinitate, xv. 37.
&quot;

Incarnationem Verhi Trinitas fecit
;

et tamen non pertinet incarnatio
nisi ad Verbum.&quot; De Trin. Tract. 9. Append, to S. Ambrose, vol. ii. p. 326.
Vide S. Angus. Sermo Ixxi. 2G, 27. Petavius de Trinitate, viii. 1, 13

;
and

de Incaniatione, ii. 4, 2.
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From these considerations it follows, that we

have no reason for excluding the action of one

Person in the Blessed Godhead, because another

Person is revealed to us as having taken part in

the same work, unless there be something in the

act, which interferes with those primary relations to

one another, which constitute the law of their

adorable nature. Thus the Father 5 could not be

said to proceed from the Son or the Holy Ghost
;

nor yet the Holy Ghost to be Father to the

Word; inasmuch as even that mission to the world

of Creation, whereby these Blessed Persons exercise

their functions of mercy towards mankind, has a

just reference to those original relations out of

which it springs, and is the temporal effect of

eternal realities. But these eternal relations supply
the only principle, whereby we can limit those

temporal relations in the world of time, through
which they are made known to us.

It is the more necessary to bear this principle in

mind, because it has been made an objection, as

well to the teaching of Holy Scripture, as to the

language of the Church, that names and offices,

which at times are distinctive of one Person in the

Blessed Trinity, are elsewhere applied to Godhead

at large, or to each Person 7
indiscriminately.

5 &quot; Pater nusquam dicitur missus.&quot; S. Aityus. de Trinit. ii. 8. Vide
Petavius de Trinitatc, viii. 1, 14.

6 &quot; De Spiritu Sancto natus est Filius Dei Patris, non Spiritus Sancti.&quot;

S. Angus. ^Enchiridion, cap. 39. Vide eleventh Council of Toledo. Hard.
iii. 1022.

7 This is observed as respects the Son and the Holy Ghost, by S. Cyril
on S. John, vi. 64, vol. iv. p. 377.
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Thus it has been argued by the German Neologists,
that the very same office, which in the three first

Gospels (the Synopticers, as they term them) is

assigned to the Spirit, is attributed in St. John s

Gospel to the Logos. In the former they say
Christ is represented as a man actuated by the

Spirit; while St. John introduces a new idea, and

attributes the same functions to the Word. So

far as there is any justice in the remark, its cause

is not only that truths, which are stated in

more general terms in earlier books of Scripture,

are more explicitly revealed in later, but also

that the action of God the Word by no means

excludes the agency of God the Holy Ghost.

This might be gathered from St. Matthew, as well

as from St. John : the former states Our Lord s

declaration that all power was given unto Him in

Heaven and in earth, and records the threefold

form of Baptism; while the latter relates the

descent of the Holy Ghost upon Our Lord at His

Baptism.

The very same difficulty, again, which has been

supposed to attach to the statements of Holy Scrip

ture, may be raised in regard to the teaching of the

Primitive Church. &quot; No one who is acquainted with

the writings of the earlier Fathers, can deny that the

words Spirit, or Holy Spirit, were not used by
them as a name peculiar to one Person, but were

supposed to be common to the whole Godhead,
and were attributed indifferently to the Father, the
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Son, and the Holy Ghost.&quot;
8 This uncertainty of

expression continued till the language of Theology
received that more exact shape, which was given

to it by the great Divines of the fourth century.

But if the offices of these Divine Persons had been

wholly distinct, there would have been nothing to

lead to such ambiguity. When the growth of

heresy made it necessary to introduce more

rigorous precision, it was observed that the tem

poral Mission of God the Word and of God the

Holy Ghost, arose out of the principles of their

eternal existence
;

that their nature was fixed by
their relations to the eternal Father, and to one

another (the only relations which were co-eval

with themselves) ;
and therefore that the true test

by which their operations were to be discriminated,

must be found in themselves. Hence arose the

statement that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the

Son as well as from the Father a statement which,

though not denied by earlier writers, yet had never

received that full and elaborate treatment which

led to its insertion as an Article of the Creed, till

it came into discussion in St. Augustin s great

work on the Trinity. It fully accords indeed with

the language of all earlier writers both in the East

and West, for all speak of God the Holy Ghost as

sent by the Son, and recognize His actings in the

world of time as growing out of His eternal rela-

8 Benedictine Preface to S. Hilary, where various instances are cited in

support of the statement here made
;
sec. 62.



318 CHRIST S REAL PRESENCE NO INTERFERENCE

tions
;
but in this, as in every other particular, there

was a lack of that dogmatic precision which was

found to be necessary, when &quot;

by reason of use&quot; the

Church had her senses exercised to discern good
and evil. From St. Augustin s time this truth

was never disputed by any Western writers, and

it was admitted by the most distinguished divine 9

* Whatever may be said of the other Greek Divines who preceded the
Great Schism, I think it clear that St. Cyril held the double Procession. His
declaration that &quot; the Spirit is from the Substance of the Father and the

Son,&quot; coupled with the passage immediately following, that the Holy Ghost
&quot;

proceeds from the Father and the
Son,&quot; [in the 34th Book of his Thesaurus,

]&amp;gt;. 34,~&amp;gt;]
; and again, the statement that the Spirit is God,&quot; &quot;because He

is of the Substance of the Son,&quot; [Id. p. 340] are surely decisive. For that
the Holy Ghost proceeds fntni the Siibstunri of the Son, is all which is re

quired by the advocates of the Double Procession. Numerous other

passages from St. Cyril s works are collected by Petavius de Trinitate,
vii. 3. (i-11. The other divines, whose language; was less distinct, inav
have de.Mgncd merely to deny the heretical assertion, that the Holy Ghost
was a cri iifioii of the Son; and this they supposed was to be best done by
representing Him as the natural etllux of Deity, that is, as proceeding from
the Father. This was by no means equivalent to the assertion that He
does not proceed from the Son nfno as being one principle and of one
substance with the Father. Indeed, as the Son was supposed to inherit all

the Father s attributes, except self-existence, lie must have inherited that
of being the Source whence the Holy Ghost proceeded. But the same
argument is not applicable to the Holy Ghost, because as the Son is ante
cedent (in the order of relations), the Holy Ghost inherits only those
attributes of Godhead, besides self-existence, which are compatible with
the relations of the Father to the Son. &quot;The Holy Ghost has this charac
teristic sign of His hypostatic individuality, that He is taken note of after

the Son, and with the Son, and that He has His existence from the
Father.&quot; S. Basil. Ep. 38, sec. 4, vol. iii. p. 117. So that the Holy Ghost
cannot be the source of the Son, as the Son is the source of the Holy
Ghost. The statements of the early Greek writers that the IIolv Ghost

proceeds from the Father tltroiujh the Son, are virtually equivalent to the
more exact expressions introduced by St. Augustin. And it must be ob
served that no primitive writer of approved reputation has written against
the Double Procession, while St. Augustin, whose authority was universally
admitted both in the East and Wr

est, has avowedly written in its favour.

[Theodoret is no exception, because his objections to St. Cyril s Ana
themas were written under the idea that St. Cyril had adopted the Arian

hypothesis, and moreover they were not approved even by the Eastern

Church.] Indeed, St. Augustin s statements are so decisive, that Mr.

Neale, who has evidently written on this subject with a bias in favour of
the Eastern Church, can find nothing to say against them, but that they
may be spurious. But of this there is no proof: the Benedictine Edition
of the l)e Trhiit/ite, is founded on a collation of above sixty manuscripts ;

and the passages objected to by Mr. Neale are found in all of them. Several

early manuscripts of the De Trinitate, exhibiting the common text, are

preserved at Oxford, and an Uncial manuscript (No. 155G), in the
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who succeeded him in the East. It seems to have

been put upon its right basis by the Council of

Toledo, when it was affirmed to be essential to the

full discrimination of those Blessed Persons, the

law of whose existence must be found within

themselves. &quot; The Holy Ghost is neither the

Father nor the Son, because He proceeds from the

Father and the Son.&quot;
10 And thus does it confirm

that principle which had been laid down at an

earlier period, that the names and offices of the

Persons in the Blessed Trinity are dependent upon
their relations towards one another. 11

We may conclude, then, with certainty, that

there is no reason for excluding the operation of

God the \Yord from the Holy Eucharist, because

the consecration of the sacred Elements is at

tributed to God the Holy Ghost, unless there be

something in the relations of these Blessed Persons

towards one another, by which their co-operation

in this action is rendered inadmissible. But so far

Bodleian, would l&amp;gt;e sufficient in itself to decide the question. Its date in

the seventh or eighth century (a hundred years probably before the time
of Photius), proves that it could not have been falsified to meet his state

ments
;
and the slightest inspection shows that the passages in question,

have not been tampered with. Moreover, the statements of St. Augustin
are so intertwined with the whole thread of his reasoning, that it would be

impossible to dissever them. The same may be said of St. Augustin s

imitator, St. Fulgentius, in whom the statement of the Double Procession
recurs constantly. [Vide Bib. Pat. vol. ix. p. 3i&amp;gt;, 40, 183, 190, 193, 289, 295.]
Does not this whole controversy respecting the Double Procession arise

from the unmethodical manner in which the writers of the first three
centuries spoke of the Third Person in the Blessed Trinity ;

and might
not objections of the same sort be made to His Godhead, His Personality,
and to the propriety of making Him the object of prayer?

10 Witassius de Trinitate Qiucs. ix. Art. iii. cap. iii. as explanatory of the
Creed of the eleventh Council of Toledo.

11 &quot; TO . . . rr&amp;gt;s Ttpos aXXnXa ayjiaius Sia^opov, iaf&amp;gt;opov
avruv text rri/ xXrjtriv TTETTO/-

T.XE.&quot; S. Greg. Nazinn. Oratio 37. vol. i. p. 597. (Paris 1G30.) Vide also
S. Gregory Nyssen. Lib. i. contra Eunom. and Epistola ad Ablavium.
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is this from being the case, that their relations

towards one another would lead us to expect the

exact contrary : they render it antecedently pro

bable that God the Son and God the Holy Ghost

would co-operate in any great work of mercy ;
and

more especially in that ordinance which has been

appointed as the means of giving effect to the

Incarnation, by building up the mystical Body of

Christ.

That these Divine Persons co-operate in all works

of mercy, is apparent from the benediction of the

Apostle ;

&quot; the grace of Our Lord Jesus Christ,

the love of God, and the communion of the Holy
Ghost be with you all.&quot; Hereby we learn how

all Three Persons in the Blessed Godhead take

part in the salvation of mankind. But this is more

especially the case in the Holy Eucharist, wherein

that gift, which is bestowed by the mercy of the

Father, is conveyed to us through the un

bounded goodness of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost. For the revealed law, according to which

these adorable Persons are declared to exist, tends

directly to their co-operation in this work. The

characteristic of the Second Person in the Blessed

Trinity is to exist according to that law of Sonship,

whereby He is a representative of the Eternal

Father &quot; the express image of His Person.&quot; And

since the Source of all things is an Eternal Mind,

and since mind images itself in its thoughts, there

fore He, who is ever with God, is called His Word,
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or wisdom. 12
&quot;Whosoever,&quot; says St. Augustin,

&quot; can conceive of a word not only before it is ut

tered, but even before the sounds which express it

receive a being in our thoughts, he may see a sort

of likeness of that Word of which it was said, in

the beginning was the Word. &quot; 13

Again, the

characteristic of the Ifoly Ghost, is to proceed
from the Father and the Son. In Him we have no

law of Sonship, no representation of that from which

He originates, but He is the Eternal Spirit, who
is common to those Divine Persons who arc

bound together by that unutterable oneness, which

unites the Father and the Only-begotten Son.
&quot; The Holy Ghost, according to the sacred Scrip

tures, is not the Spirit of the Father alone,

nor of the Son alone, but of both
;

and there

fore He suggests to us that common Love,
wherewith the Father and the Son mutually love

one another.&quot;
11

Of these two Divine Persons, then, it was God
the Son, &quot;by

whom&quot;
15 the worlds were made. By

that power which flowed into Him from the source

of all by necessary derivation, did He produce those

effects of which, in another sense, the whole Blessed

Trinity may be said to be the cause. And since

by reason of His Sonship He was Himself the image
and effulgence of His Eternal Father, therefore man,
whom He created in His own image, was created
&quot;

in the image of God.&quot; And hence did the
12

St. Jolm, i. 1. Proverbs, viii. 30.
13
J)c Trin. xv. 19.

14
S. Aug. &amp;lt;le Triu. xv. 27. 15

Hebrews, i. 2.



322 CHRIST S REAL PRESENCE NO INTERFERENCE

Primitive Church discern a wonderful example of

the wisdom as well as the love of God, in that

merciful economy whereby He who created man

was pleased to redeem him. &quot;

It secmeth a thing

unconsonant,&quot; says Hooker, &quot;that the world should

honour any other as the Saviour but Him whom it

honoureth as the Creator of the world.&quot;
16 &quot; Now

what is that image of God,&quot; says Origcn,
&quot;

in whose

likeness man was made, except our Saviour ? . . . .

In His likeness man was created, and therefore our

Saviour, who is the image of God, moved with com

passion for man s state, when He saw him stripped of

that likeness, and clothed with the likeness of the

Fiend, took man s form and came to him.&quot;
17 Thus

did the Everlasting Son enter into the world of time,

and lie who was the Father s representative by
Eternal Generation, became His representative also

by temporal birth. For He &quot;

is the image of the in

visible God, the first-born of every creature.&quot;
&quot; For

it was
fitting,&quot; says St. Ambrose,

&quot; that He should

ransom who created us.&quot;
18

&quot;God sent His Son,

that He who was the Creator of the world should

be also its Redeemer.&quot;
19 Thus because Christ made

man, was He pleased to remake him; and that lie

mili-ht remake him did He Himself become Incar-
O

natc; and because He took our nature in the

Virgin s womb, is it He who communicates Flimself

16 Eccl. Polity, v. 51,3.
17 Ilomil. i. in Genesim, vol. ii. p. 57. (Delarue).

18 De Fide.
19

S. Aug. in Pctavius de Incarn. ii. 15 2
;

vide also S. Athan, contra

Apollin. ii. 10.
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in the Holy Eucharist to His earthly brethren.

For this Sacrament is built upon the truth of Our
Lord s Incarnation, and is the medium whereby
that gift, which was bestowed therein upon the body
at large, is distributed to its individual members.

Such is the statement of Holy Scripture, as ex

plained by the concurrent testimony of antiquity.
&quot;I am the living bread which came down from

heaven; if any man eat of this bread he shall live

for ever: and the bread which I will give is My
Flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.&quot;

The ultimate principle of life is Deity alone, by
which the spiritual inhabitants of heaven are per

petually replenished. But God became Flesh that
&quot;

man&quot; might
&quot; eat angels food,&quot; and that the

children of earth might be enabled to participate
with the children of heaven. &quot;I am that bread of

life.&quot; &quot;For
man,&quot; says St. Augustin, &quot;does not

live on one food and angels on another. lie Him
self is the truth, the wisdom, the virtue of God.
But angels partake of it as you cannot do. For

how do angels partake of it ? As that statement

teaches, in the beginning was the Word, and

the Word was with God, and the Word was God,

by which all things were made. But how do you
come in contact with it ? Because the Word was

made Flesh and dwelt among us. For, that man

might eat the bread of angels, the Creator of angels
was made man.&quot;

20

20
S. August, in Ps. cxxxiv. sec. 5.



324 CHRIST S REAL PRESENCE NO INTERFERENCE

To connect the doctrine of the Holy Eucharist

with the fact of the Incarnation, was the universal

practice of the ancient Church. We see it as early

as St. Ignatius and Justin Martyr, in the age which

directly followed the Apostles. St. Ignatius com

plains that the Docctac
&quot;kept

aloof from the Holy

Eucharist, because they would not confess the Eu

charist to be the Flesh of Our Saviour Jesus Christ,

which suffered for our sins.&quot;-
1 Justin Martyr-

founds the belief that the food which we receive in

the Holy Eucharist is &quot;not common bread and

common drink,&quot; but &quot; the Flesh and Blood of the

Incarnate Jesus,&quot; on the fact that He &quot;has taken

Flesh and Blood for our salvation.&quot; To pass to a

later, but a high authority, St. Cyril says, in the

celebrated letter which introduced his anathemas,

and which was sanctioned by the Council of Ephesus :

&quot; We approach the Holy Eucharist and are sanc

tified, by becoming partakers of the sacred Flesh,

and the precious Blood of Christ, our common

Saviour. Now we do this, not as though we re

ceived common flesh, God forbid. Nor yet as

though that which we received belonged to a man

who was sanctified, and who came in contact with

the Word by oneness of excellence, or who received

the Word as a divine indweller. But we receive

it as truly life-giving, and as pertaining properly to

the Word Himself. For as God He was naturally

n Ad Snvyrnrcos. vi. The relation between the Incarnation and the Holy
Eucharist is strikingly drawn out by St. John Damas. De Fide, Ort/tod.

iv. 13, vol. i. p. 2G7-8.
22

Apul. i. sec. GG,
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the principle of life, and since He has become one

with II is own Flesh, He has rendered it also lifc-

civinff.&quot;
23

O O

Whether we regard, then, the revealed law of

His nature, or the scriptural record of His acts,

we see reason for supposing that the immediate

operation of the Incarnate Son cannot be excluded

from the Holy Eucharist. But the very same

process of inquiry shows that this sacrament depends
likewise upon the operation of God the Holy Ghost.

So much may be deduced both from His acts and

from His nature. The characteristic law of His

nature has been stated to be, that lie proceed* and

a
Jfurifiiiii, i. 1^ ,). &quot;This truth is expressed in ;i very striking manner

hv Calvin, Institutes, iv. xvii. 7, s, . . &quot;I
interpret,&quot; he savs, &quot;as St. Cvril

does, the words ot Christ, as the Fat her hath life in Himself, so hath lie

given to the Son to have life in Himself. In this passage Our Lord does

not speak so much ot those gifts which He had from the beginning with the

Father, as of those with which He was endowed in that Flesh in which He
appeared: He showed therefore that the fulness of life dwelt in His Hu
manity also, so that whosoever should communicate in His Flesh and

Blood, would at the same time enjoy the participation of life. This may l)e

illustrated by a familiar example. A fountain may supply water to those
who drink, or those who draw, or those who would irrigate their fields

;

but it is not from itself that it derives such exuberance as may answer
their several wants, but because the spring is furnishing ;i perpetual stream

whereby it is ever replenished. In like manner Christ s Flesh is as it were,

a wealthy and exhaustless fountain, whereby that life which dwells in

Deity as its source, is transfused into us. Who does not see. then, that the

communion of the Flesh and Blood of Christ is necessarv to all who aspire
to the heavenly life I

1 To this refer those dicta of the Apostle, that the

Church is Chri st s Body. the fulness of Him that liileth all in all; that

He is the Head, from whom the whole body by joints and bands maketli

increase, having nourishment ministered
;
that our bodies are the mem

bers of Christ. Mow all these cannot take elfect unless lie is wholly
united to us, both in spirit and body. Yet the Apostle goes on to draw
more closely the bonds by which we are united to Ilis Flesh, and to illus

trate this truth in still more splendid terms, when he says that we are

members of His Body, of His Flesh, and of Ilis J5ones. In line, that he

might declare the thing to be beyond expression, lie breaks forth into an
exclamation : this is a great mvstery ! It would be madness therefore

to deny that the faithful have communion with the Body and Blood of

Christ, when the Apostle declares it to be so intimate a communion, that
he can rather wonder at than explain it.&quot;
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is not begotten. lie proceeds primarily-
1 from the

Father as the source of all
;
but inasmuch as the

Son inherits from the Father all attributes of God
head except to be self-originated, therefore He

proceeds equally from the Son likewise. And

being thus, as Scripture expresses it, both &quot;the

Spirit of the Father,&quot; and &quot; the Spirit of the
Son,&quot;

lie is the &quot;

consubstantial and co-eternal com
munion of them both

; which, if it may be termed

their
friendship,&quot; says St. Augustin,

&quot;

let it be so

denominated
;
but surely it is more fitly called their

love.&quot;- And by reason of this common derivation

from the Father and the Son, which is the revealed

law of His nature, it is characteristic of the Holy
Ghost to be Himself the principle of unity and

fellowship. His name is love, because &quot; lie naturally
unites those from whom He

proceeds.&quot;-
6 As the

Son is the wisdom of the Eternal Father, because

thought is the progeny or reproduction of mind,
27

so is Love the nature of Him, the law of whose

Being is to be the principle of alliance. And since

love, when it shows itself in acts, goes by the name

of goodness, therefore is lie spoken of in Scripture,

24 &quot; Xon dicitur verlmm Dei nisi Filius, nee donum Dei nisi Spiritus
Sanctus, nee de quo genitum cst vcrbuni et de quo prineipaliter procedit
Spiritus Sanctus, nisi Deus Pater. Ideo autein addidi prineipaliter, quia et

de Filio Spiritus Sanctus proccdere reperitur. Sed hoe quoque illi Pater
dedit lion jam existenti, et nondum habenti, sed quicquid unigenito verbo

dedit, gignendo dedit.&quot; .S. Atty. &amp;lt;lc Trin. xv. 2 (
J. [This passage is found

in the MSS. of the De Trinitate of the seventh or eighth century, Bodleian,
IS

T

o. 1
&quot;)&quot;&amp;gt;(&amp;gt;,

as well as in all the MSS. collated by the Benedictines.] Vide
IS. Aug. Serm.Mxxi. !&amp;gt;(!

25 De Trin. vi. 5.
2r&amp;gt; &quot;

Quia naturaliter cos, a quibus procedit, conjungit.&quot; Isidorus Ilispa-
hn.sis. Orirj. lib. 7.

27 Vide St. Basil. Homil. xvi. 3, vol. ii. p. 136.
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as well by reference to His original nature, as to

His gracious operations. In reference to the first,

we read that &quot; the love of God is shed abroad in

our hearts by the Holy Ghost, which is given unto

us :&quot; in regard to the second we know that &quot; ac

cording to His mercy He saved us by the .... re

newing of the Holy Ghost.&quot;

Now it is because the 1 loly Ghost thus proceeds

as the principle of love, that He does not share

that name of Son, which pertains to the Only-be

gotten of the Father. &quot;

AVhy is not the Holy

Spirit called a
Son,&quot;

asks St. Augustin,
&quot; since He

also proceeds from the Father? Because He pro

ceeds, not as one who is born, but as one who is

given.&quot;

1 From which circumstance arises this

difference, that while the Eternal Son is the resem

blance or inmge of the Father, as thought is of

mind, the Holy Ghost, on the other hand, may be

rather assimilated to an effect, which terminates in

action. His nature leads us to think not of a irork

but of an energy?
9

&quot;The Word, so soon as it is

thought of, shows that it is the Son of that from

which it is derived, by presenting its Father s

image. But Love shows that it is not a Son, be

cause, though it is known to proceed from the

Father and the Son, }
Tct it does not present to our

view this clear likeness of that from which it has

its
origin.&quot;

30 And when we follow its course from

28 DC Trin. v. 14.
M Vide Sumimi Theologia-, i. xxvii. 4.

30 S. Anselm, Monologion, cap. 55.
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heaven to earth, we find its merciful operations to

wards mankind to be diverse from those of the

Eternal Son. Man was fashioned by the Son after

His own image; but the Holy Ghost moved as an

informing Spirit through the shapeless chaos. It

was the Son alone who took man s nature by
Incarnation, and thus restored the perfect type of

humanity, by becoming the new Head of mankind.

But in this work did the Holy Ghost co-operate,

seeing that it is His nature, as various Fathers ex

press it, to be a
&quot;sanctifying power.&quot;

31 So that

He gave effect to the will of the Father and the

Son, and was the active instrument through whose

intervention that crowning act of mercy was

effected.
&quot; The Holy Ghost shall come upon

thee, and the power of the Highest shall over

shadow thee
;

therefore also that Holy Thing
which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son
of God.&quot; But in this great work He acted accord

ing to the eternal law of His nature
;
as an agent,

not a Parent; He did not interfere with the

functions of the Father or the Son; He was

neither incarnate like the one, nor did He share

the office of paternity with the other. The Man
Christ Jesus wTas created 32

by the Holy Ghost in

the Virgin s womb. And as it was His office to

31 &quot; Auva^j &amp;lt;x&amp;lt;yi*crl&amp;lt;xV S. Cyril. Thesaurus. No. 34, Dainasc. de Fide
Orth. i. 13.

32 &quot; Homo assnniptus ex Maria operatic Spiritus Sancti fuit, non portio ;

nee ab eo genitus, sed creatus
; conceptus cst potent!;! non substantial

;

operatione non participatione ; virtutc non
genere.&quot; S. Pasdiasii de

Spiritu Sancto, Lib. i. cap. ii. Bib. Pat. viii. 808.
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co-opcratc in the work of the Incarnation, so like

wise in that consequence of it, which is exhibited

in the Holy Eucharist. For Our Lord referred to

Him as the principle by whom His own merciful

presence with mankind would be perpetuated.
When about to bestow the gift of the Holy Ghost,
as that which was to supply the place of His

sensible presence, He says, &quot;I will not leave you
comfortless, I will come to

you.&quot;
And therefore

it would seem that the gift of the Comforter on the

day of Pentecost was a necessary condition of Our
Lord s approach. Till that event the Disciples

continued in prayer and supplication: afterwards,

the &quot;

Breaking of Bread&quot; is put forward as the chief

feature of their worship. This would be unintel

ligible, if the Holy Eucharist were only a com

memoration of Christ
;
for when should He be so

naturally remembered as just after His departure?
But it follows by necessary consequence, if the act

be that mysterious participation in Our Incarnate

Lord, which is effected through the agency of the

Holy Ghost. Thus are these two Divine Persons

spoken of as coinciding in the result, though dif

fering in the manner of their operation. &quot;For as

the virtue of Our Lord s sacred
Flesh,&quot; says St.

Cyril,
&quot; makes those, in whom He is, to be one body ;

so does the one indivisible Spirit who dwells in all,

bring all to one spiritual unity.&quot;
33 Such state

ments do not derogate from the office of the Incar-

33
St. Cyril in Joan. xvii. 22, lib. xi. 11, vol. iv. p. 1000.
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natc Son, or supersede the truth of His Presence,

any more than the Spirit s agency in the miraculous

conception interferes with the truth of the Incarna

tion. As it was the Spirit s power by whom that

work was effected, and yet it was the Eternal Son

who became Incarnate, so is it God the Word who
is present in the Holy Eucharist through the power
of the Holy Ghost.

The truth appears to be, that as the theory which

would represent the gift which is bestowed in the

Holy Eucharist to be communicated in some man
ner irrespective of the consecrated elements, is

unconnected and incompatible with the system of

the Church, so the notion that the actions of the

Three Blessed Persons are successive, and not coin

cident, is at variance with its highest mystery the

Trinity in Unity. For it is formed in reality on

a Heathen, not a Christian model; and is a relic

of that system of Polytheism which fell before the

Economy of Grace. It was the principle of

Heathenism to represent its gods as a series of

successive Despots, who followed one another ac

cording to the resistless law of a sovereign fate.

Not being supposed to be self-existent, nor them

selves the source of all things, that plastic principle

of nature which had been their cradle, might be

expected to be their grave.
&quot; OVK CK Tit p6

e&amp;lt;yo&amp;gt;

TVfMivvovs eKTTCfroj Ta

e TOV vvv KOipavovvT
1

a Kat i&amp;lt;i&amp;lt;na.
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Over this system the ancient Church gained its

first victories. But the evil soon reappeared under

the form of Gnosticism, within the sacred walls :

the theories, against which the Fathers of the first

three centuries were continually disputing, were

only adaptations of the old Heathen principle, that

the Heavenly Hierarchy was a reflexion of earthly

incidents, and that a Cosmogony, founded on a

series of material influences, would explain the

various actions of its successive powers. When
these mists had somewhat cleared away, the same

tendency reappeared under the more subtile but

not less dangerous form of Sabellianism. For it

supposed that the characteristics of the Supreme

Being were derived only from His actings towards

mankind, and thus denied the primary law of the

Christian system, that the principle of all things

lies in God; that the relations of His infinite nature

are independent of all created existence, and have

their deep and awful origin in Himself. And this

follows at once from the thought that the Ultimate

Cause is a person, not a law God, and not Fate so

that whatever belongs to the personal completeness
of His nature, must arise out of the original con

stitution of His Being, and like it, be self-dependent

and archetypal.

When it is revealed to us, then, that the Wisdom
and Love of the Supreme Being are identical with

His Existence,
34 or in other words, that God is

i4
&quot;In

us,&quot; says St. Thomas, &quot;existence and intelligence are not identical.
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Father, Son, and Holy Ghost the Father eter

nally self-existent Ilis Word the eternal linage of

Himself the Holy Ghost the Spirit which pro

ceeds eternally from both this is not a circum

stance which arises from their relations to mankind ;

it is dependent upon those eternal laws of their

mysterious nature, which admit of no alteration,

We must not dream of it merely as a transaction

which took place so early as to be antecedent to

memory : it was not only before all time but inde

pendent of it. It was not that Deity once existed

alone, and that the Son and the Holy Ghost

afterwards came into being the Three Persons in

the Blessed Trinity are
&quot; co-eternal together and

co-equal.&quot;
To exist in Three Persons is the eter

nal law of Deity; a law as characteristic of its

nature as to be wise and good. So that the

Father is ever Father, the Son ever Son, the Holy

Ghost ever proceeding from both. The present

So that those- ideas which exist in us through our intelligence, sire no part

of our nature. lint (Jod s intelligence is identical with His existence.

And therefore His Word is no accident arising from Him, or eifeet pro

duced by Him, but belongs to His nature, and lias a subsistence of its

own: for whatever belongs to the nature of God exists in itself.&quot; Sum-

ma Tlieol. i. xxxiv. &quot;2. This accords with a statement of St. Angustin :

Deo &quot;non est alia substantia ut sit, et alia potestas ut possit, sed comub-

atiiHtijle ifli eat (/uin/niti r/s est.&quot; In Joan. Tract, xx. 4. If it should he

objected that tin s might be a ground for personifying other Divine attri

butes as well as Wisdom and Love, it may be answered that we have no

authority for doing so in Scripture, neither has it been so understood by

tlie Church. St. Thomas adds the profound thought ;

&quot; in the Deity there

is no procession, except in respect to those actions which do not tend te

am-thing external, but rest in the actor Himself. And this sort of action

in &quot;an intellectual being is of two kinds, the action of the understanding,

and the action of the will.&quot; Suiinufi, i. xxvii. 3. And again,
&quot; Proeessiones

in divinis accipi non possunt nisi secundum actiones, qiuv in ageiite manent.

Iliijusniodi autcra actiones in natnra. intellectual! et divina non Mint 7iisi

du;e, scilicet intelligerc et velle.&quot; /&amp;lt;!. i. xxvii. 5. Vide also Estius in

Libros Senttntiarum, In Li&amp;gt;&amp;gt;. i. Dis. x. 2.
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moment has the same relation to this wonderful

mystery, as any moment which can be fixed upon
in the .abyss of eternity. So that it were an im

pious thought, says St. Cyril, to suppose
&quot; that the

Father has ever ceased from
generation,&quot;

35 for

this would be to ascribe change to a nature which

is unchangeable, to suppose that it generates at

one time and docs not generate at another. And
in like manner the Procession of the Holy Ghost is

not a passing event, which took place at some

particular moment, but expresses that abiding re

lation which He bears to the Father and the Son.

This relation has its effect in those acts whereby
the Holy Ghost co-operates with the Son in the

work of man s redemption.
&quot; lie shall glorify Me,

for lie shall receive of Mine, and shall show it

unto
you.&quot;

So that the Mission of the Holy

Ghost, whereby lie co-operates in the economy of

grace, is not any peculiar and detached exercise of

His divine functions : it is a part of that general

ministration in the world of time, whereby lie gives

effect to the will of the whole Blessed Trinity.

He co-operates in the actions of the Son, because

He perpetually proceeds from Him. For &quot; the

Holy Ghost is manifestly shown not to be of

different nature from the Son, but is in Him and

of Him, and, as it were, His natural efficacy, which

is able to perform all lie desires.&quot;
3 And again,

&quot;the Holy Ghost is a sort of natural and living
35
Thesaurus, sec. 5, vol. v. part i. p. 35, . !7.
36

S. Cyril in Pctsivius dc Trin. vii. 5, 12.
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efficacy, and, as it were, a quality of the Godhead

of the Son.&quot;
37 So that the acts and presence of

the one imply, and do not exclude, those of the

other. And thus does the whole Blessed Trinity

combine in the merciful work of man s salvation.

Its ultimate principle is the love of the Everlast

ing Father. It is carried into effect through theO O

merciful condescension of the Eternal Son, who

has exalted manhood by taking it into God. In

this process is the Holy Ghost the quickening

Agent. So He was when the Son took the natureO

of man; so lie is when men participate in that

new nature, which the Son has bestowed upon

manhood. &quot;In the sacrament of our Incarnation,&quot;

says St. Fulgcntius,
&quot; the Son is said to have been

sent not only by the Father, but also by the Holy

Ghost, because the Man Christ Jesus, the Mediator

between God and men, was formed by the opera

tion of the whole Trinity. But in another sense

the Holy Ghost is sent from the Father and the

Son, because by nature He proceeds from the

Father and the Son. For the Holy Ghost is sent

from the Father and the Son, when the spiritual

efficacy of grace is given by the One God in

Trinity.&quot;
38 Thus does this wondrous work of

love imply the action of the wrhole Godhead, and

of every Person, without contrariety or interfe-

37
Id. Thesaurus, sec. 34, vol. v. part i. p. 355, and vide 34G. &quot; His

Spirit is inseparable from the Son by reason of the unity of nature,

although He exists as a separate Person.&quot; Id. on S. John, vi. 64, vol. iv.

p. 378.
3S
Fragment of eighth Book against Fabianus.
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rence. 39 And as the functions of the Incarnate Son

were not excluded, when the Holy Ghost was the

medium of His material birth, so neither when the

same Spirit is the authorofHis Sacramental presence.
II. It remains to show, in the second place, that

the general principles which have been laid down,
are confirmed by the testimony of the ancient

Church. Now, whether we look to the public

services, or to individual writers, it will be found

that they all agree in attributing this consentient

action to the Second and Third Persons in the

glorious Trinity. For the two following principles
were universally accepted : first, that whatever was
the mode of presence in the Holy Eucharist, the

Body present was that glorified Body of Christ,

which had been born of the Virgin and had suf

fered on the cross
;
and that it was present as a con

sequence of the Incarnation, and by virtue of His
own gracious will : secondly, that the Holy Ghost
was an agent in the effecting of this presence.
The first is witnessed by the importance attached

in all ancient Liturgies to the exact repetition of

the words of Institution. Thus was Our Lord
Himself supposed to be the real actor in the cele

bration of this Sacrament, and the
officiating

Priest only to speak in His name. And repeated
allusions may be found to the belief, that the Body
bestowed was the real Body of Christ. Indeed,

39
&quot;Non tantum Patris ct Filii, scd Spiritus Sanrti, sicut .vqualitas et

inseparabilitas personal-urn, ita etiam opera inseparabilia sunt.&quot; S. Aug.
in Jo/ian. Tract, xx. 3.
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whether Our Lord be conceived to be present

really, or onlv in figure, we have no authority for

supposing that His Body can mean any tiling ex

cept His Body natural, which was crucified, and

His Body mystical the Church. St. Ignatius s asser

tion that the Doceta? would not confess that the

Holy Eucharist was the &quot;Flesh of Our Saviour

Christ which suffered for our
sins,&quot;

J0

plainly looks

to the former. So docs St. Ambrose s statement:

&quot;this Body which we form was born of the Vir

gin :&quot;

!1 and St. Chrysostom s on the Kphesians,
&quot; we

taste of that Body that sittcth above, that is

adored by angels, that is next to the Power that

is incorruptible.&quot;
1 - And again :

&quot; lie who sits on

high with the Father is held at that moment in the

hands of all men.&quot;
1;!

In no way, however, is this truth more strongly

brought out, than when the reality of the

Eucharistic blessing is grounded upon the truth of

Our Lord s participation in our nature, so that

the gift in this Sacrament is connected with thatG

of the Incarnation.
&quot; If the Word was truly

made Flesh,&quot; says St. Hilary,
&quot; and we truly re

ceive the &quot;Word, who is made Flesh, in the food of

Our Lord s Body (cibo dommico), how can men

say that He does not naturally remain in us, who

by being born as a man, has now assumed the

40 Vide Supra, p. 324.
41

&quot;Et hoc quod conficimus corpus ex Virgine cst.&quot; De Mysteriis,

ix. 53.
4-IIom. iii. on I.

E]&amp;gt;hcs.
1T.-20. Oxford Tran. vol. vi. p. 130.

43 De Saccrdotio, iii. i. Vide also on I. Cor. Horn. xxiv. 4.
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nature of a man, as inseparable from Himself.

That which we affirm about the natural verity of
Christ in us, unless we had learnt it from Him,
would be a foolish and impious assertion. For He
Himself says, My Flesh is meat indeed, and My
Blood is drink indeed. lie who eateth My Flesh
and drinketh My Blood, dwelleth in Me and I in

him. There is no room left to doubt the truth

of His Body and Blood.&quot;
11 And so St. Cyril:

&quot; Because the Word which proceeds from the Father
is naturally life, He hath made His own Flesh life-

giving. In this way has the Eucharist become life-

giving. Therefore Christ said, Verily, verily, I say
unto you, I am the bread of life, which came down
from heaven, and give life to the world. And again :

the bread which I will give is My Flesh, which I

will give for the life of the world. And again:
he that eateth My Flesh and drinketh lily Blood,

dwelleth in Me and I in him. Observe, then, that

He everywhere speaks of that Body of His, which
was born of a woman, on account of His perfect
oneness.&quot;

45

These passages, like the Liturgic usages of the

Church, show a full belief that the blessing of the

Holy Eucharist is to be attributed to Our Lord s

own power and presence. But not less distinct

are the statements that the Holy Ghost is an agent
in this mysterious transaction. St. Cyril couples

41
S. llilarii de Trinitatc, viii. 13, 14.

b. Cyril, Apolotf. adv. Oricntales, vol. vi. p. 19L&amp;gt;. Vide also S. Ati&quot;
on Psalm xxxiii. Eiiar. i. 6.
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the action of the Word and of the I loly Ghost

together, in a passage a little subsequent to that

last cited.
&quot; Because we cannot eat the nature of

Deity, we ought not therefore to suppose that the

sacred Body of Christ is common food. We ought

to know that it is the very Body of the Word

which quickeneth all things. And since it is the

Body of that which is Life, it is itself life-giving.

And therefore does it give life to our mortal bodies,

and destroys the power of death. And in like

manner does the Holy Spirit of Christ also quicken

us. For it is the Spirit that quickeneth, according

to Our Saviour s own words.&quot;
1 &quot;

But nowhere is the action of the Blessed Spirit

in the Holy Eucharist so plainly declared, as in the

Liturgies of the Church. All ancient Liturgies,

with the single exception of the Ivoman, invoke

His merciful intervention, and represent Him as an

agent in the consecration of the elements.
&quot; Send

upon us, and upon these proposed gifts, Thy most

Holy Ghost, the Lord and life-giving; .... that

coming upon them with His holy, and good, and

glorious presence, He may hallow and may make

this bread the holy Body of Thy Christ, and this

Cup the precious Blood of Thy Christ, that they

may be to those who partake of them for remission

of sins, and for eternal life; for sanctification of

soul and body, for bringing forth good works.&quot;
47

This is a sample of the expressions which are to

4n
Id. p. 104.

4T
St. James s Liturgy, Nealc s Introd. p. 571.
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be found in every ancient Liturgy, except that of

Rome. Their absence in this single instance is re

markable
;
but the earliest forms, under which the

Roman Missal appears, present exactly the same

phenomenon. It cannot be doubted, however,
that the early Roman Church had the same belief

which everywhere existed respecting the agency of

God the Holy Ghost in this transaction; and in

one of the collects of St. Leo s Office,
&quot; The virtue

of the Holy Ghost&quot;
48

is especially referred to, as

the sanctifying principle of the Holy Eucharist.

And in the ancient canon, used in the time of Ge-

lasius, there occurs a prayer entreating God to

look favourably upon the offering, and to accept
19

it, which is equivalent in effect to the direct invo

cations of the Holy Ghost in the other Liturgies.
For it is through the agency of the Holy Ghost,
that the Eternal Father especially bestows His

blessings. It is possible that the circumstance

which led to the omission of all explicit mention of

the Holy Ghost, may have been the same which

accounts for the conciseness of the ancient Roman
Creed. The absence of prevalent heresies, says
Ruffinus in the fourth century, had enabled it to

dispense with various statements which were found

necessary in other Churches. 50 The disposition to

&quot; Saneti Spiritus opernntc virtute, sacrifichim jam nostrum Corpus ct

Sanguis cst ipsius sacerdotis.&quot; Muratori Lit. Hum. Vet. vol. i. p. 4(ii).

Supra qurc propitio ac sereno vultu respicere ditmeris, et acccpta
referre,&quot; &c.Muratari, Id. p. 097.

50 After mentioning that additions had been made to the Creed in other
Churches, lie says,

&quot; In ecclesia tamen Urbis Roma; hoc non deprehcnditur
lactum. Quod ego propterca esse arhitror, qnod ncquc ha?rcsis ulla illic
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deny the Deity of the Holy Ghost, which prevailed

so largely in the East, may in like manner have

suggested those direct invocations which occur in

the Eastern Liturgies, or in such as are derived

from them. The prevalent heresy on this subject

was to assert that as the Father had created the

Son, so did the Son in His turn create the Holy

Ghost. 51 He was looked upon, therefore, as the

Agent of the Son by arbitrary commission, not as

proceeding from Him by natural right. This

heresy was immediately confronted by the state

ment, that the Holy Ghost proceeded from, and was

consubstantial with, the Eternal Father. It did

not follow from this assertion that the Holy Ghost

did not proceed from the Son also; but only that

His procession from the Son must likewise be by

necessary derivation, and not by arbitrary appoint

ment. And yet their anxiety to maintain, that the

Third Person in the Blessed Trinity was truly con-

substantial with the Eternal Father, may have

rendered the Eastern Churches at once less full in

their expression of the Double Procession, and more

explicit in asserting the intervention of the Holy

Ghost in the Holy Eucharist.

This difference between the Roman and Eastern

Liturgies was little noticed till the Council of

snmpsit exordium, &c In cneteris autem locis, quantum intelli^i

datur, propter nonmillos hsereticos addita quidem videntur per qua; novelise

doctrinre scnsus crederetur exchuli.&quot;

51 This was varied by the statement mentioned by St. Athanasius :
&quot; Si

Spiritus Sanctus non sit creatura avus est Pater et nepos ejus est Spiri-

tus.&quot; Epis. iv. ad Serapion, sec. i. vol. i. part ii. p. C!)7.
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Florence. Nor was it the Greeks who complained
of any deficiency in the Roman Ritual; but the

Latins, who objected that to introduce a subsequent
invocation for the sanctification of the elements,

implied that the repetition of the words of Institu

tion was not an adequate consecration. Such was

the objection made by Turrecremata at Florence,

but to which Pope Eugenius and the Council re

fused to pay attention. The Greeks stood upon
the ground that such had been always their usage,

without denying the validity of the Latin custom.

But various theories have been since advanced by
the Latin writers, who, admitting the undoubted

antiquity of the Greek usage, have thought it

essential to show that the Invocation was not a

substantive part of the consecration, inasmuch as

consecration must have been previously effected

by the words of Institution. Some have main

tained that the Invocation should precede the words

of Institution, and that it has only a prospective

force : but in point of fact it is found to occur

subsequently in ancient Liturgies. Others have

affirmed the Invocation not to refer to the elements,

but to the receiver,
52 and to be equivalent to a

prayer that he may receive profitably. But this

is inconsistent with the expressions employed,
which refer directly to the consecration, and in

several cases to the change of the elements them

selves. &quot; Send down Thy Holy Ghost upon us,

52 This is argued by De Lugo fie Eticharistia. Disp. xi. sec. 1.
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and on these proposed gifts ;
. . . make this bread

the precious Body of Thy Christ, . . . and that

which is in this cup the precious Blood of

Thy Christ, . . . changing them by Thy Holy
Ghost,&quot;

53

The difficulty before us, then, arises out of the

fact that our conceptions on this subject are derived

in great measure from the practices of the early

Church
;
and that in this case the usages of the

two great branches of the Church were different.

It may somewhat abate, perhaps, if it does not

altogether remove, our perplexity, to consider that

we have to do with the operations of the Eternal

Persons of the Ever-blessed Trinity, whose actions,

therefore, are in themselves independent of time
;

though in time only can we think and speak of

them. So that this is a case to which we can

apply the rule of Aquinas,
&quot;

plus Deus valet

operari, quam homo intelligere potest.&quot;
The

succession, which attaches to our view of their

actions, has no place in reference to those actions

themselves. And so completely does each co

operate in that which either performs, that we

cannot exclude the Holy Ghost from that action

which is performed by the Son through the medium

of His Priests, nor yet the Son from that which is

effected by the Holy Ghost who proceeds from

Him. So that it would be rash perhaps to define

53
St. Chrysostom s Liturgy : Gear s Euchologion, p. 77. Neale s Intro

duction, p. 578.
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at what moment the act of consecration is effected,

while yet it is reverent, to treat it as effected, when

the first essential portion of it is performed. Again,

it may be said that since Our Lord s Presence in

this Holy ordinance is not of a natural or carnal

character, the continual agency of the Spirit is no

doubt required to perpetuate that operation, on

which Christ s Presence is dependent. As we daily

ask God, therefore, to send down His &quot;

mercy and

truth,&quot; without meaning that similar prayers may
not have been already heard, so we may invoke the

power of the Spirit for the maintenance of that

presence, which is already bestowed. So that the

Invocation of the Holy Ghost may be designed to

imply, that the continuance of Our Lord s Presence

is a supernatural action momentarily renewed.

That which is clear, however, is, that the use of

these two separate conditions in the consecration

of the Holy Eucharist, is founded upon a reference

to the intervention of the Second, as well as of the

Third Person in the Blessed Trinity, in this mys
terious work

;
and that the work is attributed to

their joint operation. Each is supposed to act

according to His peculiar function in the great

Economy of man s redemption: the Holy Ghost

as having been the agent in the work of the Incar

nation
;

the Son as having Himself become

Incarnate. The same authorities, therefore, who
refer the consecration to the Holy Ghost, consider

it to be effected by Our Lord s words of Institution.
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St. Chrysostom,
54 whose Liturgy so plainly ex

presses the one, speaks as distinctly in his Homi
lies respecting the other. St. Augustin

55 at

tributes it with equal distinctness to the one and

to the other. And for this diversity the ancient

writers found a parallel in that great work on which

it was dependent. For the Incarnation itself is

attributed in Holy Scripture to the one of these

Divine Persons as directly as to the other. 56 God
the Son &quot; made Himself of no reputation, and took

upon Him the form of a servant.&quot; Thus did
&quot; wisdom build itself a house&quot; out of the materials

of man s nature. And yet the angel declared,
&quot; the Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the

power of the Highest shall overshadow thee.&quot;

&quot;

When,&quot; says St. Fulgentius,
&quot; can the holy

Church more fitly entreat the advent of the Holy
Ghost, than when she invokes it to consecrate the

sacrifice of Christ s Body, seeing she knows that it

was from the Holy Ghost that her Head Himself

received His Incarnate nature.&quot;
57 For thus is it

revealed to us as part of the mystery of the Ever-
54

St. Chrys. In Matth. Horn. Ixxxii. sec. 5, vol. vii. p. 789. Id. in II. Epist.
ad Tim. cap. i. Horn. ii. sec. 4, vol. xi. p. G71. Vide also Horn. i. de Pro-
ditione Judas. G. vol. ii. p. 384, and Ib. ii. 6. p. 394. Nil us, a disciple of
St. Chrysostom, refers the consecration in a remarkable passage to the Invo
cation and the Descent of the Holy Ghost. Ep. xliv.

35 &quot; Panis ille, quern videtis in altari, sanctificatus per verbum Dei,
corpus est Christ!

;
calix ille, immo quod habet calix, sanctificatum per

verbum Dei, sanguis est Christ i.&quot; Sermo ccxxvii. So in Sermo iii. and
vi. of Serrnones S. Any. inediti, ed. Denis. 1792: &quot;Hoc quod videtis in
mensa domini, panis est et vinum, sed iste panis et hoc vinum accedente
verbo fit corpus et sanguis Verbi.&quot; But in his work De Trinitate, St. Angus-
tin refers the consecration of the elements to the Holy Ghost. &quot; Non sanctifi-
catur ut sit tarn magnum sacramentum, nisi operante invisibiliter spiritu
Dei.&quot; De Trinitate, iii. 10. Vide also S. Anselm. Oratio. 29.

56 Vide St. Cyril in Joan. lib. iv. 3. vol. iv. p. 366.
57 Ad Monimum, lib. ii. cap. 10. Bib. Pat. vol. ix. p. 29.
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blessed Trinity, that by reason of the coinherence

of the Divine Three, no function can be discharged

by one Person in the glorious Godhead, in which

each does not take part according to His appointed

order and law. And hence results no confusion nor

interference in their merciful offices
;

neither can

succession have place in essences which perpetually

co-operate ;
nor can the conditions of time restrict

the operations of the Eternal.
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CHAPTER XI.

THE HOLY EUCHARIST REGARDED AS A SACRIFICE.

IT has been stated, first, that the characteristic cir

cumstance in the Holy Eucharist is the consecration

of the elements
; secondly, that the gift bestowed

in the Holy Eucharist is Christ Himself
; thirdly,

in what manner Christ is present. Again, that

He is not only supernaturally and sacramentally,
but really present, has been proved by the authority
of Holy Scripture, and by the testimony of the

early Church. It remains to notice a particular

of great importance, which grows out of the truth

of Christ s real Presence, ? . e., that the Holy
Eucharist is a sacrifi.ee as well as a sacrament.

This fact is a corroboration of the reality of Christ s

Presence, as showing one purpose which His Pre

sence is ordained to answer in the economy of

grace ;
while it will be found to have its own origin

in the principle which it illustrates.

It was laid down as the characteristic of sacra

ments, that they consist of an external sign, and of
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an inward reality. In the Holy Eucharist this in

ward reality is the Body and Blood of Christ. Let

the Presence of this inward part be admitted, and

it is obvious that there is something in the sacra

ment which we can present to God. Whereas, if

the Zuinglian hypothesis be adopted, there is

nothing to offer in the Holy Eucharist; since it

consists of nothing but an empty sign, which can

not seriously be looked upon as a becoming offering.

And the same may be said of the Calvinistic system

also, since it detaches the inward reality from the

outward sign, and supposes that the last only is

really present in the Holy Eucharist. So that

neither of these systems afford a substratum for the

doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice : it can only

ally itself with a system which supposes that the

Holy Eucharist consists of a res sacramenti as well

as a sacramentum; it needs the doctrine of the Real

Presence as the basis on which it is to be built
;

while, again, nothing more strongly illustrates the

reality of this Presence, than the importance which

has uniformly been ascribed to the Eucharistic

Sacrifice by the Church.

But why has so much importance been attached

to the Eucharistic Sacrifice, and what right have we

to speak of it under this name? These two points

shall be considered in their order.

The importance of the Eucharistic Sacrifice

depends upon the fact that our acceptance
is owing exclusively to the merits of Christ, and
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that His Mediation extends to all the relations be

tween the Almighty and II is redeemed creatures.

Being the &quot; One Mediator between God and
men,&quot;

He not only merits pardon, but applies it. The

acceptance which He has purchased, has some
times been spoken of as though it were a store, out

of which men might help themselves by their

voluntary efforts: but this is to pervert His work,
and to undervalue His office : He must Himself

become &quot;our
peace;&quot; the purpose of the Almighty

is
&quot; to gather together in one all things in Christ.&quot;

And for this purpose He must act on man s behalf

towards God, as well as on God s part towards His

creatures
;

it is through Him alone that &quot; we have

access with confidence&quot; to God; He is our
&quot;great

High Priest,&quot; and we have &quot; boldness to enter into

the
holiest,&quot; through that &quot; new and living way

which He hath consecrated for us through the veil,

that is, His Flesh.&quot; Now it is in the ordinances of

His Church that this right of access has been be

stowed upon mankind; &quot;lie is the Saviour of the

Body ;&quot;
all private addresses are rendered acceptable

through those public relations which bind men to

the Body of Christ : thus do they become &quot; fellow-

citizens with the saints, and of the household of

God.&quot; So that the acceptance which Christ has pur
chased by His death, is rendered available through
all those acts of public service, whereby He puts
men into relation with God

;
and of these acts the

Holy Eucharist is the chief because it is the
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crown of public worship; the bond, whereby men

are attached to Christ
;

the focus, in which all

Church ordinances culminate.

But allowing that the Eucharistic service is im

portant, because admitted to be the chief act of

Christian worship, yet why is it called the Christian

sacrifice? If the term is only applied in a general

and metaphorical manner, every act of worship may
be styled a sacrifice? If it be used with more

reality and exactness, how does its employment
consist with those statements of Scripture, which

exclude all true sacrifices, except the offering of

Christ? Xow what is meant in Scripture by an
/

offering or sacrifice? In a strict sense it is some

thing brought before God, and presented to Him
with a view of obtaining His favour. This is

the etymological sense of the word offering ; and

sacrifice, which is often used as its equivalent, in

volves, in common, the further idea of the slaughter

of that which is offered. Now, in this full sense,

there is no other sacrifice or offering which can be

brought before God, except that Body
1 of Jesus

Christ Our Lord, with which lie paid the price of

our salvation. This true victim complied with

every condition by which a sacrifice is characterized,

that it might be presented before God as the per

petual ground of man s acceptance.
&quot; Christ is not

entered into the holy places made with hands,
1 &quot; Manns sacerdotnm nostrorum vacua; cssent, si non illas vencranda

ilia, et sancta ohlutio vivifici corporis et sanguiiiis impleret.&quot; Ciific.L Paris.

De Sac. Euch. cap. v. p. 427.
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which arc the figures of the true, but into heaven

itself, now to appear in the presence of God for

us.&quot; For it was not only in the moment of His

death that Our Lord s Body was the sacrifice for

man : the shedding of His Blood was the conse

cration of the victim
;

but the victim itself was

set apart as the undying propitiation for sinners.

So is it described by St. John, who beheld a

&quot; Lamb as it had been
slain,&quot;

in the heavenly
courts : so is it explained in the Epistle to the

Hebrews, where we read that Christ has &quot; offered

one perpetual sacrifice for sins.&quot;
-

If the Holy Eucharist, therefore, is to be called

in any peculiar manner the Christian Sacrifice, it

can only be by reference to that one perfect pro

pitiation upon the cross, by virtue of which we

have in heaven an abiding sacrifice. And hence it

is, that the Holy Eucharist is discriminated from all

other acts of common worship. For it is by this

service onl}
7 that the real intercession which is

transacted in the Church s higher courts, is iden

tified with the worship of its earthly members. If

it were the sacramentum only, or external sign,

which was presented before God in this service, it

could have no greater value than pertains to the

corruptible productions of this lower world : but

since it is also the res sacramenti, or thing signified,

it is that very sacrifice which Our Lord has ren

dered perfect by the taking it into Godhead, and
2
Hebrews, x. 12. Suu/ax its TO Smexis.



REGARDED AS A SACRIFICE. 351

available by offering it upon the cross. And

again, if this oblation were presented merely by an

earthly priest, we might doubt whether his own sins

did not impede his actions, but it is the peculiarity

of this service, that those who minister it here below

arc only representatives of Him by whom it is

truly offered : He speaks through their voice
; they

act by His power : so that the Church s offering

finds a fitting minister in that Great High Priest,

who sacrifices in heaven. The Holy Eucharist,

therefore, is fitly called the Christian Sacrifice, not

only because it is the chief rite of common worship,

but because it is the peculiar act, wherein the

effectual intercession which is exercised in heaven

by the Church s Head, reaches down to this lower

sphere of our earthly service. It is no repetition

of the sacrifice of the cross, nor any substitution of

another victim,
&quot; for although once for all offered,

that sacrifice, be it remembered, is ever living and

continuous made to be continuous by the resur

rection of Our Lord.&quot;
3 When those who have

been admitted to the fruition of the Divine Pre

sence fall down before Him that sitteth upon
the throne, it is still

&quot; the Lamb that was
slain,&quot;

to

whose virtue they ascribe their acceptance ;
and

&quot; to Him His Church on earth in the Eucharistic

service, in like manner, continually cries, O Lord

God, Lamb of God, Son of the Father that tdkcst

away the sins of the world. Not that tookest away,
3A Pastoral letter, by Henry, Bishop of Exeter, 1851, p. 54-.
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but still takest; Agnus Dei, qui tollis peccata

mundi. &quot; 4 &quot; Let us weigh well,&quot; says St. Gregory,
&quot; how valuable to us is this sacrifice, whereby the

passion of the only-begotten Son is perpetually

imitated for our acquittal. For what faithful man

can doubt that, at the very moment when it is

offered, at the priest s voice the heavens are opened

that the angelic choirs are attendant on that

mystery of Jesus Christ that things above and

things below, things in heaven and things on earth,O O O

are united, and that the visible is identified with

the invisible.&quot;

Such is the principle upon which the Holy Eu

charist is called a sacrifice. It rests upon the

necessity of Our Lord s Intercession : upon the

truth that the Church s services cannot be effectual,

unless they are presented by its Head: that His

intervention is essential, not only because He com

municates grace to His members, but because His

members cannot be accepted save through the

sacrifice of Himself. Now that acceptance, which

lie purchased through the sacrifice of the cross, He

applies through the sacrifice of the Altar. u There

fore this is no new sacrifice,&quot; says Bishop Cosin,
&quot; but the same which was once offered, and which

is every day offered to God by Christ in heaven,

and continueth here still on earth, by a mystical

representation of it in the Eucharist. And the

4 A Pastoral letter, by Henry, Bishop of Exeter, 1851, p. 5-1.

5
Gregorii Magni Dialog. Lib. iv. c. 58.
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Church intends not to have any new propitiation,

or new remission of sins obtained; but to make that

effectual, and in act applied unto us, which was

once obtained by the sacrifice of Christ upon the

cross. Neither is the sacrifice of the cross, as it

was once offered up there, inndo cruentn, so much
remembered in the Eucharist, though it be com

memorated, as regard is had to the perpetual and

daily offering of it by Christ now in heaven in His

everlasting Priesthood
;

and thereupon was, and

should be still, the juge sacrificenm observed here

on earth, as it is in heaven, the reason which the

ancient Fathers had for their daily sacrifice.&quot; St.

Chrijs. m 10 Heb. . . St. Aug. de Civ. Dd. x. 20.

For this view of Our Lord s office towards His

Church, we have the authority of Holy Scripture.
For we read that Our Lord is

&quot; a minister of the

sanctuary,&quot; because He is
&quot; consecrated for ever

more&quot; to &quot; an unchangeable priesthood.&quot; Now a

priesthood implies a sacrifice. Unless there be a

sacrifice to offer up, how can there be a minister to

offer it? What, then, is the nature of Our Lord s

Priesthood? lie is a Priest for ever after the order

of Melchisedek. Now we learn from Holy Scrip
ture what was the nature of Melchisedek s sacrifice. 7

He
&quot;brought forth bread and wine, and he was

the priest of the Most High God.&quot; And we know
6
Nicholls s Add. Notes to tlie Common Prayer, p. 46. He refers to

iishop Overall, but the original is in the handwriting of Bishop Cosin, and
appears to be a. quotation in part from Cassander s Consultatio.

&quot;

Ihi primum apparuit sacrificium, quod mine a Christiauis offcrtur
Ueo toto orbe terrarum.&quot; S. Aug. de Civ. Dei. xvi. 22.

A a
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when Our Lord was consecrated to the like office :

in that momentous night when the last Passover

marked the close of the ancient Dispensation.

Then did the true Melchisedek bring forth bread

and wine : but we may not suppose that these were

the realities which He offered: they were but the

xacnnneftfitni or external sign the real offering was

the thing signified. He had Himself predicted the

nature of the sacrifice :

&quot; the bread that I will

give is My Flesh, which I will give for the life of

the world.&quot; And therefore when the moment was

come, at which the course of Aaron was to give

place to the course of Melchisedek; &quot;He took

bread and gave thanks, and brake it and gave

unto them, saying, This is My Body which is

$riren for you : this do in remembrance of Me.

Likewise also the cup after supper, saying, This

cup is the New Testament in My Blood, which is

sited for
you.&quot;

It was thus that Our Lord initiated that Priest

hood of Melchisedek, which His Apostles were or

dained to perpetuate. For &quot;as often as ye eat

this Bread and drink this Cup, ye do show the

Lord s death till He come.&quot; The offering of Him

self in the chamber had been a step in that sacrifi

cial work, which was consummated upon the Cross

by the hands of others : the offering in the Holy

Eucharist is performed by the hands of His minis

ters, but its mystical efficacy is perpetually con

summated by Himself. Thus is that sacrifice ef-
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fcctcd which was predicted as the service of the

Gentile Church :

&quot;

in every place incense shall be

offered unto My Xanie, and a pure offering.&quot;
In

cense, as we read in the Book of Revelation, is the

type of Prayer, and the parity of expression com

pels us to suppose that the pure offering must have

its antitype also. Now what can this be, but that

res sacmmenti or reality, of which the bread in the

Holy Eucharist is the channel and type? The
&quot;

Breaking of
Bread,&quot; therefore, was joined with

prayer in the daily ritual of the first disciples, and

this probably was the Liturgy which was cele

brated at Antioch, when St. Paul was called to the

office of an Apostle. Xow, wherein would this

service have been superior to the Jewish meat

offerings, unless it had been the reality, of which

the ancient sacrifices were a typical representation?
Yet such is the view always taken by the Apostles

respecting the relation between the Jewish law

and the Christian ritual : they represent the law as

the shadow, which had its reality in that
&quot;per

petual sacrifice for
sins,&quot;

&quot; the offering of the Body
of Jesus Christ once for all.&quot; And in this com

parison the Eucharistic sacrifice is represented as

bearing its part. St. Paul contrasts the Christian

Eucharist as well with the sacrifices of the Jewish

Law, as with the sacrificial rites of the heathen. He
not only says,

&quot;

ye cannot be partakers of the

Lord s table, and of the table of
devils;&quot; but

8 Heb. x. 10, 12.
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&quot; behold Israel after the flesh : are not they which

cat of the sacrifices partakers of the altar ?&quot; So

that he parallels the daily offerings of the Law

with the Church s perpetual celebration of the

Holy Eucharist.

Yet the arrangements of the Jewish Law have

sometimes been adduced as furnishing an argument

against the Kucharistic Sacrifice. In the Law

there were two main offerings ;
the offering of fine

flour, and that of animals. The former of these,

it is said, was a simple expression of thanks : the

work of expiation was confined to the latter. Now,

since the Holy Eucharist has been formed out of the

meat-offering, or offering of flour, it can be nothing

but a testimony of thanks
;
the sin-offering can find

its antitype only in that oblation of Himself upon

the cross, whereby ( hir Lord paid the price of our

redemption. Such is the objection: it shall be

shown in reply, first, that it is incorrect to say that

the offering of flour was limited to the expression

of thanks; secondly, that there is direct Scriptural

authority for asserting the Holy Eucharist to

correspond to the Jewish sin-offering.

First The offering of flour was so far from

being limited to the expression of thanks, that in

all probability it was the most common form in

which the sin-offering was presented. For the

poor always outnumber the rich
;
now it was

ordered that when a man s means did not enable

him to provide an animal,
&quot; then he that sinned
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shall bring for bis offering
1 the tenth part of

an ephah of fine flour for a sin
-offering.&quot;

9 It is

incorrect, then, to say that the sacrifice of Mel-

chiscdek must, from its very constitution, have

shown the Jews that it was not a sin-offering.

Secondly But is there any Scriptural testimony

that it irus a sin-offering? Such a statement we

should expect, if anywhere, in that portion of Holy

Scripture, in which the Christian Jews, upon their

exclusion from the Temple, were taught that all its

rites had their accomplishment in Christ. Such

was the purpose of the Epistle to the Hebrews a

purpose which distinguishes it from the Epistles to

Heathen converts at Koine or in (ialatia. To

these last St. Paul wished to prove that it was

needless to conform to the Jewish Law, because

the sole means of acceptance with God lay through
the Faith of Christ. He had no occasion, there

fore, to enter into the details of the Jewish Eaw,
because his object was to show that the death of

Christ rendered the whole of it superfluous.

And yet St. Paul himself, as well as his Christian

countrymen, continued to observe their ancient

customs
;
and we read that they were &quot;

all zealous

of the law.&quot; Neither was its abandonment their

own act, but was forced upon them by their un

converted countrymen. To console them for this

deprivation was the purpose of the Epistle to the

Hebrews. Its whole tenor shows that it was ad-

9
Leviticus, v. 11.



358 TIJK HOLY EUCHARIST

dressed to those who were just excluded from the

home, which had hitherto been provided for them

by their national ritual
;
and were thus compelled

either to abandon Christ, or to
&quot;go

forth unto

Him without the camp, bearing His
reproach.&quot;

And now, therefore, we find a special enumeration

of the particulars of Jewish service, and a proof
that all of them had their accomplishment in the

Christian Covenant. And we find them summed

up by reference to that new communion, which was

to compensate for exclusion from the continual

sacrifices of the ancient Temple.
&quot; We have an

altar, whereof they have no right to eat which

serve the Tabernacle.&quot; Though this passage was

supposed in early times, as its terms would natu

rally imply, to refer to the Holy Eucharist, yet it

has since received other interpretations. The altar

has been supposed to mean exclusively Our Lord s

Cross, or His Intercession in heaven, and not to

include that earthly service, whereby men partici

pate in the offering which was consummated by
Our Lord s death, and which is perpetuated by
His continual intercession. But this explanation
is inconsistent with the passage itself, as well as

with the ancient interpreters. Those &quot; who serve

the Tabernacle &quot;

may be thought to mean all

Jews
; though the words express more properly all

Jewish priests. Xow it would have been incon

sistent with the principles of this Epistle to say

abstractedly of all such persons, that they could
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not profit by the death of Christ. Till that very

period Christians had continued to participate in

Jewish rites, and even to aet as priests; neither

was there as yet any law of the Church,
10 which

precluded them from reassuming such functions,

supposing opportunity should be afforded them.

How, then, could it be affirmed in general that

those who were Jews could have no hope in Christ,

without the addition of some reason for the

sentence, or without some limitation of it to those

who abandoned the Gospel?

Instead, however, of the introduction of any such

limitation, we find a reason assigned, which is not

based upon the necessity, so recently imposed, of

choosing between the Old and the New Covenant,

but upon certain peculiarities in the ancient

Jewish worship.
&quot; We have an altar, whereof they

have no li^ht to eat, which serve the Tabernacle.O

For the bodies of those beasts, \vhose blood is

brought into the Sanctuary by the high-priest

for sin, are burned without the
camp.&quot;

If this

passage had meant nothing more than the obvious

truth, that men could not claim to profit by
Christ s actions, unless they were members of His

Church, why should the ground of exclusion be

sought among the specialties of the elder Cove

nant? The argument plainly is that the sacrifice,

by which the Christian altar was foreshadowed,
10 At a later period the Church adjudged such conformity to the Jewish

Law not only to be superfluous, but criminal: &quot;

paulatim fervente sana

prcedicatione gratiae Christ i&quot; S. Any. Ep. Ixxxii. ],&quot;&amp;gt;.
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was one which might not be eaten, according to

Jetnsh usage, by those who served the Taber
nacle. So that the case referred to cannot be
determined without reference to Jewish observances.
And it will be found to depend upon a distinction

which has often been overlooked, between the two
kinds of

sin-offering.

The Jewish sacrifices resolve themselves into

two main divisions: 11 on the one hand, the Burnt-

Offerings, which were the expression of piety at

large, and were borrowed from Patriarchal usage;
on the other, those specific rites, which were first

enjoined through Moses. These last were of two

kinds, Peace-Offerings and
Sin-Offerings. Under

the first of them may be classed
thank-offerings,

vows, and
free-will-offerings. The other Sin-

Offerings have commonly been dealt with as if

they were homogeneous ;
but they may be divided

into two classes, of which the first was that in

11 The Legal Sacrifices, considered according to their material consisted
ot animals, meat, wine, and incense : considered according to their form
they may be arranged in the following manner :

Sacrifices.

Peculiar to Law. Not peculiar to Law.
I

|

Burnt-Offerings.
Peace-Offerings. Sin-Offerings.

Thanks

giving.
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which the priest acted as a proper intercessor, -and

in which the blood of the victim was smeared or

sprinkled upon the altar of burnt-offerings. The

Sin-Offerings of this first sort were almost identical

with the Trespass-Offerings perhaps the Sin-Of

fering may have referred rather to the religious,

the Trespass-Offering
13 to the civil aspect of of

fences. The other class of sin-offerings
11 was that

in which the priest could not act as a proper

intercessor,
15 because he participated himself in the

guilt for which it was offered. This might cither

be because the offering was for the whole nation,
10

or because it was specifically for himself. 17 In this

case the blood was brought into the sanctuary, and

smeared 18
upon the horns of the altar of incense, or

sprinkled
10 towards the mercy-seat, either within

or without the veil
;
while the bodies of the victims

- Lev. iv. 22-3.&quot;)
;

v. 9.

&quot;One condition of the Trespass-Ottering, noticed
l&amp;gt;y Josephus (.Tew ink

Antit/nities, lib. iii.
!&amp;gt;),

is its reference to eases, in which persons were

self-accused. (Vide Lev. v. 5.) But this principle is not confined to it ex

clusively (vide La-, iv. 28). nor does it seem to have any characteristic

application in every instance. (Lev. xix. 21.) It would appear, therefore,

that the characteristic circumstance in the Trespass-Offerings was that

amends were to be made, either to God or man (vide Numbers v. 7, 8),

while in the Sin-Offering nothing was contemplated but the restoration of

the Offerer to the privileges of worship.
14 These two classes of sin-offerings were distinguished by the Rabbins

as the outer and inner Sin-offerings, in allusion to the two altars on which

the blood was sprinkled. Tholuck on Ifefirews, xiii. 11.
15 Leviticus, iv. 3-12

;
ix. 7.

1C
Leviticus, xvi.

]&quot;&amp;gt;,

1C. Hebrews, vii. 27.
1T

Leviticus, xvi. 0.

18
Leviticus, iv. 7, 18

;
xvi. 18. But Leviticus, ix. 9, seems to be a case

in which the blood was not taken into the sanctuary. The reason may be

that Aaron had not yet entered upon his office: he was now to make
atonement for himself before he began to make atonement for the people ;

ix. 7. So that it was preliminary to his entrance into the sanctuary ;
ix.

23. This case, therefore, resembles the sacrifice of Consecration offered by
Moses, in which no mention is made that the blood was brought within the

sanctuary. Exodus, xxix. 12. Leviticus, viii. 15.
13 Leviticus, xvi. 14

;
iv. (5, 17

;
xvi. 10.
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were not, as in the other ease, to be eaten by the

priest, but to be burnt without the camp. The

ground of this distinction is to be found in the fact,

that it was the eating of the victim which testified

to the mediatorial character of the priest who

offered it : the law of the inferior sin-offering was,

&quot;the priest that offereth it for sin shall cat
it;&quot;-

&quot; God hath given it you to bear the iniquity of

the congregation, to make atonement for them be

fore the Lord.&quot;-
1

AVhen, therefore, a victim was

offered, of which the priest might not cat, and still

more, when the body of this victim was to be burnt

without the Jewish camp, it was implied that the

plenary blessing was to be looked for through a

higher intercessor, and beyond the limits of the

Jewish system. Those moral offences, whereby
the conscience was really burthcned, could find no

full forgiveness through the sanctions of the Jewish

ritual, for
&quot;

it is not possible that the blood of bulls

and of goats should take away sins.&quot;

The meaning of these typical observances was

not apparent, probably, till their accomplishment
in Christ. Then it was seen that &quot; Jesus also, that

He might sanctify the people with His own Blood,

suffered without the
gate.&quot;

He was cast forth

beyond the walls of Jerusalem, like those sacrifices

which polluted all who touched them;
2 2

just as the

death He died was an accursed one, for
&quot; cursed is

every one that hangeth upon a tree.&quot; But these

20
Leviticus, vi. 2G.

21
Id. x. 1 7.

* Id. xvi. 28.
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circumstances changed their nature by coming into

contact with Him who was the principle of holi

ness
;
the Cross wT

as made the badge of glory ;
and

His death outside the city gates showed that the

true source of purity was to be sought beyond the

limits of the earthly Jerusalem.

Such were the circumstances which are alluded

to in the last Chapter of the Epistle to the Hebrews.

Iveference is made to that higher class of Sin-Offer

ings, of which Aaron and his sons might not eat, and

which had their fulfilment only in the sacrifice of

Our Lord. The Jewish believers are reminded of

that singular privilege which attended the sacrificial

feast of the new Covenant, whereby all Christians

are allowed to partake of a victim, which according
to the ancient usage was forbidden even to the

officiating priests. The Holy Communion, that is,

lays those things open, even to the private Christian,

which under the law were forbidden even to the

anointed priest who served the Tabernacle. So that

not only is the passage shown to refer to the Holy

Eucharist, but we have the authority of an inspired

expositor of the Mosaic Law, when we affirm that

this service answers to the Jewish Sin-Offering, and

even to that highest class of Sin-Offerings which

derived its validity from the sacrifice of Christ. So

that this service must partake of that efficacy

which appertains to the perfect sacrifice of Jesus

Christ, once for all
;
and the sacrifice of Melchisedek

must be an application of the sacrifice on the Cross.
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The doctrine, then, of the Eucharistic Sacrifice,

has its foundation in the truth of the I\cal Pre

sence. It is grounded upon the same circumstance

which has been shown to be characteristic of the

Real Presence itself, namely, that Christ is really

present because of the presence of His Bodj/. For
u
although Christ does not appear to offer now,&quot;

says St. Ambrose,
&quot;

yet Christ Himself is offered

on earth, when His Boi(i/ is offered.&quot;
23 So that

the Eucharistic sacrifice rests upon the fact that all

access to God is through the intercession of Christ
;

it implies that His intercession depends upon the

merit of that slain Humanity which He presents be

fore God; and that the same Humanity which is

present naturally in Heaven, is the medium of His

supernatural Presence in His Church s ordinances;

so that there is one sacrifice but many altars.
&quot; Nei

ther do we call this sacrifice of the Eucharist an

efficient sacrifice, as if that upon the Cross wanted

efficacy ;
but because the force and virtue of that

Sacrifice would not be profitable unto us, unless it

were applied and brought into effect by this Eu-

charistical Sacrifice, and other the holy Sacraments

and means appointed by God for that end : but we

call it propitiatory both this and that, because they

have both force and virtue in them to appease God s

wrath against this sinful world.&quot;
21

And hence it may be seen why Luther rejected

the doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice, though
&quot; In Psalm xxxviii. 25

;
vol. i. p. 853 4

Bishop Cosin. Tin Supra.
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admitting the Real Presence, from which it seems

to be a necessary deduction. The reason is the

same which induced him to depreciate the im

portance of the Holy Eucharist, at the very moment

when he admitted its reality [vide p. 121)]. Lu
ther s doctrine of Justification did not allow him

to give its full weight to the work of Christ in the

economy of man s salvation. The efficacy of Our

Lord s death he fully admitted, and that it supplied

the only meritorious cause for man s acceptance.

But this merit he supposed to be applied, not by
the act of Christ, but by the act of the individual.

lie maintained, not only that faith is needed on

our part for the acceptance of God s gifts (which
is undeniable), but that it supersedes the necessity

of those Gospel ordinances, whereby the Church s

members partake the merits of their Head and

Advocate. To be saved by faith, on this system,

wTas a substitution of the powers of the individual,

in place of the perpetual work of the Great Inter

cessor. It professed to rest exclusively upon the

merits of Our Lord, but to have sufficient resources

in itself to wield and apply them. If it be said

that the faith, on which so much dependence was

placed, was the result of grace, and the gift of

God
; yet still it was a gift of which the in

dividual had become possessed ;
a gift,

&quot; which if

heaven gave it, might be termed his own.&quot; So

that any how it dispensed with the office of the

Church s Head, and supposed acceptance to be
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obtained through a private effort of the mind, and

not through participation in His public actions.

And thus did it exclude the necessity of that Eu-

charistic sacrifice, whereby the Church has part in

the Intercession of its Head.

The whole system of the Church, on the other

hand, has been designed to bring out the efficacy

of Our Lord s Intercession, and to show that He
still continues to be the sole agent

&quot; which taketh

away the sin of the world.&quot; Thus does the particu

lar doctrine of the Eucharistic sacrifice grow out

of the general truth of the Mediation of Christ.

It is nothing more than the admission of this truth,

taken in connexion with the fact of the Heal

Presence. This must have been peculiarly felt by
those to whom the system of sacrifices was familiar,

and who were accustomed therefore to gain access

to God through the public act of some ordained

intercessor. And to this circumstance it is,

probably, that we must attribute the compara

tively little notice which the Eucharistic service

receives in Holy Scripture. Not a word is said

which militates against its efficacy ;
and we see

it foreshadowed in the law, predicted by Mala-

chi, instituted by Our Lord, and referred to in

the Epistles to the Corinthians and the Hebrews.

But it is not dwelt upon like those new truths,

which were for the first time impressed upon the

Christian Church. That Our Lord s sacrifice was

complete in itself, that it did not need to be re-
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pcated, that it superseded all the offerings of the

ancient covenant these were points which it was

essential to demonstrate to those to whom they
were novelties, j ust as our thirty-first Article thinks

it necessary to insist upon the truth, that besides
&quot; the offering of Christ once made,&quot;

&quot; there is none

other satisfaction for sin.&quot; But that the Priesthood

of Melchisedek was exercised like other priest

hoods, through the offering which it presented,

and consequently, that its operation embraced all

those means by which Our Lord s perpetual

Presence was bestowed upon Ilis people, was too

obvious to require enforcement.

Hut what proof have we that the statements of

Scripture are to be thus interpreted ? For the very
obviousness which made it needless to insist upon
this truth, lays it open to contradiction. What

proof could we have, except the manner in which

the statements of Scripture were understood by
those to whom they were delivered ? Did the

ancient Church look upon the Kucharistic service

as a Sacrifice, and speak of it as the means where

by men participated in the one atonement ?

This question will be best answered by adopting
the course which was taken previously, and con

sidering what are the alternatives of which the

case admits. One of these is to deny that the

Holy Eucharist is a Sacrifice at all. Another is to

admit that it is a Sacrifice, but to affirm that the thine:s

presented is not the offering of Christ, but the de-
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votion of the communicants. A third is to suppose

that the Mtcraiuentum only, that is, the bread and

wine, and not the res sacramenti, is the thing-

offered. Each of these notions has been enter

tained, but the second, which affirms the Holy
Eucharist to be a sacrifice, but states that the thin:&

offered is only the devotion of the worshippers, is

merely a nominal answer, and resolves itself in

reality into the first. For why should this ordi

nance be called the Eucharistic Sacrifice, except

because its sacramental character bears some part

in the offering ? Otherwise it has no more title to

the name of sacrifice than every act of prayer or

praise. Whether the sdcramentum were offered, or

the res sacramrnti, we might fitly call it a sacra

mental offering ;
but the name is inapplicable

if nothing is intended but that which is com

mon to all religious offices. Why else do we not

speak of a Baptismal sacrifice, since the devotion

of the worshippers may equally be looked

for in that sacrament also ? Such a mode of

speaking of the Eucharistic Sacrifice is to defend

it, as an acute opponent has recently observed re

specting Waterland, by explaining it away.

There remain, therefore, in reality, but three

systems, which it is possible to entertain. Either

the Holy Eucharist is not a sacrifice at all, or if it

be, the thing offered is either merely the sacramen-

tum, or it includes the res sacramenti also. Those

who entertain the notions of Zuinglius and Calvin
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cannot adopt the last opinion, because they either

deny that there exists any res sacntmenti at all, or

deny, at all events, its presence in the ordinance.

Their common and most consistent course, has been
to deny that the Holy Eucharist is a Sacrifice at

all
; but there have not been wanting parties who

have professed to attach great importance to the

Eucharistic Sacrifice, and yet have maintained that

bread and wine is all which is offered. Now what
is the judgment of the ancient Church respecting
these three opinions ? Is the Holy Eucharist a

sacrifice, and is the thing offered the sacrumentum

only, or the res sacmmenti also ?

In reference to the first opinion, it may be as

serted, without fear of contradiction, that no
doctrine of the Christian religion is affirmed with

more unanimity
25
by all ancient writers, than the

truth of the Eucharistic Sacrifice. St. Clement, the

very earliest of all ecclesiastical authorities, writing inO
the lifetime of Apostles, mentions the &quot;

performing-

offerings and
liturgies&quot;

2 &quot; as the service which Our
Lord had appointed, and speaks of it as the pe
culiar function of the ministry

&quot; to offer the

gifts.&quot;

27
St. Ignatius, but little later, uses the

word Altar 28 as the habitual name of the Lord s

Table. Justin Martyr, almost the next Christian
&quot;

4^ &quot; (l vetcres Patrcs, &quot;t quod res est libcrc fnteamur, dc Sacrifieio
Corporis Christi in Eucharistia incruento frcquens est inentio, qua? did vix
potest quantppere quorundam alioqui doctorum homhium ino-enia exer-
cuerit, torserit, vcxnverit.&quot; Jtishop Morton in iMede. Ep. Ixxi.

&quot; rds
Trpoatpopxs xxi

totrovfrfiats
JwmXsjffQa/.&quot; Ad Corint/iios, i. 40.

27 &quot;

-TrpoffEvfyxovTaf TO.
Swpa.&quot; //;. 44.

28 Ad. Eph. v. Ad Majrn. vii. Ad Philad. iv.

Bb



370 TIII-; HOLY EUCHARIST

writer, besides describing the sacrifice of the Eu

charist in his first apology, twice quotes the pre

diction of Malachi respecting the Christian service,

and says that the sacrifice, which was designed to

be offered by the Christian Church, was &quot; the

bread of the Eucharist, and the cup of the Eucha

rist.&quot;-
1 St. Ircntcus interprets the same prediction,

bv saying that it refers to &quot; the oblation of the

Church, which Our Lord taught to be offered

in the whole world.&quot;
;! &quot; And this he explains to be

the bread and the cup which is taken from the

creation, and which constitute that &quot; new oblation

of the New Testament which the Church, receiving

from the Apostles, offers throughout the whole

world to God.&quot;
;u This passage leads us on to the

statement of St. Augustin :

&quot; The Church, from

the age of the Apostles, through the sure suc

cessions of Bishops, goes on even to our own
time^

and offers (unmolnt) to God the sacrifice of praise

in the Body of Christ. . . . This Church is the

spiritual Israel, from which that carnal Israel is

discriminated which used to serve in the shadows

of sacrifices, by which was typified that singular

sacrifice which the spiritual Israel now offers. . . .

This last sacrifices to God the sacrifice of praise,

not according to the course of Aaron, but ac

cording to the course of Mclchisedek. . . . Those

who read know what Melchisedek brought forth

when he blessed Abraham, and if they are now
29 Contra Tryplionom, xli. and cxvii.

3
&quot;Lil&amp;gt;. iv. IS, 1.

3l Lib- iv.
!&quot;,&quot;&amp;gt;
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partakers in Him, they see such a sacrifice to be

offered at present to God throughout the whole
world.&quot;

32

It can hardly be disputed that there is no ancient

writer, whose subject leads him to speak of the

1 foly Eucharist, who does not declare it to be a

sacrifice, who does not call the place an altar at

which it is offered, and the person by whom it is

presented a priest.
&quot; The

clergy,&quot; says St. Cyprian,
&quot;

ought to be employed in nothing else but the

service of the Altar and in sacrifices.&quot;
33 And

&quot; the work of the
sacrifice,&quot; says St. Hilary,

&quot; can

not take place without a
Presbyter.&quot;

34 But while

it is needless to multiply quotations in proof of that

which is indisputable, it would be wrong to omit all

mention of the ancient Liturgies. For the primi
tive estimate respecting the Holy Eucharist is

witnessed by their existence, as well as by their

construction. It has been already stated, that we
have demonstrative proof what expressions were
used in the Liturgies of the Churches of Jerusalem

and Alexandria, prior to the year 451, while by
probable evidence we can show that the general
framework of these and other early Liturgies must
have come down from the age of the Apostles.
Kbw it is unnecessary to insist on the authenticity of

particular phrases, though even these cannot be

supposed to have been interpolated, when they are

found in the same identical form in the Liturgieso
32 Contra Advers. Leg. i. 39.

3:1

Ep. Ixvi. 100. &quot;

Oer&amp;lt; Hist Frfl&amp;gt; iL 1(
,
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of different countries. Pmt there is one thing

which characterizes these Liturgies as a whole, and

which so completely interpenetrates their whole

construction, as to he inseparable from their exis

tence, namely, that they consist of three distinct

actions Consecration, Sacrifice, and Communion.

And the second of these is so prominently put

forward, as to be a more marked feature in the

Liturgies even than Communion : while Conse

cration is in all cases introduced as conducive to

the other two actions.

Now there cannot be a more convincing proof

of the opinion of the Ancient Church, than that

this should be the character of its common worship.

The Christians met for other purposes for the

singing of Psalms, and the receiving instruction

but the Eucharistic Sacrifice, with its attendant Com

munion, was the thing which was especially dignified

by the name of Service \tlie
sacred Liturgy] ;

this

part alone of their worship was thought deserving of

being fixed by the composition ofa public Ritual
;

it

was the daily worship of the united congregation ;

the feature which has left its trace in the records of

the times. So that even if doubt could be thrown

on individual expressions, we could not doubt that

the Holy Eucharist was supposed to be a sacrifice

by the early Christians
;
that they agreed with the

sentiment expressed by Bishop Cosin,
&quot; we offer

and present the death of Christ to God, that for

His death s sake we may find mercy, in which re-
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spect we deny not this commemorative Sacrifice

to be
propitiatory.&quot;

35

There can be no question, then, that- the Holy
Eucharist was understood to be a sacrifice by the

Ancient Church;/- and those who look to that

Church to inform them what written documents

contain the revealed will of God, may be expected
to admit that it was a competent witness respecting

so material a feature of the new Revelation. But

then comes the second question : allowing the Holy
Eucharist to be a sacrifice, what is the thing

offered is it the sacrainentuin only, or the res

sacrauie/ifi also
;

is it mere bread and wine, or the

Body of Christ ? Now it may readily be admitted

that the sacramentum is offered : the bread and

wine, as a sort of first-fruits of creation, are brought
as an offering to God, with a view of being em

ployed in this solemn service, and arc thus devoted

with various preliminary rites, as being the means

which are required by the priest according to the

order of Melchisedek, for the celebration of His

ritual. And on this account the sacrifice of the

Holy Eucharist may be fitly spoken of as a memo
rial of Christ. For as the external part of this ordi

nance is described by the Fathers as a type or figure

of the inward reality, by which it is accompanied

[cap. viii. p. 233] ;
so the oblation of the sacra

mentuin serves as a memorial of Him who is really

offered as the res sacramenti, or thing signified.

35 Nkholls s Additional Notes, \&amp;gt;.

4G.
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So much is allowed by all who believe that any
sacrifice is offered in the Holy Eucharist. The

point in dispute is, whether this is all which is

offered
;
whether there be no further view in the

service, no deeper meaning ;
whether this service

is a memorial only, or a reality also. It cannot be

expected that those who take the Zuinglian or

Calvinistic view of this ordinance should see any

thing more in it, because they suppose that they

arc dealing only with a Micrnincntinn, or external

form, and deny the existence of the res sacramenti,

or thing signified./ l&amp;gt;ut it would be surprising to

find this notion shared by persons who believe in

the Real Presence of Christ. If the effect of conse

cration be to join together the sttcramentum and res

sacramenti, why should persons exclude the one

and offer up the other ? AVhy should they exclude

the reality or thing signified, and offer up the mere

form and shell of the victim ? Is not this to be

deluded by a system of shadows ? There is a con

sistency in denying that this service is a sacrifice

at all : it is to reject the concurrent sentence of all

antiquity ;
to divest the worship of the Christian

Church of its reality, and to detract from the

present efficacy of the Intercession of Christ : yet

though a false system, it is harmonious with itself.

But to allow the Holy Eucharist to be a sacrifice,

yet suppose that nothing is offered but its external

shell and covering that the Church honours GodO

by presenting to Him the empty husk of its victim
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is little consonant with the truth and actuality of

the Christian dispensation. It is to substitute the

shadows of the Law for the realities of the Gospel.

Here aeain, however, we need that test which is
O

supplied by the judgment of the ancient Church.

Did it suppose that it was offering to God the

sacramentum only, or the res sacramenti also? It

has been maintained that the former was the idea

in the second century, because the general expres

sions, used at that period, do not specify that the

oblation of the external form involved the offering

of the inward reality. Waterland, who attempts to

sustain this theory, is obliged to admit that St.

Cyprian, who has occasion to explain the nature

of the Holy Eucharist more fully, affirms the two

fold character of that which is offered.
&quot;

&quot;Who

is more the Priest of the Most High God,&quot; says

St. Cyprian, &quot;than Our Lord Jesus Christ, who

offered a sacrifice to God the Father, and offered

that self-same thing which Melchiscdek had offered,

that is bread and wine, namely, His own Body and

Blood.&quot; And he adds
;

&quot;

if Jesus Christ, Our Lord

and God, is Himself the High-Priest of God the

Father, and after offering Himself up to the Father,

ordered this to be done in commemoration of Him,

that priest surely is a true vicegerent of Christ, who

imitates that which Christ did
;
and he offers a true

and full sacrifice to God the Father, if lie begins to

offer, as he sees that Christ Himself offered.&quot;
30

3fi

Epistola, Ixiii. see. 4 and 14.
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St. Cyprian was far from intending that the

Eucharistic Sacrifice should supersede, or be added

to, that of the Cross &quot;We make mention,&quot; he

says, &quot;of Christ s passion in all sacrifices, for the

sacrifice which we offer is the passion of Our
Lord&quot;

37 but he is distinct in his assertion, that it

is through the Eucharistic service that we par

ticipate in the oblation which is perpetually pre
sented in heaven by our Great High-Priest, and

that/the thing offered is not only bread and wine,

but the res sactruncHti. or thini&amp;gt;- signified./ HeO O jr

speaks of one who presumed to solemnize this ser

vice w without t}K, Church s authority, as &quot;an enemy
to the altar, a rebel against the sacrifice of Christ;&quot;

and as &quot;

profaning by false sacrifices the truth of

the divine victim.&quot; These statements of St. Cy
prian, Watcrland would set aside, by asserting that

there was a &quot;

change of language introduced in his

time.&quot; lint for this lie has no kind of ground, ex

cept that St. Cyprian s statements are more definite

than those of an earlier period. For what ancient

writer ever hinted that St. Cyprian employed lan

guage on this subject, which had not prevailed in

the century before him? Why did not Eusebius

observe this discrepancy, when he reviewed the

period which preceded him, while all its monuments

were still in existence? What weight has an argu
ment like this, which professes to stand merely on

negative evidence, when it is first heard of at the
37

Epistola, Ixiii, sec. 17.
38

&quot;Audet aliud altare facere,&quot; &c. De Unitate, p. 185, Rig.
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distance of fifteen centuries ? And considering

that St. Cyprian was born within about a hundred

years after the death of St. John, when as yet

the theological language of the Church was far

from matured, such a mode of reasoning is not

only fatal to the evidence for Episcopacy, but it

might be used as an argument against those funda

mental statements respecting the Blessed Trinity,

and respecting the Person and Offices of the Son

and of the Holy Ghost, which the Church wras sub

sequently guided to elicit from Holy Scripture.

Besides, if we look at the writers before St. Cy

prian, we find that their views exactly accord with

his, though they are less explicit in unfolding them.

St. Ignatius not only speaks of the Altar, but says

that &quot; the Eucharist is the Flesh of Our Saviour

Jesus Christ which suffered for our sins.&quot;
39 Justin

Martyr tells us that the bread and wine, which in

other places he speaks of as offered up in sacrifice,

are &quot; the Flesh and Blood of the Incarnate Jesus.
&quot; J0

St. Iremms says that &quot; the cup and the bread which

the creation supplies,
5 and which are the oblation

which the Church offers throughout the world, are

affirmed by Our Lord to be &quot; His own Blood,&quot;

and &quot;His
Body.&quot;

41 And he speaks of &quot;the

Word&quot;*
1
*

(he must mean of course according to its

human nature), as the Church s Eucharistic sacrifice.

Finally, the objective efficacy of such services is

39 Ad Smyr. vi.
40

Apol. i. GO.
&quot; Lib. v. ii. 2.

42
St. Iren. iv. xviii. 4. Massnct s reading is supported by the best

manuscripts. H(irHin&amp;lt;r s sole ground of objection to it appears to be his

dislike to tbe doctrine which it illustrates.
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attested by St. Cyprian s master, Tertullian, when

he declares the &quot;

oblationes pro defunctis&quot; to be a

stated part of Christian worship. Let these state

ments be brought together, and wherein do they
fall short of the more detailed expositions of the

truth of the Kucharistic Sacrifice, which we have

from St. Cyprian and St. Ilippolytus in the follow

ing century? The latter, speaking of Our Lord as

predicted under the name of Wisdom, says,
&quot; She

has prepared her table, the revealed knowledge ofthe

Sacred Trinity; and His precious and spotless Body
and Blood, which are daily celebrated at the mys
tical and divine table, and sacrificed in memorial of

that first memorable table of the mystical divine

supper.&quot;
44

The brevity of the earliest writers, then, is not to

be esteemed an argument against the more syste

matic declarations respecting the Holy Eucharist,

which we meet with in the third century, any more

than their imperfect expressions respecting Our

Lord s nature are opposed to the full truth of the

Nicene formulary. There is no historical ground
for supposing that the opinion of the third and

fourth centuries on this subject, was different from

that of the first and second. Not the slightest trace

exists of any dispute or difference ofopinion, such as

must needs have arisen, if innovations had been in

troduced in a fundamental doctrine. The judg
ment of the whole Church, diffused through many

43 DC Corona, iii.
&quot;

Gallandi, vol. ii. p. 488.
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countries, and employing various languages, was

entirely coincident. On many subjects there were

warm and lasting disputes ; respecting this, not an

expression of dissonance. This circumstance would

fully justify an appeal to that larger period, in

which Christian authors became more numerous, and

their statements more complete, even if men re

fused to recognise that authority in the Church,

which is assigned to her in our 20th article. For

those who allow the Church to have &quot;

authority in

controversies of faith,&quot; must of course acknowledge
its pretensions in that age, when the four first

Councils expressed the opinion of the undivided

body ;
while those who suppose it to be nothing but

a witness, ought to respect its testimony to the in

stitutions, if they appeal to its judgment respect

ing the documents of the Christian faith. Xow the

judgment of the Church to the time of the Council

of Chalcedon, may be expressed in the following

assertions :

First The thing offered in the Holy Eucharist

is affirmed in express terms to be the Body of

Christ. St. Cyril s account of &quot; that holy and most

awful sacrifice&quot; is, that &quot; we offer up Christ sacri

ficed for our sins.&quot;
45 St. Augustin s way of stating

that the Holy Eucharist had been celebrated in the

house of Hesperius, is that a priest &quot;offered up
there the sacrifice of the Body of Christ.&quot;

46 He
affirms that Our Lord has made &quot; the sacrifice of

15
Mys. Cat. v. 9, 10.

&amp;lt;G Do Civ. Dei, xxii 8, G.
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His own Body
&quot;

to be &quot; the sacrament of the faith

ful;&quot;

47 and he discriminates between the Christian

and the Jewish covenant, by saying, that &quot;instead of

all those sacrifices and oblations, His Body is offered

and is ministered to the
participants.&quot;

48
St. Maxi-

mus justifies the custom of buryirm the bodies of
i/ O

saints under the altar, by observing that &quot; Christ is

placed upon the altar.&quot;
4 J

St. Cyril of Alexandria s

description of the Holy Eucharist is, that &quot; the

Lamb of God which taketh away the sin of the

world is slain The Son is voluntarily sacri

ficed, not to-day by the hands of God s enemies,

but by Himself.&quot;
50

But no one is more full in his assertions on this

subject than St. Chrysostom. His liturgy, like

every other ancient liturgy, is express in declaring

that the thing given in the Holy Eucharist is the

Body and Blood of Christ. The prayer of the

priest in his ritual is, &quot;make this bread the precious

Body of Thy Christ
;&quot;&quot;

and that which is in this

cup the precious Blood of Thy Christ;&quot;
51 and the

usual words of administration involved the same

assertion; &quot;after consecration,&quot; says St. Ambrose,
&quot;

it is called Blood. And you say, Amen, that is,

it is true.&quot;
5 2 And these statements of St. Chrysos-

tom s Liturgy are borne out by expressions in his

other works. He describes the spectators of the

Holy Eucharist as &quot;

beholding Our Lord slain, and

47
Epis. cxl. Gl.

&quot; 8 DC Civ. Dei, xvii. xx. 2.
49 DC Natal. Sanct. Serm. 7$.

50 Vol. v. part ii. p. 371. in Mys. Cicn.
51

Goar, p. 77.
w De Mysteriis, ix. 54

;
vid. S. Aug. Scnno 272.
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lying there, and the priest standing over the Sacri

fice and
praying;&quot;

53 he speaks of the priest as &quot;

per

forming that most awful sacrifice, and continually

touching the common Lord of
all;&quot;

54 the commu
nion table, he says, is like the manger at Beth

lehem,
u for there, too, will lie the Body of the

Lord;&quot;
50 the purpose of coming to Church he de

scribes to be &quot; to perform the sacrifice of the Son of

God;&quot;
56 and to the communicant he says,

&quot; consider

what kind of victim you are about to handle, what

table to approach. Bethink you that being earth

and ashes you take the Body and Blood of Christ.&quot;
57

And in like manner in his Homilies on Holy Scrip

ture, he speaks of it as the privilege of the Xew

Covenant, that Our Lord had &quot;

changed the very
sacrifice itself, and instead of the slaughter of

irrational animals, had commanded us to offer up
Himself.&quot; And &quot; that which He suffered not on

the cross, this He suffers in the oblation for thy

sake, and submits to be broken, that He may fill all

men.&quot;
58 And so on the Epistle to the Ephesians,

he speaks of the angels as descending to witness

the Holy Eucharist, because then &quot; the sacrifice is

brought forth, and Christ, the Lord s sheep, is

slaughtered.&quot;
59

Secondly The sacrifice offered in the Holy
Eucharist is affirmed not to be anything super-

added to that on the Cross, nor yet a repetition of

53 De Sacer lotio, iii. 4.
54 De Sacerdotio, vi. 4.

55 DC Philogonio, 3.
56 DC non Anathematizandis, 4.

57 In Diem Nat. Christ. 7.
58 Horn. xxiv. on I. Corinth, sec. 3, 4.

5a Horn. iii. 5.
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it. For it was maintained that the Sacrifice on the

Cross was a perpetual Sacrifice, which had been

consummated in Our Lord s death, in order that it

mij^ht be continually brought before God in theO / O

Holy Eucharist. &quot;Was not Christ slain once in

Himself,&quot; says St. Austin, &quot;and yet in the sacra

ment lie is slain for the people not only every

Passover, but every day.&quot;

(io And St. Chrysostom :

&quot; What, then, do we not offer every day ? Certainly we do : but

to make a memorial of His death. And this memorial is one,

and not many. llo\v can it be one and not many? Because it

has been brought once for all. like that sacrifice which was car

ried into the Holy of holies. For that Jewish sacrifice had a

relation to that on the Cross, and the Eucharist has a relation

to it. For we offer always the same ; we do not offer one sheep

to-day and another to-morrow ; we offer always the same : so

that it is one sacrifice. Otherwise, since the sacrifice is offered

in many places, there must be many Christs. But this is not the

case, but there is one Christ everywhere, whole Christ here,

and whole Christ there one Body. As therefore He is one

Bodv, though offered in many places, and not many bodies
; so

likewise is there one Sacrifice. It is that High-Priest of ours

who has offered the Sacrifice which cleanses us. And we offer

even now that Sacrifice which was then too offered the inex

haustible Sacrifice. This happens in memory of that which then

took place. For do this, he says, in memory of Me. Jt is

not a different sacrifice, as the High-Priest presented in former

times ;
but we offer always the same : or rather we perform a

memorial of that sacrifice.&quot;
61

I add a passage from the fifth Paschal Homily,

which is attributed to Eusebius Emisscnus, but

which was probably the work of St. Ca^sarius, who

was born shortly after the Council of Chalcedon.

It was necessary that He who was about to with-

30

Epist. xcviii. 9. Vide also Contra Faustum, xx. 18.
31 In Epist. ad Ilcbr. Horn. xvii. 3.

..
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draw the Body which I fe had assumed from our

sight, and to transfer it to heaven, should this day
consecrate for us the sacrament of His Body and

Blood; that the same object which was once offered

as the price of our ransom, might be continually

worshipped in a mystery; that as a daily and cx-

haustless redemption was provided for man s sal

vation, so there might be the perpetual offering up
also of their redemption ;

and that that Victim

might live continually in memory, and be always
present by grace.

&quot; -

Thirdly The victim offered in the Holy Eucha
rist was said to be identical with II.hu who offered

it. Such was the constant language of the Litur

gies : &quot;Thou art He that offerest and art offered,
O Christ, our God.&quot;

;;! A set of expressions to

which St. Ambrose apparently makes allusion.

We have seen the Prince of high-priests coming
to us: we have seen and heard Him offering His
Blood for us : we who are priests follow as we can,
that we may offer a sacrifice for the people ; though
weak in our own deserts, yet to be honoured for

our sacrifice ; because though Christ is not now
seen to offer, yet He Himself is offered upon earth

when the Body of Christ is offered; yea, He Him
self is discovered to offer in our persons, whose
word hallows the sacrifice which is offered.&quot;

04

02
Bib. Pat. Max. vi. G.%.

boar, p. 72. So in the Sacramentary of St. Leo :
&quot; Sancti Spiritus

operante virtute sncrificium jam nostrum, Corpus et Santas est ipsius
bacerclotis. Muraton Liturgin Romana \ pfns, vol. i. p. 4fi&amp;lt;j.

&quot;* In Psalm, xxxviii. Knar. 25. vol. i. p. s.&amp;gt;{.
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And again:
&quot; Tic gave bread to His Apostles, that

they might divide it to the mass of believers ; to

day He gives to us that bread which lie Himself,

as High-Priest, consecrates daily with His own
words.&quot;

05 And so St. Cyril on the Mystical Sup

per :

&quot;

I le who was mystically eaten in Egypt,
here voluntarily sacrifices Himself:&quot; and again we

are bidden to &quot;believe that He Himself continues

both Priest and Victim; Himself the offerer and

the offered
&quot; GG

passages which we must interpret

in consistency with St. Cyril s own statement re

specting Our Lord: &quot;we assign to no man, except

Him, the name and substance of the
priesthood.&quot;

17

Fourthly It was the habitual custom of ancient

writers to speak of the sacrifice of the Holy Eucha

rist as awful, august, and terrible. The Liturgy
of St. James calls it

&quot; the tremendous and un

bloody sacrifice :&quot; St. Basil s speaks of &quot;

Thy tre

mendous and heavenly mysteries :&quot; St. Chrysostom
describes it as

&quot; that fearful and most tremendous

cup,&quot;
and he perpetually uses such expressions as

the &quot;awful
mysteries&quot;

08
&quot;that tremendous and

divine Table.&quot;
69

Fifthly They speak of the sacrifice of the Holy
Eucharist as truly efficacious for the obtaining of

all those things, which are the subject-matter of

prayer and of intercession. This is manifest on

65
I)e Benedictionc Patriarch, ix. 38. vol. i. p. 524.

60
S. Cyril, A. v. 2, p. 375, 378.

67
Hardnin, i. 1289. (Letter to Nestorius.)

68 On I. Cor. Horn. xxiv. 3.
69 In Diem Nat. Christi, 7.
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the slightest inspection of the ancient Liturgies;
and their evidence to it would not be affected, even
if it were admitted that some or all of them had
suffered verbal interpolation. For it rests upon
their structure and general tenor. Their common
purpose is to solicit benefits for the worshippers,
and for the whole body of Christ

; and the petitions
to this end either grow out of the sacrifice, and are

founded upon it, as is usually the case, or at all

events have a direct relation to it. This practice
is repeatedly observed upon by ancient writers,
and is referred to in a canon of the very early
Council of Elvira. 70 Eusebius speaks of the

Bishops whom Constantine collected at Jerusalem,
as

&quot;appeasing the Divine Power with bloodless

sacrifices and mystical solemnizations.&quot; 71
&quot;After

the spiritual sacrifice is
perfected,&quot; says St. Cyril,

&quot; the bloodless service upon that Sacrifice of Pro

pitiation, we entreat God for the common peace of
the Church, for the tranquillity of the world; for

kings ;
for soldiers and allies

;
for the sick

;
for the

afflicted; and in a word, for all who stand in need
of succour, we all supplicate and offer this sacrifice.

Then we commemorate also those who have fallen

asleep before us, first Patriarchs, Prophets, Apostles,

Martyrs, that at their prayers and intervention

God would receive our petition. Afterwards also

on behalf of the holy Fathers and Bishops who
have fallen asleep before us, and in a word, of all

&quot;

IIiijus nomen nequc ad altarc cum oblation c recitandum &c
&quot;

Can
29, Hard. i. 253. ;1 De Vita Const, iv. 45.

C C
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who in past years have fallen asleep among us, be

lieving that it will be a great advantage to the

souls for whom the supplication is put up, while

that Holy and most Awful Sacrifice is
presented.&quot;

7 2

To the same effect speaks St. Chrysostom, observ

ing that &quot; our service is not mere scenery, God for

bid,&quot;
but that prayers may be put up with con

fidence before the altar, because &quot; there lies there

the common expiation of the world.&quot;
3

Sixthly The Sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist is
j &amp;gt;

declared to have been that which the Jewish ordi

nances were intended to typify. Eusebius 74 con

trasts it with the ancient sacrifices, and states them

to be superseded by it
;
and the Apostolical Con

stitutions give a detailed account of the relation of

the two Covenants.
&quot;

Baptism, the sacrifice, the

priesthood, .... Our Lord altered. Instead of

daily lie gave one Baptism, that into His death :

instead of one tribe, He appointed that the best of

every nation should be ordained to the priesthood ;

.... instead of bloody sacrifices lie appointed

the one reasonable, bloodless and mystical sacrifice,

that of His own Flesh and Blood, which is per

formed by symbols (into, i. e.) in reference to the

death of the Lord.&quot;
75 St. Chrysostom therefore

says,
&quot; our Passover is the offering and sacrifice

which is made on every occasion of public worship.&quot;
70

And St. Augustin speaks of &quot; the sacrifice of the

&quot;- S. Cyril s Fiftli Myst. Cat. 8, 9.

73 On I. Cor. xv. 4G, Horn. xli. 5.

74 Demonstratio Evan?. Lib. ii. cap. x. p. 37.
~
:&quot;

Appst.
Const, vi. 23.

76 &quot;

Ti xP fxavT-w yivo/u- tvr, &amp;lt;w*2-iv.&quot; Horn. adv. Judtcos, iii. 4, vol. i. p. Gil.



REGARDED AS A SACRIFICE. 387

Church, of which all kinds of former sacrifices were
shadows.&quot;

77 And referring- to the man cured of

leprosy, he says that ( )ur Lord ordered a sacrifice

to be offered according to the Jewish ordinances,
&quot; because their place was not yet taken by that

sacrifice which afterwards Me would have celebrated
in the Church in the place of all of them, seeing
that by all of them lie was Himself

predicted.&quot;
78

And when he has occasion to speak of &quot;

that table

which our High Priest Himself, the Mediator of
the Xew Testament, exhibits, according to the order
of Melchisedek, in His own Flesh and

Blood,&quot; he
adds

;

&quot;

for that sacrifice has succeeded to all those
sacrifices of the Old Testament which were slain as

a shadow of Him who was to come For
instead of all these sacrifices and oblations His

Body is offered, and is ministered to the commu
nicants.&quot;

79

SeventhlyBut the Sacrifice of the Holy Eucha
rist is said to differ from those of the law, in that

the latter were only a shadow, while the former is

a reality. St. Augustin discriminates the Chris

tian from the Jewish covenant, by observing respect

ing the latter, that in their temple
&quot; the Body and

Blood of Christ was not yet accustomed to be
offered.&quot;

80 When St. Jerome contrasts David s

act in taking the Shew Bread, with the participa
tion of the Holy Eucharist, &quot;there is as much dif-

[
Contra Adversar. Le?ris i. 37. 78 De Baptismo, iii. 27
De Civitate Dei, xvii. 20. 2. Vide also S. Leo. Serm. Ivii. de Passione

sec. 7. Theodoret on Heb. xiii. 10, vol. iii. p. 4GO.
so

Epis. xxix. 4.
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fcrence,&quot; he says, &quot;between the Shew Bread and

the Body of Christ, as between a shadow and

bodies, between an image and the truth, between

the types of future things, and the things which

those types prefigured.&quot;
81 St. Cyril says, respect

ing the Holy Eucharist, &quot;it is obvious that this is

a divine mystery, and that its participation is life-

o-ivino-, and that the force of this bloodless sacrifice
o O

is far superior to that of the services of the law
;

and this follows because the injunctions given by

Moses to the ancients were said to be shadows, but

Christ, and what belongs to Him, to be the truth.
&quot;

And again, a few lines further, when contrasting

the Christian with the Jewish covenant; &quot;how

much is their system inferior to ours, on whom

Christ, that is, the truth, hath shone forth, having

given us His own life-giving Flesh for our partici

pation.&quot;

Eighthly To offer the sacrifice of the Holy Eu

charist, is declared to be an especial office com

mitted to the Apostles and their successors. Eor

as Eusebius describes it in the passage recently

quoted, the bishops who were not occupied in other

services, were employed to
&quot;

propitiate the Divine

Power with unbloody sacrifices
;&quot;

and &quot; the work of

sacrifice,&quot; says St. Hilary,
&quot; could not happen with

out a
presbyter.&quot;

83 &quot; Xo one doubts, I
suppose,&quot;

says Victor of Antioch,
&quot; that by the words, take,

81 In Ep. ad Titum, i. vol. iv. part i. p. 418.
82 Advers. Nest. iv. 5, vol. vi. p. 112.
83 Ex. Op Hist. ii. 16. p. 1294.
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this is myBody, fyc.J Our Lord gave His Apostles the

power of celebrating, and of performing the myste

ries of the New Testament :

&quot; !4 whereas previously,
&quot;

it was not committed to the Apostles to make and

minister the celestial Bread for the food of eternal

life.&quot;
85 And this was the function which they

transmitted to their successors
;
so that St. Gregory

Xazianzen speaks of St. Athanasius as having been

admitted into the order of those &quot; who approached

to their approaching God;&quot; and says he was edu

cated as befitted those who were &quot; to handle the

mighty Body of Christ.&quot;
80

These several statements supply decisive proof,

that the ancient Church supposed the offering

presented in^he Holy Eucharist to consist not of

the sacramentum only, but of the res sacramenti

also./
For not only did the ancient writers speak

of the offering as the Body of Christ, and identify

the sacrifice with the sacrificer, but they speak of

it in terms of awe and reverence, to which a mere

external sign could not possibly be entitled.

Neither could the sacramentum, in itself, be the

reality which availed for man s acceptance; it could

not be the antitype to the services of the Jewish

law
;
nor could its presentation accord well with so

solemn a commission as that of the Apostles. So

that if we are to understand the statements of Scrip

ture, as they were understood by those to whom

84 Bib. Tat. Max. iv. p. 407.
85

S. Hilar. in Mattli. cap. xiv. sec. 10, p. 081. 86
Oratio, xxi. 4. p. 376.



390 THE HOLY JacilAKLST

they were uttered, we must suppose not only that

the Holy Eucharist is a sacrifice, but that the thing
sacrificed is the reality, or res sacramenti, that is,

the Body and Blood of Christ.

And hence it may be seen on what principle, and

in what degree, the deration of Christians makes

part of the sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist. I have

already shown, that considered in itself, it does not

answer to those conditions which arc to be looked

for in the Eucharistic Sacrifice. For there is no

thing sacramental in its character; there is no AY/cra-

inentnm or res wtcraiiienti ; the prayers which are

offered at the Holy Communion do not differ from

those which accompany any other act of worship.

But there is one view in which the worshippers may
be regarded, which connects them with that which

has been shown to be the true oblation in the

Holy Eucharist
;
and this circumstance it is which

enables them to
&quot;

present themselves, their souls

and bodies, a reasonable, holy, and lively sacrifice.&quot;

For &quot; the Christian
sacrifice,&quot; says St. Augustin, is

&quot; the many who make up one body in Christ.&quot; So

that &quot; the whole congregation and society of the

saints is offered to God as an universal sacrifice by
its great High Priest, who also offered up Himself

in His Passion for us, that we might be the Body
of so great a Head.&quot;

87 On this principle did the

Apostle speak of the oblation, of which he was

the minister, as &quot;the offering up of the Gentiles;&quot;

87 1)e Civitatc Dei, x. C.
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inasmuch as in this sense the Christian Church itself

constitutes the sacrifice which is presented to God.

Thus is it in some sort the res sacramenti, which is

aptly symbolized by the many grains, which have

been kneaded together into its outward part or

earthly emblem. For &quot;we being many, are one

bread and one
body.&quot;

So that, regarded in this

manner in its collective character, the Christian

Church fulfils the conditions of a sacramental offer

ing. But nothing can show more clearly than this

very circumstance, that the true res sacramenti,

Christ s Body in its 1 cal Presence, is not excluded

from the sacrifice. For what is it which gives its

sanctity to the mystical Body of Christ, and quali

fies it to be presented to the Holy God? Is it not

that it is Ills Body from whom all gifts of grace

extend themselves to His members? &quot;He has

mingled Himself with us, and has infused His Body
into us, that we might be rendered one entity, as a

body united to its head. 8 For is it not the

perfection of His Body natural, by which His Body

mystical is sanctified? The ointment which has

been poured forth upon the Church s Head, has

reached down to the skirts of its clothing. If the

Body mystical therefore of Christ be a fit sacrifice

to offer to God, it is by reason of the influence and

presence of that Body natural by which it is enno

bled. So that when she is herself offered up
&quot; a

living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God,&quot; we may
88 S. Chrvs. in Joan. Horn. xlvi. sec. 3, p. 272.
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not exclude that, by which alone this is rendered

a grateful sacrifice to the Father. The Church,
which is the mystical Body of Christ, is accepted

through the perpetual pleading of His Body
89

natural.

To conclude. The Eucharistic Sacrifice is not

the offering of the sacramentum only, the first-fruits

of nature, but much more that of the res sacramenti,
the m//%, or thing signified. It is the offering up
of the collective Church, Christ s mystical Body,
but it is also the offering up of Christ Himself, by
whom that Body is sanctified. Yet He is not of

fered up as though anything could be added to

the sacrifice of the Cross, or as though that sacri

fice required renewal. The blood-stained sacrifice

which the One Great High Priest for ever pleads
before the Father s throne, admits neither of increase

nor repetition.
&quot; For in the Church of God, which

is the Body of Christ, neither is the priesthood

valid, nor the sacrifices real, unless the true High
Priest in our very nature reconciles us

;
unless we

are washed in the true Blood of the spotless Lamb.

Who although lie be placed at the Father s right

hand, yet, in the same Flesh which He took of the

Virgin, carries out the sacrament of our propitiation ;

as the Apostle says, Jesus Christ, who is dead,

yea, rather who is risen from the dead, who is even

at the right hand of God, who also maketh inter

cession for us.
&quot; 90 lie who has been consecrated

89 Hence the ancient Canon (Hard. i. 9G3), that the Eucharistic Sacri
fice should be addressed exclusively to the Father.

80
St. Leo, Epist. Ix. 2.
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a Priest for ever after the order of Melchisedek,

chooses this medium for giving effect to His per

petual intercession. That acceptance which He

purchased by the sacrifice of the cross, lie applies

through the sacrifice of the altar. He Himself it

is, who through the voice of His ministers conse

crates these earthly gifts, and thus bestows the

mystery of His Real Presence. By Himself, again,

is the precious Victim presented before the Father s

throne
;
and the intervention of their Heavenly

Head gives reality to the actions of His earthly

ministers.
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CHAPTER XII.

THE BENEFITS WHICH RESULT FROM THE HOLY
EUCHARIST.

THE nature of the Holy Eucharist has been con

sidered. Jt remains to say something respecting
its results. They will be found to be determined

by the character of the ordinance, so that its bene

fits must be ascertained by reference to its nature.

This is the course adopted in Holy Scripture, and

followed, as was observed, in the Catechism of our

Church. Whereas the benefits of Baptism are di

rectly stated, and great promises are annexed to

its observance, the celebration of the Holy Eucha
rist is not commended to us with any promise, nor

is it directly asserted to be attended by any spiritual

benefit.

The reason of this difference apparently, is that

Baptism has no res sacramenti, which can be dis

tinguished from the virtus sacramenti
;

so that in

Baptism the inward part cannot be spoken of,

without the enumeration of those benefits which it
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contains. Therefore we hear of &quot; the u-ashing of

regeneration, &quot;and that
&quot;Baptism doth even now save

us.&quot; And so in the Catechism, the inward part of

this ordinance is
&quot; a death unto sin, and a new birth

unto
righteousness.&quot; But in the Holy Eucharist

the benefits which accrue, and the promises which

pertain to it, are something distinct from the

inward part, of which they are a consequence. So

that they are not associated with the ordinance at

large, but with the inward part or thing signified.

The only thing which is told us respecting the

ordinance at large is, that the inward and outward

parts arc so joined together by the mystical tie of

consecration, that to receive the one is to receive

the other. We learn its benefits, therefore, from

what is told us respecting the res sacramenti or

thing signified; and thence gather what must be the

advantages of an ordinance, which else would come
down to us as a mere arbitrary appointment.

I. Regarding the Holy Eucharist then in this

manner, let us first ask what are its benefits, con

sidered as a sacrifice. They follow from the fact,

that it is through this service that the Great High
t

v5

I nest, who has been consecrated according to the

order of Melchisedek, performs His perpetual func

tions. So that here we have a fulfilment of that

which Our Lord predicted respecting the Holy
Eucharist

;

&quot; the bread which I will give is My
Flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.&quot;

Thus does this ordinance resolve the highest act of
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earthly worship, into a function of Our Mediator s

heavenly office. It represents Him not only as

having paid once for all, the price of man s deliver

ance, but likewise as perpetually applying it through

His prevailing intercession. To regard the Holy

Eucharist, therefore, as the main sacrifice of the

Christian Church, is to suppose that human wor

ship is only acceptable, so far as it is identified with

the offering of Christ. So that we approach God

in this service with peculiar confidence, because

&quot; the common expiation of the world lies be

fore us. Therefore with boldness do we then in-

treat for the whole world.&quot;
1

&quot;In the oblation fol

lowing,&quot; says Bishop Cosin respecting our own

form of Consecration,
&quot; we pray that it may prevail

so with God, as that we and all the whole Church

of Christ (which consists of more than those that

are upon the earth) may receive the benefit of it.&quot;-

For &quot; not in
vain,&quot; says St. Chrysostom,

&quot; did the

Apostles order that remembrance should be made

of the dead in the dreadful mysteries. They know

that great gain resulteth to them, and great assist

ance
;
for when the whole people stand with up

lifted hands, a priestly assembly, and that awful

Sacrifice lies displayed, how shall we not prevail with

God by our entreaties for them.&quot;
3

The benefit of the Holy Eucharist, then, as a

sacrifice, depends on the peculiar grounds of ac-

1

St. Chrys. on I. Cor. Horn. xli. 5, vol. x. 393.
2 Nicholls s add. Notes, p. 40.
3 Horn. iii. 4. in Philipp. vol. xi. p. 217.
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ceptance with which in that ordinance we are

enabled to draw near to God. We can approach

boldly, because our offering is consecrated by His

own Presence. And this circumstance gives a

reality to the worship of the universal Church,

which nothing else can bestow upon it. It is seen

to have but one worship and one ritual, one central

altar, with which all altars throughout the whole

world are identified. He who pleads there, presents

the prayers of all saints before the throne of God.

But it is not their own merit wrhich gains them ac

ceptance, but the inestimable value of that spotless

Humanity, which was slain once that it might be

offered for ever.
&quot; This is the power of the priest

hood, this is the High Priest. For He did not offer

a sacrifice Himself once, and then cease from His

Priesthood; but in this manner does He for ever

discharge that service, whereby He is our perpetual

advocate with God : for which reason it was said

of Him, Thou art a Priest for ever. Therefore

it is that the faithful need have no doubt con

cerning the sanctification of the gifts, nor yet

respecting the other ordinances, and whether the

purpose and prayers of the priesthood are ful

filled.&quot;
4

II. I turn to the benefits of the Holy Eucha

rist regarded as a sacrament. In order to appre
ciate them, it is necessary to recall to our thoughts
the principle upon which sacraments are dependent.

4 &quot; German! Ilerum Eccl. Contcmplatio.&quot; Gallandi, xiii. 222.
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They arc the application of the Incarnation
;
the

means of bringing home to eacli individual, that

benefit which was bestowed by Christ upon our

collective race. The intercourse which originally

existed between the Supreme Mind, and the minds

which He had created, had been cut off by sin, so

that it was essential that a channel of connexion

should be re-opened between them. For all good
is in God, and has its source in His adorable nature.

So that to the creature it can come only by trans

mission from that its native habitation. In order,

then, that it might be transmitted to our fallen race,

did God the Word condescend to become the

Mediator between God and man, by taking that

nature in which lie offered Himself as a victim.

Thus did He provide a new road of intercourse for

humanity at large, seeing that in His Person the

Infinite and the finite, God and man, the Blessed

Trinity and the children of Adam, were brought
into relation.

Out of this relation to humanity at large, flow

those two ordinances of Baptism and the Holy Eu

charist, whereby this gift is communicated to in

dividuals. These ordinances differ from one another,

in that Baptism is the act whereby God the Holy
Ghost puts each separate child of the old Adam
into relation with that Humanity of the New Adam,
which is the medium of life to the soul

;
whereas the

Holy Eucharist is the act whereby, through the

efficacy of the same Blessed Spirit, the Incarnate
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Word bestows the Real Presence of His very Flesh

and Blood, for the food of His people. So that

Christ s Body may be said to be present even in

Baptism, because in that ordinance the Incarnate

Saviour is Himself present by Spiritual power, but

the Man Christ Jesus is really present in the Holy

Eucharist, by reason of the presence of Ilis Body
and Blood. Baptism, therefore, is the first means

of putting men into connexion with the Blessed

Trinity, through their relation to the Humanity of

Christ
;
and consequently the form of Baptism is a

consecration into the Xame of the Three Persons in

the glorious Godhead : but the Holy Eucharist is

the perpetual communication of that renewed type

of Humanity, which Our Lord consecrated in Him

self by the taking of the manhood into God. So

that both ordinances illustrate St. Cyril s statement :

&quot; that which produces in us the Divine likeness

must be our sanctification, that is, the partaking of

the Son through the
Spirit.&quot;&quot;

The difference which has been pointed out be

tween these two sacraments, is the reason why Bap
tism does not require that consecration of the ele

ments, which is essential to the Holy Eucharist.

For Baptism is the combination of a visible, and an

invisible action, whereby the Holy Ghost works

effectually upon the receiver s mind. But in the

Holy Eucharist, the inward part, or thing signified,

is not the efficacy of the Holy Ghost, though that

5 DC Sancta Trinitate Dial. vi. vol. v. part i. p. 51*5.



400 THE BENEFITS OF

Gracious Spirit condescends to be the agent who

bestows it, ,but the very Body and Blood of the

Incarnate Son. These, therefore, are not united to

the outward part merely as an act is connected

with the sign which is simultaneous with it
;
but the

outward and inward parts are truly joined together,

so that they can be dealt with as if they wrere

identical. Such is the work which is effected by

consecration, whereby the inward and outward

parts in the Holy Eucharist are bound together by
the operation of the Holy Ghost. For &quot; our mys
tical bread and cup are produced by a certain con

secration. That which is not so produced is only

an earthly aliment, not a sacrament of
religion.&quot;

1

And such a process is not required in Baptism, be

cause, though in that sacrament men are joined to

the &quot; Last Adam,&quot; and thus made members of

their Mystical Head, yet the union is not brought

about through any actual communication of Our

Lord s Body and Blood, but only through the efficacy

of the Holy Ghost. For &quot;

Baptism is truly Christ s

and from Christ,&quot; but &quot; the power of the mystical

Eucharist is derived from His sacred Flesh.
1 1

If it be asked, then, what is the exact benefit

which we derive from the Holy Eucharist, the

answer must be found by considering what Our

Lord has revealed respecting the efficacy of that

Flesh and Blood, which it has pleased Him to make

the medium of His Presence. And here it must be

8
St. Aug. contra Faustum, xx. 13.

&quot;

St. Cyril A. iv. p. 1074.
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remembered that we are not speaking of the efficacy

of His Flesh and Blood according to a natural

order, or as though it were the nourishment of the

body, but of its efficacy according to that divine

law of a sacramental presence, whereby lie bestows

it as the nourishment of the soul. So that we are

not supposing a certain portion of matter to be

endued with the power of producing magical effects :

the Flesh and Blood of Our Lord are life-giving, be

cause they are united to His Person, and are the

means whereby His Presence is dispensed. And
therefore the Holy Eucharist may be called a moral 8

and not a physical agent, L e., an agent which is

not independent of the will of Him by whom it is

employed. This distinction Our Lord points out

when He says, &quot;it is the Spirit that quickeneth;
the flesh profiteth nothing.&quot; He does not say that

under no circumstances does the flesh profit : in

deed, He had just before asserted the contrary ;

but it profiteth nothing in
itself, and as detached

from that spiritual principle, of which it is the agent.
&quot; Even in Christ the flesh must not be thought of alone, and in

itself, for it has united to it that Word, who is naturally life.

When, therefore, Christ calls it life-giving, it is not to it, so much
as to Himself, or to His own Spirit, that He testifies that the

life-giving power belongs. For it is through Himself that His
own Body is life-giving, since He reconstituted the elements of

His nature through His own power. How He did so, neither

can mind conceive, nor tongue express, but we must admire with

silence, and a faith which passes understanding.&quot;
9

8 Vide Estius in Lib. iv. Sent. Dist. i. 5, and supra, cap. ii. p. 22.
9
St. Cyril A. iv. p. 377, vide supra, cap. vi. p. 162.

1) d



402 TIIE BENEFITS OF

It is as the instrument, then, of Our Lord Him

self, as the medium through which lie bestows His

Presence, and not because a certain portion of

matter is competent of itself to produce miraculous

effects, that the Holy Eucharist is beneficial. Our

Lord has been pleased to make the Flesh and Blood

which He took, the channel of His blessings.

The bread that T will give is My Flesh.&quot; And

for this He had made preparation, by sanctifying

that nature which lie had assumed. &quot;For their

sakes I sanctify .Myself, that they also might be

sanctified through the truth.&quot; It is for the carrying

out of this work that the Holy Eucharist was ap

pointed, wherein, says St. Cyril, Our Lord declares

to us,
&quot; I became such as you for your sakes, with

out departing from My own nature, that you might

be partakers
of the Divine nature through Me.&quot;

&quot; For the manna was not the bread of life, but

rather I who came down from heaven, who quicken

all things, and infuse Myself into those who cat

Me, even through the Flesh which has been united

to Myself.&quot;

11 And so speaks St. Augustin, when

he compares the manner in which the Divine gifts

are bestowed upon mankind, to the provision which

is made for the support of an infant through its

mother s milk. After saying that
&quot;

ipsum panem

water incarnuf,&quot; he applies the analogy to the case

of Our Incarnate Lord, who being as God &quot; the

10
S. Cyril, in Myst. Ca-nam, vol. v. pt. 2. p. 374.

&quot; Id. Adv. Nest, iv, 5. vol. vi. 113.
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food of
angels,&quot; bestows Himself as the food of men

in the Holy Eucharist. 12

And hence follow two consequences first, the

quickening of our mortal nature by the seed of a

higher lite; and secondly, the privilege of a more
intimate relation to the Divine nature. The former
has its ground in that statement of St. Paul

;

&quot; the

first man Adam was made a living soul, the last

Adam was made a quickening Spirit.&quot; For &quot; how
can they say,&quot;

exclaims St. Irenaeus,
&quot;

that the flesh

passes into corruption, and does not partake of life,

which is fed with the Body of the Lord, and with
His Blood?&quot;

13
&quot;For though death having made

invasion through sin, has power over man s body to

destroy it, yet since Christ becomes our inmate by
His own Flesh, we shall surely rise again. For
that life should not quicken those in whom it dwells,
is incredible, or rather

impossible.&quot;
11 And this

connects itself with the other truth the present
exaltation of our nature by union with God. For
the union of Persons with one another in the Blessed

Trinity, is graciously set forth as the principle and

ground of that union, which the Incarnate Word
maintains with His people.

&quot; As the living Father
hath sent Me, and I live by the Father, even so He
that eateth Me, even he shall live by Me.&quot; As the

eternal and co-equal Son derives His Divine nature
&quot;

Saginantur illo nnpcli : sccl semetipsum cxinnnivit, ut manducaret
panem Angelorum homo.&quot; In Pmlm. xxxiii. Enar. i. G.

&quot; Cum vita ista
transient . . . nee sacramentum altaris habemus acciperc. quia ibi erimuscum Umsto, cujus corpus accipimus.&quot; S. Aug. Serm lix 613

S. Iren. iv. 18, 3. &amp;gt;&amp;lt;

S. Cyril A. vol. iv. p . 3G3.
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by ineffable generation from the self-existent Father,,

so does He communicate His Human nature in the

Holy Eucharist, as the spiritual sustenance of His

brethren.
&quot; Thus through the Mediator is there a

perfect unity, while we abide in Him and He in the

Father, and abiding in the Father He abides in us.&quot;

For &quot; while He is in the Father by the nature of

Deity, we, on the contrary, are in Him by His cor

poral nativity, and He in us by the mystery of the

sacraments.&quot;
15

We should launch out into a wide sea, were we

to enumerate all the benefits which the ancient

writers attribute to this holy sacrament. In their

estimate it was life, forgiveness, sanctification,

strength, nourishment, an entrance into the Holy of

Holies, the surest pledge of eternal bliss. &quot;Corpus

C/iristi e.dimus, id vita (fterntp possimus esse par-

ticipes&quot;
These are all included, however, in the

two previous statements, first, that our nature is

purified by the entrance of the Body of Christ
;

secondly, that by oneness with the Body of the

Mediator, it is brought into near relation with the

nature of God. And therefore, without dwelling

upon the words in which devout men of old time

gave vent to their feelings of love and admiration,

we may pass on to two cautions by which these two

considerations require respectively to be guarded.

It must be observed, first, that the process by which

Christ s Body and Blood act upon the receiver is

15
S. Hilarius De Trinit. viii. 15.

I0
S. Ambros. in Luc. lib. x. 49.
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spiritual and not physical / secondly, that the rela

tion which is thus brought about between the

receiver and Christ, is according to the law of love,

not the law ofpersonality.

First It might be imagined from the words of

St. Cyril, that he supposed that some carnal com

mixture took place between the Body of Christ,

and the material substance of ours. But this was

not his belief, or that of the other Fathers
; although

their assertions, that the Body of Christ, which suf-

cred on the cross, is truly received into man s body
in the Holy Eucharist, might be thought to involve

such a consequence. For it must be remembered

that they were not speaking of a natural Presence

of Christ s Body, but of a Presence which was super

natural ; of a Presence which, if we define matter

to be that which is an object to the senses, may
be called immaterial. Such a Presence they asserted

to be brought about in a supernatural manner by the

power of the Holy Ghost. Hence the belief that

while the sacramentinn, or outward part, is assimi

lated to the human body as natural food, the res

sacramenti, or Body of Christ, becomes the food of

the soul.
&quot; Our Lord feeds His Church with these

sacraments&quot; (i. e. of the Body and Blood),
&quot;

by
which the substance of the soul is strengthened.&quot;

17

And the same statement reappears in the treatise

on sacraments, which, though it is not quoted in

this place as an authority, because its genuineness
17 Idem, dc Myst. ix. 55.
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is doubtful, was certainly modelled after the

teaching- Of St. Ambrose &quot; That bread of eternal

life sustains the substance of our soul.&quot;
18 This is

equivalent to the mediaeval statement,
&quot; the Body

of Christ is the food not of the belly, but of the

mind; of the soul and not the
body.&quot;

19 And
therefore the benefit of this sacrament cannot be

obtained without faith
; seeing that it is only

through faith that the inward part, or res sacra-

inrnti, can be apprehended by the mind. So St.

Ambrose: u Christ is touched by faith, Christ is

seen by faith : He is not touched with the body,
He is not taken in by the

eyes.&quot;

20 To the same

purpose is the well-known statement of St. Angus-
tin :

&quot;

(/aid paran dentes cf reiifreiii; crede et man-

ducasti.&quot;
21 These words have sometimes been

quoted as if they were designed to oppose the

doctrine of the IJeal Presence, whereas they were

intended against the Capernaites, who supposed
that Our Lord s Body was to be eaten in the way
of natural food; but the truth which they express

is of general application, for faith is essential if the

res sacramenti is to be the spiritual nourishment of

the soul. So that though Our Lord s Body and

Blood in the Holy Eucharist are the source of

benefit to our whole constitution, yet these benefits

18
S. Anibros. DC Sacramemis, v. 24. 19

8. Thomrc Opusc. lix. G.

S. Ambros. in Lucain. lib. vi. 57.
21

S. Aug. in Joan. Tract xxv. 12. So William of Paris: &quot;Dentes si-

quidem intcllectus in ipsum, quanto profundius possunt, figendi sunt, nt
inde saporum cxprimatur suavitas. Ilonim autem dentium fixiones non
siiut, nisi profundaj atque acutos do illo cogitationes.&quot; De Sacram. Eitchar.

cap. vii. p. -i2 J.
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must come to us through the intervention of the

believing mind. The Body of Christ, which we

receive in this sacrament, is a renewed and renewing

example of our common humanity ;
but it does not,

and cannot, act directly upon our material structure,

seeing that its Presence is not that natural Pre

sence which could be an object to the senses, or

supply nourishment to our bodily frame.- 2

Although
we may pray, therefore,

&quot; that our sinful bodies may
be made clean by His

Body,&quot;
as well as &quot;our souls

washed by His most precious Blood,&quot; yet it is

only through a spiritual process that this work

can be effected, and its medium must be a be

lieving heart.

Those among the ancient writers who have

been observed to be less exact than St. Auimstin,O
in discriminating between the external and internal

parts in this sacrament (sup. cap. ix.
/&amp;gt;. 277), may

be shown to have been entirely accordant with him

in their principles, since they taught that the object

of the Holy Eucharist is not to nourish the bodies

of the receivers, but to build up the Body of Christ.

So St. Cyril of Jerusalem says that the purpose of

reception is,
&quot; that thou, by partaking of the Body

and Blood of Christ, mightcst be made of the same

&quot;This is strikingly put by William of Taris, though he carried on the

notion, so as to deny to the
x(n:r&amp;lt;nii&amp;lt;-ntiini,

as well as to the rex sacramenti, the

power of nourishing the body. Maniiestum est inensam altaris, postquam
mensa animarum erl ecta est, nihil liabere eorporalis cibi, vel potus .- alio-

quin non sohini supcryacue illud haberet, sed etiani ad illnsionein, et

ridiculmn. Queinadmodum enimsi corporilms reficiendis apponeretur cibus

spiritualis, illuderetur eis : sic in mensa. animarum, cibus eorporalis ad
illusionem animarum tantum esset et ridieulnm.&quot; De Sacramento Eucha-
ristice, cap. i. p. 415. (Venice, 15Jl.)
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body and the same blood with Him.&quot;
23

&quot;It is

called communion, and is so
truly,&quot; says St. John

Damascene,
&quot; because by it \vc communicate

with Christ
;
we share by it in His Flesh and

Deity, and communicate and arc made one with

one another.&quot;-
1 This is to affirm that the purpose

of the Holy Eucharist is to incorporate men more

completely into the Body of Christ, and it ac

cords, therefore, with the statement which St.

Augustin makes of the effect of Gospel ordinances.

&quot;

It is the will of Our Lord Jesus Christ, to be fed

by the ministry of His servants, that is, to transfer

believers into His Body, as though they were

things which could be slain and eaten.&quot;
- 5 Theo

idea is built upon that fundamental law, on which

depends the existence of organized bodies, that

their maintenance is through the assimilation of

external substances, by which their own structure

is continually increased. Now we have Our Lord s

authority for saying, that His sacred Body is in

some manner the nourishment of men. &quot; My Flesh

is meat indeed.&quot; So that St. Chrysostom illus

trates the state of the ungodly receiver, by that of

a man whose disordered body is incapable of di

gesting food.&quot;
26 But this process must, in every

case, be dependent upon that principle of life, by
&quot;

Myst. Cat. iv. 3.
2t Damascen. de Fide Orthod. iv. 13, p. 273.

25
Qucest. Evangel, ii. 3D. These strong expressions were derived,

probably, from his having in his mind the words, &quot;Arise, Peter, slay and

eat.&quot; He says in his sermons, &quot;Transeunt intcrfecti in corpus nnum Ec-

clesise : cujus Ecclesiae figuram gerebat Petrus, quando ei dictum est,

macta et mandnca&quot; Serm. iv. 19, and vide cxxv. 9.

20
St. Chrys. in Ep. ad Hebrrcos. cap. x. Horn. xvii. 4. p. 1G9.
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which the several portions of each organized struc

ture are disposed and harmonized. So that it

must be the ruling power of each body the mind

which animates it by which the relation of the

parts to the whole must be determined. When we

speak of Christ, then, as giving His Body for our

food, and of the building up of the Body of Christ

as the consequence, it is obvious that the process

is exactly the reverse of that which happens in the

case of ordinary nourishment. Since it is Christ s

Body which is built up ;
in Him, and not in us,

must be the informing Spirit. It must be the life

which has its source in Him, from which &quot;

all the

Body by joints and bands having nourishment

ministered, increaseth unto the increase of God.&quot;

&quot; My body lives by my spirit ; yours by your

spirit. The Body of Christ cannot live save by
the Spirit of Christ.&quot;

27 So that though Christ s

Body is orally received, yet It does not become part

of ?, but we become part of Him ; He is not re

solved, as it were, into the structure ofour minds, but

ice pass, on the contrary, into His divine organi

zation. The sacramentam indeed, or outward part,

is assimilated, like other food, to the body which

receives it : but the res sacramenti is an energizing

principle, which takes up and quickens that upon
which it is bestowed.

Now, such a mode of operation as this is spiritual,

and not carnal ;
and addresses itself, not to the

27
St. Aug. in Joan. Tnvc. xxvi. 1 3.
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bodily organs, but to the inner man. &quot;

Spiritual

and corporal nourishment,&quot; says a striking writer,
&quot; follow contrary laws : in corporal nourishment

the nutriment is converted into the substance of

the thing nourished : but in the nourishment of

the spiritual life, the thing nourished is converted

into the nature of the thing which nourishes it,

and of its nutriment
;

and the nutriment is not

changed, but only the thing nourished.&quot;-
8 That

such should be the process, therefore, in the Holy

Eucharist, shows the thing received not to be dwid

matter, which is to acquire life by being taken into

the organization of the receiver, but a living prin

ciple, which has power to absorb and organise those

by whom it is partaken. And this is the manner

in which the Holy Eucharist is always described

by ancient writers :
&quot; the effect of participating of

the Body and Blood of Christ is nothing else than

that we pass into that which we receive :&quot;~

J &quot;

as

St. Paul says, a little leaven leaveneth the whole

lump, so the very smallest portion of the Eucharist

resolves our whole body into itself, and fills us with

its own
energy.&quot;

yo &quot; The Body
&quot;

(i. e. of Our Lord)
&quot; which has been rendered immortal by God,

having become present in ours, transforms and

changes the whole of it to itself.&quot;
31 Those who

thus regard it could not have supposed that it wras

the nourishment of the body, but must have under-

28 Raimundus de Sabunde, Theol. Xaturalis, 285.
29

St. Leo, Sorni. Ixiii. 7.
30

St. Cyril, A. iv. 3(55.
31

S. Greg. Nyss. Catcch. Orat. 37. Vide supra, cap. iv. p. 102.
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stood its real nature and spiritual laws. And this

they further showed by founding upon this truth

two other important doctrines
; namely, the Unity

of the Church
;
and the title which the Church

herself possessed to be regarded as a portion of the

Eucharistic sacrifice. The Church s Unity depends

upon the oneness of that Divine Head, whose

spiritual Body it becomes through the Holy Eu
charist. &quot; The Church ofthe Saviour is one, because

those who have believed arc resolved into one

Body.&quot;
32 &quot; And the unity of this

Body,&quot; says St.

Augustin,
&quot;

is taught us by our sacrifice, which the

Apostle briefly signified, saying, we are all one

bread and one body.
&quot; 33 And so St. Ignatius :

&quot; one Eucharist, because one Flesh of Our Lord

Jesus Christ.&quot;
31 And in like manner, because the

mystical Body of the Lord is the extension of His

Body natural, does the Church itself become a part
of the Eucharistic sacrifice.

&quot; Since the Church is

His own Body, she learns to offer up herself

through Him.&quot;
35

O

Since it is allowed, then, that the Body and

Blood of Christ act in a spiritual, and not a physi
cal manner, it may be asked why it is essential

to affirm their real Presence in the Holy Eucharist,
and why it is not enough to believe merely that

Christ Himself enters into personal relation with us

by a spiritual power, as is the case in Baptism ?

It would be a sufficient answer that we are taught
32

Theodoix-f. in Psalm, xcvi. 8.
33

Epis. clxxxvii. L O.
34 Ad Plulad. 4. 3i

St. AUK. de Civit. l)ei. x. 20.
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otherwise in Scripture, and that a different belief

prevailed in the ancient Church. In Baptism we

arc said to put on the New Man Christ Jesus, and

by His Spirit to be engrafted into Tlis Body : but

His Body and Blood are affirmed to be really

present in the Holy Eucharist. And hence the

Church s uniform distinction, that Christ s Body

may be said to be present in Baptism, but that He
is really present in the Holy Eucharist, by reason

of the Presence of His Body and Blood. But it

may be observed further, that such a scheme of

doctrine is in perfect consonance with that which

we know respecting the fall and recovery of man

kind. For is it not the essential characteristic of

the Christian system, that it depends on those two

men, in one of whom humanity fell, while it was

regenerated in the other ? Does not this imply
that the cure of human ill must, in some measure,

be correspondent to its cause ? May we not an

ticipate the gifts of grace to be bestowed in a

manner which is analogous to the incursions of sin?

Now, in what manner is corruption propagated

among men ? The souls of men are believed to be

each a separate creation 36 of the Supreme Being ;

and to become in some way infected with that

hereditary taint, which is perpetuated through the

propagation of their bodies. If it be affirmed, then,

that the soul cannot be a channel through which

the gift of Christ s Presence in the Holy Eucharist

S6 Vide Doctrine of the Incarnation, p. 41, ed. 3rd: p. 34, ed. 4th.
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can affect and modify the whole body, how comes

it that a man s own body can produce such effects

upon his soul ? And that the sanctified Body of

Christ should be employed as the medium of benefit

to the souls of men, is evidently consistent with the

analogy, which looks for a resemblance between

the poison and the antidote. For are they not

tainted by their relation to that corrupted flesh,

which they inherit from Adam ?

&quot; If the flesh of the first man, made poisonous and mortal, com
municates death to the soul, shall not the Flesh of Christ, which
is healthful and life-giving, bestow upon it life and safety?

Therefore, as the soul contracts all its ill by flesh, it ought by
flesh to receive all its benefit. If it is to be freed from the evil,

which came to it by the flesh of the first man, it must have

society and union with the Flesh of Christ, the Second Man.
And as by the single flesh of the first man all souls are infected

and destroyed, so are all souls washed, cleansed, and quickened,

by the Flesh of Christ. As the flesh of the first man is the

storehouse of all vices, sins, and crimes, so all virtues, all spiritual

treasures, and all blessings, are stored up in the Flesh of Christ.

As the former flesh separates the soul from God, and unites it

with Satan ; so the Flesh of Christ separates it from Satan, and
unites it to God. For as Satan lurks in the flesh of the first

man, so the Godhead abides in the Flesh of the Second. There

fore, when the soul is united and associated with the Flesh of

Christ, it is associated and united with the Godhead. And as

Satan takes possession of souls by the flesh of Adam, so by His
own Flesh are they taken possession of by Christ.&quot;

37

The considerations which have been adduced,

supply the explanation of another point of great
moment what is requisite on the part of the re

ceiver, if he would profit by the gift of the Holy
Eucharist. It has been stated that this sacrament

37 Raimundus de Sabunde Tit. 290.
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consists of two parts, an outward part, which sup

plies nourishment to the body, an inward part,

which supplies nourishment to the soul. Now, be

tween these there exists a certain analogy, so that

as the bodily functions are necessary for the profi

table reception of the one, so those of the soul for

the profitable reception of the other. And as life

is that principle, without which the body cannot

profit by the aliment which it receives, so neither

can the soul profit by its nourishment except it

lives. If the body were dead, its organs would be

unable to assimilate to themselves the food which

was administered to it ; and in like manner would

the soul s food be unprofitable, if it were dead also.

But it was observed that the law, according to which

the Body of Christ sustains the soul, was the con

verse of that, according to which the outward

elements sustain the body. It docs not pass into

our spiritual structure, but we into His
;
in Him

lies the principle of life
;
He is the Head of the

Church, the Saviour of the Body. So that from

Him must come that life, by which all members of

His mystical Body are quickened. And so we
read in Holy Scripture. To the Eternal Father

belongs the origin of life, by the necessity of His

nature. From Him it passes co-eternally to the

Eternal Son of I lis love by necessary derivation
;

and to the Son Incarnate by voluntary gift. For,
&quot;

as the Father hath life in Himself, so hath He

given to the Son to have life in Himself.&quot; And
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one main purpose of St. John s Gospel was to re

veal how this gift is extended from the Head to

the members. &quot; These are written that ye might
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God,
and that believing, ye might have life through His

name.&quot; Such is His own merciful declaration,
&quot; I

am come that they might have life
;&quot;

&quot; I am the

resurrection and the life
;&quot;

&quot;

I am the way, the

truth, and the life
;&quot;

and the evil of those who re

jected Him He states to be,
&quot;

ye will not come

to Me, that ye might have life.&quot;
38

Such is the manner in which the gift of life is

communicated to mankind
;

it comes through theo

intervention of the one Mediator, and the agency
of His Spirit : for &quot;if any man have not the Spirit

of Christ, he is none of His. And if Christ be in you,
the body is dead because of sin, but the spirit is

life because of righteousness.&quot; So that when Cor

nelius and his friends had been marked out as

qualified subjects for Baptism by the supernatural

descent of the Holy Ghost, it was said,
&quot; then

hath God also to the Gentiles granted repentance
unto

life&quot;
If to possess life, therefore, be the

necessary qualification for the Holy Eucharist, the

preparation must be to be united with Christ by
the Spirit. For thus, and thus only, does life enter

into the soul of man. &quot;

I
live,&quot; says the Apostle,

&quot;

yet not I, but Christ liveth in me.&quot; And there

fore the ordinance of Baptism, wherein men are

38 Vide St. John, xx. 31
;
x. 10

; xi. 25
;

xiv. fi
;

v. 40.
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made members of the Body of Christ, makes them

partakers also of His life. For &quot; we are buried

with Him by Baptism into death, that like as Christ

was raised up from the dead by the glory of the

Father, even so we also should walk in newness of

life.

&quot; And &quot;

if we be dead with Christ, we believe

that we shall also live with Him.&quot;

On this circumstance was built the law of the

ancient Church, that the first requisite for profitable

participation in the Holy Eucharist was the sacra

ment of Baptism. It turns upon the same principle,

upon which we must account for the absence of

all mention of the Holy Eucharist between the

time of the Last Supper and the day of Pentecost.

In that interval, when Our Lord s death was most

recent, and the mere natural acts of memorial would

have been most in place, we read of no Eucharist,

because that spiritual relation, whereby Christians

are bound to the Body of Christ, was consequent

upon the gift of the Holy Ghost. It was requisite,

therefore, that Our Lord s Humanity should first

occupy that new place which it took in His Ascen

sion
;

that it should &quot;

give
&quot;

those Pentecostal

&quot;

gifts,&quot;

39 which the Incarnation had conferred in

His person upon manhood
;

and &quot; instruct the

world of righteousness,&quot;
40

through the mission of

the Comforter. It is thus that the effect of Our

Lord s Ascension is explained by St. Cyril in a pas

sage already referred to. When speaking of Our

39
Ephes. iv. 8, with Psalm Ixviii. 18.

40
St. John, xvi. 8.
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Lord s words to Mary Magdalen,
&quot; Touch Me not,

for I am not yet ascended to My Father :&quot; lie says,

Our Lord
;

forbids the approach of Mary, because she had not yet re

ceived the
Spirit,&quot; inasmuch as before His Ascension,

&quot; the

Spirit had not yet been given to mankind by the Father through
Him.&quot; And &quot;

hence,&quot; he says,
&quot;

lias the Church taken its

pattern. Therefore we exclude from the Holy Table those who
acknowledge Our Lord s Divinity, and have already professed
the faith, that is, those who arc catechumens, but have not yet
been enriched with the gift of the Holy Ghost. For He does
not dwell in those who arc not yet baptized. But when they
have been made partakers of the Holy Ghost, then nothing
hinders them from touching also Our Saviour Christ. There
fore to those Avho desire to partake of the Mystical Eucharist,
the ministers of the Divine Mysteries proclaim, Holy thinr/s

for lioJij persons] teaching that the participation of that which
is sacred befits those who are sanctified by the

Spirit.&quot;

41

To the same purpose is a statement of Pope Inno

cent, when writing- against the Pelagians. Those

persons, he says, who maintain that children &quot; with

out regeneration&quot; have that life which is conferred

by eating the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink

ing His Blood,
&quot; seem to me to wish to destroy

Baptism, since they proclaim them to possess that&quot;

(i. e. the Flesh of Christ)
&quot; which ought not to be

conferred upon them, as is believed, except through

Baptism.
&quot;

St. Augustin, among whose letters

this passage is preserved, explains it to mean, that

to eat the Flesh of the Son of Man and drink His

Blood, is a thing
&quot; which none certainly except the

baptized can do.&quot;
43 And so he says to Julianus,

&quot; whether you will or no, you are compelled to
41

S. Cyril, A. in Joan. lib. xii. vol. iv. p. 108(5.
42

S. Aug. Epis. clxxxii. 5. 43
Ib. Epis. clxxxvi. 29.

E e
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admit that it is to the regenerate that this food and

this cup belongs.&quot;
4i

Baptism, then, is the first qualification for the

Holy Eucharist; but it is the first only. Its pur

pose is to establish a spiritual connexion between

the soul and the Humanity of the Second Adam,

whereby we may be made members of His

Mystical Body, and thus be engrafted into the

Divine nature. But if we sin, as all men sin,

after Baptism, this connexion is relaxed, if it is not

broken. It is relaxed even by those perpetual

weaknesses to which the best 15 men are liable, and

which are inseparable from our fallen nature, until

the effects of concupiscence are done away in death,

as its guilt was done away by Baptism. It is as a

remedy against these daily incursions of sin, that

Our Lord has given us His Prayer as a daily means

of seeking forgiveness.
&quot; On account of those sins

of men, which are to be borne with, and which the

less they are, are so much the more frequent, God

lias appointed that during the time when mercy can

be found, there shall be in His Church this daily

medicine, that we should say, forgive us our debts,

as we forgive our debtors. With these words we

may wash our faces and come to the altar
;
with these

words we may wash ourfaces,and communicate in the

Body and Blood of Christ.&quot;
40 St. Ambrose adds the

reading of Scripture (&quot;

the Apostolical food,&quot; as he

44
Opcris Imp. c. Jul. iii. 38.

45 &quot; Non vobis dico, qnia sine peccato hie vivetis
;
sed sunt venialia, sine

quibus vita ista non est,&quot; S. Aug. de Si/mholn, sec. 14. Vide in Psalm.

cxviii. Serm. iii. sec. 2, 3.
&quot; 6

S. Aug. Sermo. xvn. 5.
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calls it) as a perpetual preparation :

&quot; You have

the Apostolical food, .... eat it first, that you
may afterwards come to the food of Christ, to the

food of the Lord s Body, to the feast of the Sacra

ment, to that cup by which the affections of the

faithful are intoxicated.&quot;
47

But besides those habitual defects which con

tinually require to be remedied for we arc &quot; washed

once in Baptism ;
we are daily washed by prayer

&quot; 48

there are also those positive acts of transgression,

against which wre pray in the Litany, under the

title of &quot;

deadly sin.&quot; The effect of these, as their

name implies, is to break asunder that connexion

with Christ on which the life of the soul is de

pendent, and therefore to disqualify men for the

profitable receiving of the Holy Eucharist. For
&quot; no

one,&quot; says St. Ambrose,
&quot;

receives the food of

Christ until he has been first healed.&quot;
49 And since

these evils separate men from Christ, they put them
out of a state of acceptance or justification. For

though the gift of forgiveness wras purchased by
the one sacrifice of Christ, yet its application de

pends upon the imparting of the Divine justice;

&quot;not of that justice wdth which God is just, but of

that which God gives to men, that men may be

just through God.&quot;
50

Now, when the life of the

soul has been forfeited through sin, it cannot be

recovered by our own efforts, but only through His

gift by whom it wras originally bestowred. So that
47 In Psalm, cxviii. Serm. xv. sec. 28.

48
S. Aug. de Symholo, sec. 14.

49 Ex. Evang. Luc. Lib. vi. 70.
40

S. August, in Joan. Tract, xxvi. 1.
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there would be no such cure for this evil, as the

analogy of the Christian Covenant requires, unless

God had &quot;

left power to His Church to absolve all

sinners.&quot;
51 For by the Church s office, by the

ministry of absolution, and the power of the keys,

the relation of man to Christ is renewed, even as it

was originally bestowed in Holy Baptism. &quot;Every

where is the order of the mystery preserved,&quot; says

St. Ambrose,
&quot; that first the medicine should be

administered to men s wounds by the remission of

sins, and afterwards the food of the celestial table

should abound for them.&quot;
52 It was understood, of

course, that repentance and faith, as well as confes

sion, were needed on the part of the offender, but

the idea that after the commission of deadly sin,

men might restore themselves to their position in

the Body of Christ by an act of their own minds,

without the intervention of the Church s office, is

wholly at variance with the belief of the ancient

Church. &quot; Three ways there
are,&quot; says St. Angus-

tin,
&quot;

in which sins are remitted in the Church
;

in

Baptism, in prayer, in the greater humiliation of

penitence.&quot;
And this penitence was always im

posed by the Church s sentence :

&quot; take care,&quot; he

writes to the Catechumens,
&quot; not to commit those

things for which it is necessary that you should be

separated from Christ s Body : from which event

may God deliver
you.&quot;

53

51
Office for Visitation of Sick.

51
S. Ambrose Ex, Evang. Lnc. lib. vi. 71.

53 De Symbolo, 15, 14. The Church of England supposes remitting

grace to be conferred through the general Absolution in the Daily Prayers,
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Baptism, then, is that act by which Almighty God
vouchsafes to qualify men for the Holy Eucharist

;

and their right is maintained by a life of habitual

confession, meditation, and prayer. Neither can

this right be regained by those who fall into deadly
sin after Baptism, except through that authority
which it has pleased God to entrust to His Church,
and which is exercised through priestly absolution.

Thus do men acquire and retain that relation to

Christ, on which depends the life of the soul. Thus
does every qualification for the Holy Eucharist

resolve itself finally into one, that the receiver

must continue to hold communion with God

through the Spirit. And therefore there can be

no profitable Eucharist, unless men are members of

that true Church, which is cemented into one mys
tical Body by the Spirit. So that the first disciples
are described as men who &quot; continued steadfastly
in the Apostles doctrine and fellowship, and in

breaking of bread and in
prayers.&quot; For &quot; how can

men suppose that Christ is with their assemblies, if

they are assembled out of Christ s Church ?&quot;

:A The

elements, indeed, may be truly consecrated, but
how can men profit by the gift, unless they arc par
takers of that heavenly life which flows forth from
the Head into all members of His Body? The
Divine food may be administered, but where will be
the capacity to be nourished? &quot; There is

nothing,&quot;

and in the Communion Office
; though she lias provided a form of more

authoritative efficacy for the case of those who have made specific confes
sion. Vide an Art. on Maskell on Absolution, Christian Remembrancer A D

54
S. Cyprian de Unitate, p. 183.
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therefore,
&quot; which a Christian ought so much to

fear as to be separated from the Body of Christ.

For if he is separated from the Body of Christ he

is not a member of His
;
if he is not Christ s member

he is not animated by His Spirit. And if any
man have not the Spirit of Christ, he is none

of His.
&quot; 56 &quot; The faith, therefore, of the Church

must first be inquired into, in which if Christ dwells,

it must be accepted undoubtingly.&quot;
56 And when

it is thus accepted, all the individual graces faith,

hope, and charity find their appropriate object in

the Eucharist, which it is authorized to convey.
&quot;

lie, who wishes to live, finds in it where he may
live he finds whence he may live. Let him

approach, let him believe, let him be incorporated,

that he may be quickened. Let him not shrink

from that which is the bond of the members
;

let

him not be a corrupt member, which deserves to

be cut off, or a deformed member, of which men

are ashamed; let him be fair, fit, healthful; let

him adhere to the Body; let him live to God by
God s help; let him labour now on earth, that

hereafter he may reign in heaven.&quot;
G7

Secondly So much respecting the first caution,

that the process by which Christ s Body and Blood

act upon the receiver, is spiritual and not physical.

A second remains, that the union which is thus

effected between the receiver and Christ is accord-
55

S. August, in Joan. Tract, xxvii. 6.
56

S. Ambros. Expos. Evan. Luc. lib. vi. 68.
57

S. Angus, in Joan. Tract, xxvi. 13.
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ing to the law of love, not the law of personality.

It has been stated to be the ultimate purpose of the

Iloly Eucharist, to bring about so intimate an union

between Christ and His people, that they may be

&quot;members of His Body, of His Flesh, and of His

Bones.&quot; Now there may seem a danger, lest this

crowning truth of the Christian system should

border too closely upon the error of Pantheism.

For let the individual responsibility of man be for

gotten, and his nature be supposed to be altogether

swallowed up in that of God, and what results but

a bewildering confusion of all substances; and a

belief either that the Deity is everything, or that

nothing is Divine? Against this error therefore it

is necessary to guard ;
and to point out, not only

that the ancient belief of the Church has no ten

dency towards Pantheism, but that it is the very
antidote by which that tendency is corrected.

Pantheism is that system of thought, which Joses

sight of the wide gulf which separates God and

man the Creator and the created the finite and

and the Infinite. There arc two sides, therefore,

from which this error may arise : either the Creator

may be brought down to the level of His works, or

the creature lifted up to the level of the Creator.

The first has been the more besetting error of

ancient, the last of modern days. Those phi

losophers who supposed immensity alone to make

up the nature of God, had no means whereby to

discriminate Him from that material creation, to
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which our thoughts can assign no limits. This was
the inherent error of those Cosmogonies, which were
invented by the philosophers of the Ionian school,
and which maintained their ground in a measure,
even after Socrates had laid a truer and deeper
foundation for philosophy in the moral conscious
ness of man. Xow, as this was to bring down God
to the level of His works, so a corresponding effect

has followed, when men have assigned those condi
tions to the icorks of God, which are characteristic

of the Creator. When it is laid down as a philo

sophical axiom, that

&quot;Nature is but a name for an effect,
Whose cause is God,&quot;

it would seem to be implied, that the order of
the world arises as a necessary result from the

energy of the Supreme Essence, which must needs
show itself, according to the law of its existence,
in these material results. Now this is really the

law, according to which the Ever-blessed Trinity
exists. Xo cause can be assigned for the existence

of the Eternal Father, save the necessity of His
nature

;
the Only-Begotten Son is the Eternal

Son of the Father by necessary derivation
;

the

Holy Ghost of necessity proceeds eternally from
them both : this is the law of their adorable nature,

whereby the manner is inseparable from the fact
of their existence. To suppose, then, that the

creation exists by necessity likewise, that it is

nothing more than the effect of that creative

energy which is inseparable from Godhead; that
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the Deity could not choose but exhibit Himself

in the beings which He has created is to place the

works of God too near to their Maker, and to

assign conditions to the finite, which arc characte

ristic of the Infinite. This has been the tendency
of various modern systems of philosophy, particu

larly in Germany, and has been encouraged by
that analogy which is observed to exist between

the Supreme Essence and the thinking principle

in man.

Now this system, under both its forms, has always
found its contradiction in the Church s belief, that

the Infinite Essence has the true character of a

Personal Being-. The creation, therefore, does not

exist by any law of necessity, but by the will of

God. It was when His unbounded love moved

Him to come forth from the abyss of His infinite

nature, that lie called into existence Heaven and

earth. And yet it is necessary to provide for that

relation between the Creator and His creatures,

for which nature perpetually yearned, and which

revelation positively asserts. So that it seems

impossible to guard effectually against that per

verted notion, which would suppose finite minds

to be a necessary efflux from the Infinite original,

unless we can assign some other principle, ac

cording to which this relation may exist. And
such a principle it is, which is exhibited in the

Incarnation of Christ. The Second Person in

the Blessed Trinity, God the Word, vouchsafed to
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enter into relation with the beings whom He had

created, through the taking of the manhood into

God. Through this aet, the key to all mysteries,

God and man, the Creator and the creature, were

brought into relation. Thus did Eternal Goodness

introduce a new harmony into the world, which it

had made
;
and united men by the law of love,

without superseding the law of personality. So

that the Deity is not lowered to the level of His

works, nor the creature lifted up to the Creator;

but two natures the Infinite and the finite-

have been joined together, in order that the per

fections of the one might correct the deficiencies

of the other.

The doctrine of the Incarnation, then, as being

a perpetual witness that by supernatural gift alone

can God and man be united, is the best safeguard

against confounding the Creator with His works.

Neither does it interfere in any way with the per

sonality of those inferior beings, whose common

nature it has purified and exalted. For the bond,

by which the new Head of man s race binds His

members to one another and to Himself, is that

bond of love which has its origin in His own nature.

It was shown that the process by which the Hu

manity of Our Lord is communicated to men is

spiritual, and not physical. Now love is the

principle by which spiritual essences act upon each

other
;
and therefore love must supply the condi

tions on which the Incarnate Head must be related
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to His members. And since sacraments are the

channels, by which those gifts which were bestowed

in the Incarnation upon humanity at large, are

extended to each individual, therefore their effect

must be to impart that principle of love, which the

one Mediator communicates to His brethren. But

since the spiritual essence of man has suffered

detriment, in some inscrutable manner, from that

corrupted nature which binds it to Adam, it must

receive some correspondent benefit from the pre

sence of that new nature which was purified in

Christ. There is nothing in this supposition which

supersedes the efficacy of that principle of love,

which has its dwelling in God, and reproduces itself

in those who are united to Him; neither does it

militate against that individual responsibility, which

is bound up in each man s personal consciousness.

It does but suggest the mean whereby love is

applied, and whereby conscience acquires increased

responsibility. For both these effects follow from

that fact of the Incarnation, whereby man s nature

was purified by the taking it into God. And both,

therefore, are connected with that sacramental

Presence of Christ, of which the Incarnation is the

cause. For it is because Christ is very Man, and

the acts of His ministers are the actions of their

Head, and consecration is a real transaction, and

His Flesh and Blood are truly present, that the

Holy Eucharist is so momentous a blessing.
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CHAPTER XIII.

PRACTICAL CONCLUSIONS.

THE preceding chapters have been addressed to

those who recognize the interpretive office of the

Primitive Church, and suppose themselves to retain

every fundamental principle which she admitted.

Such has always been the profession of the Church
of England, as avowed in her Canons and Formu

laries; and her most approved writers have con

stantly declared, that they believed her to approach
the nearest of any Christian community upon earth,
to the primitive model. If there should be any
point, therefore, of vital importance anything
which goes beyond those variable questions of

external regulation, which may fairly be left to

every age and nation anything affecting the

foundation of her faith or practice, in which our

Church has departed from the maxims of An

tiquity, her own principles demand that it should

be examined and amended.

Now surely such a case arises from the com-
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parison of our present practice with the usage of

Antiquity. Not only was the Holy Eucharist

daily ministered in the Primitive Church, but its

staple worship was the Eucharistic Sacrifice. Con

gregations which met from week to week without

this act, and Churches in which it was solemnized

once a quarter, or even once a month, were wholly

unknown. The liberty of individual Churches

was vindicated by two great writers, St. Jerome

and St. Ausmstin, against those who demandedO / O

uniformity in indifferent matters, but the precepts

of Scripture, and the rules of the Universal Church,

were supposed by both of them to be binding upon
all Christians. And by the last, St. Augustin

explains himself to mean not merely those things

which had been enacted by the Apostles or their

successors in Council, but those which were fixed

by the practice
l of the Church throughout the

world. The present, therefore, is plainly an instance

of discrepancy, which according to primitive rules

admits of no justification, since it is at variance

in a most grave and momentous particular, not

only with the universal judgment of the ancient

Church, but also with the acknowledged practice

of the Holy Apostles.

It will hardly be disputed that the example of

the Apostles, during that short time for which we

have any detailed statement of their actions, shows

1 &quot; Ex auctoritate divinariira Scriptnrarum ct universal Ecclesioe, qnx
toto orbe diffunditur, consen.sionc.&quot; S. Aug. Ep. Iv. 27

;
vide Id. sec. 35,

Epis. liv. 1
;
and S. Jerom. Ep. Hi. ad Lucinium. vol. iv. pt. 2, p. 579.
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a daily
2 Eucharist to be the normal condition of

the Church s existence. In the less full account

of somewhat later transactions, it is manifest, like

wise, that those who were collected on the first

day of the week,
&quot; came together to break bread.&quot;

Those, therefore, who reject the authority of the

ancient Church, might be expected to feel the

more bound to a rule, which, according to the

models left us in Scripture, is without exception.

But what was the practice of the Primitive Church?

It is commonly alleged that as the first fervour of

devotion passed away, the frequency with which

the Holy Eucharist was administered diminished

also, so that since the moral state of ancient times

was not likely to be very different from our own,
it might be anticipated that the ancient and

modern rules respecting the use of this sacrament,

would be nearly coincident. And so much must

be admitted, that since the Christian communities

consisted, in the first instance, principally either of

slaves, or of persons whose rank in life did not

afford unbroken leisure, such daily assemblies as

those at Jerusalem can hardly have been possible.

It is not unlikely, therefore, that while the Gospel
was as yet emerging from the lowest ranks, the

ministration of the Holy Eucharist may have been

almost confined to the Lord s Day. Such would

seem to have been the case among those whom

Pliny
3

interrogated in Asia Minor
;
and though

2
Acts, ii. 4G. 3 &quot; Stato die.&quot; Ep. lib. x. 97.
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Justin Martyr may have been referring only to

the more solemn assemblies, yet he makes no

mention of worship, except on the Lord s Day.
4

Less than this, however, was never tolerated
;

neither does there seem to have been any ancient

Church, however circumstanced, which thought
that its Sunday solemnity could be complete,
without the celebration of the Christian mystery.
And no sooner had the first period of op

pression past away no sooner did the Church

include persons of leisure in her ranks, and obtain

such toleration as sufficed for the performance of

common worship than she returned in great
measure to the rule of primitive observance. Xo

doubt, as her numbers increased, there must have

been many who could not come together more

than once or twice a week, and it seems to have

been in reference to such parties that we hear of

more solemn assemblies on Saturday and Sunday,
5

4

Apol. i. G7.
5 Vide Apost. Const, ii. 59. Socrates speaks of the Holy Eucharist on

Saturday as almost universal, Lib. v. 22, and again of&quot; Saturday and
Sunday, as the days wherein assemblies were usually held in the Churches
of Constantinople, about the time of St. Chrysostom. But we learn from
St. Chrysostom s Homilies at Constantinople, that the IIolv Eucharist was
offered there daily, and he speaks of men as daily entering where it was
celebrated. In Epist. ad Jf&amp;lt;-/: J/om. xvii. 3, 4. So that there must
evidently have been a daily Eucharist

;
and the statement of Socrates must

refer only to the days of general attendance. This may account for the

circumstance, that Cassian, as well as the Apostolical Constitutions, speak
of the Holy Eucharist as solemnized especially on these days, while they
yet contain allusions, which imply it to have been more frequently minis
tered. Cassian says that the monks in Egypt held no meetings in the day,
except on Saturday and Sunday, when the Holy Eucharist was ministered
at nine o clock. fnstit. iii. 2

; Bib. Put. vii. 24. Yet he alludes himself to
the habit of communicating daily, Coll. vii. 30

;
and he implies that in

some cases the prayers before day were followed by the &quot;

celebritcts Missce
;&quot;

Instit. ii. 7. (This agrees with Tertnllian s statement :

&quot; sacrcnnentum antelu-
cauis actibus sumimus&quot; DP. for. Mil. 3.) The Apostolical Constitutions
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and on the festivals of the Martyrs ;
but the daily

reception of the Holy Eucharist was a prevalent
custom among devout people, nor is there a single

distinguished man, by whom any other rule is

recommended. It is probable that it prevailed
before the end of the second century, when Tcr-

tullian s reference to those who scrupled to receive

the Holy Eucharist on Wednesday and Friday

(the two station days), proves that this ordinance

was celebrated during the week
;

f&amp;gt; and his own

comparison of (Jar Lord s Body with daily bread,
would imply its daily celebration. 7

Moreover, he

states that it was offered, as we know from St.

Cyprian (Ep. 34, and 37) to have been the case

during the next century, on the festivals of the

order Saturday and Sunday to be kept, the one in memory of the Creation,
the other of the Resurrection, vii. 23. On those days, therefore, the
people arc told to come especially to Church, and it is said that on Sunday
the sacrifice is always offered, ii. .V,). But when the Kucharistic service
is described in the same work, there is nothing to intimate that it was
confined to these days. An account is given of the manner in which the
Church should meet, hut without anything which fixes it to one day more
than another; and after the saying of prayers, comes the direction, &quot;then

let the, sacrifice he offered,&quot; &c. Ap. Con. ii. 57
;
and again, viii. 5. And

there are directions also to offer it in the cemeteries, and at funerals, vi. 30.
And we hear of St. Ambrose s visiting a private person of distinction,

&quot; to
offer the sacrifice in her house.&quot; Life, by Paii/iit/is, p. 3. Kpiphanius,
indeed, speaks of &quot;solemn assemblies&quot; as instituted by the Apostles four
days a week (Adv. Har. iii. 2, 22), and there were places, St. Augustiu
tells us (Epis. liv. 2), where the oblation was only offered once or twice a
week. The statement quoted from Cassian make s it not improbable that
he referred to places in Egypt; and Socrates says the mysteries were not
celebrated on Wednesday or Friday at Alexandria an omission, which
he attributes to the allegorizing tendencies of Origen, v. 22. But so long
as the practice of reservation continued, this was no hindrance to constant
participation ;

and St. Basil speaks of the reservation of the elements, as par
ticularly prevalent in Egypt, Epis. 93. Nor did reservation afford the means
of reception only, but of celebration also. In the East, the oblation was
not made in Lent except on Saturday and Sunday (Council of Laodicrca,
Canon 49) ;

but by the fifty-second Canon of the Council in Trullo, the
service was to be performed with the preconsecrated elements.

6 De Oratione, U. De Orationc, 6.
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martyrs.
8 In the third century the testimony of

St. Cyprian is express, that the custom of the

Christian priesthood was &quot;

to celebrate sacrifices

daily to God.&quot;
9 For &quot;we daily receive the

Eucharist as our saving food.&quot;
10 And St. Hip-

polytus had spoken of it somewhat earlier in the

century, as &quot;

daily prepared on the mystical and
divine Table.&quot;

11

The more full information which we have re

specting the fourth century, shows how universal

the usage had then become. Euscbius seems to be

speaking of the Church at large, when he says that

the Christians &quot; celebrated a daily memorial of Our
Lord s Body and Blood.&quot;

1 -
St. Gaudentius,

13

Bishop of Brescia in Italy, speaks of &quot;the represen
tation of Christ s Passion&quot; as

&quot;daily&quot; received;
and his metropolitan, St. Ambrose, writes &quot; Christ

is ministered to me every day.&quot;

14 He is contrasting
the Holy Eucharist with the manna in the desert :

&quot; Christ is my food, Christ is my drink
;
the Flesh

of God is my food, the Blood of God is my drink.&quot;

&quot; That true Bread from heaven, the Father has re

served for me. For me has that Bread of God
descended from heaven, which gives life to this

world. It did not descend for the Jews, it did

not descend for the Synagogue ;
but it has de

scended for the Church.&quot;
&quot; Why do you ask Him,

8 De Corona Militum, 3. 9
Epis. liv. p. 77.

10 De Oratione Domin. p. 192. Gallandi, ii. 488.
12 Demonst. Evang. ii. 10, p. 37.

3 &quot;

Quotidie et gerentcs in manibus, ore etiam sumentes.&quot; Bib. Pat.
Max. v. 947. M In Psalm, cxviii. Serm. xyiii. 26.

Ff
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Jew, to give you that Bread which He gives to all,

which lie gives daili) /&quot;

That such was the practice of the African Church,

as well as of the Donatists, may be inferred from

the approving notice of St. Optatus
ui

respecting the

latter : while in Bethlehem St. Jerome speaks of

himself as &quot;

drinking Christ s Blood
daily&quot;

&quot;in His

Sacrifices.&quot;
17 His statement, that daily participa

tion was the especial rule of the lioman and Spanish

Churches,
ls would seem to imply, indeed, that the

custom was not equally universal in the East.

And this is confirmed by the censure passed both

by St. Chrysostom,
19 and by the writer of the work

&quot; DC Sacramentis
j&quot;-

Q
upon those who were accus

tomed to receive only once a year. But this

negligence, though frequent, was not universal- 1

even in the East
;

so that though many abstained

from daily participation, the public sacrifice of the

Church may have been daily otfcred. And St.

Chrysostom repeatedly affirms that it was. &quot; Do

we not offer every day? Certainly we do.&quot;&quot; So

that he calls the Holy Eucharist &quot; the daily Sacri

fice;&quot;

23 and speaks of Christians as having a &quot;

daily

memorial in these mysteries.&quot;
24 The only Father

of note who speaks of his own practice as not

15
S. Ambrose, U. S. 27, 28.

16
S. Optatus de Schism. Don. ii. 12. &quot;quotidie

a vobis sacrificia con-

diuntur.&quot;
K Hieron. Ilc-dehiiu. Q. 2, vol. iv. part i. p. 172.

18
Epis. Hi. Ad Lucinium. vol. iv. part ii. p. 579.

19 In Ephcs. Horn. iii. 4.
20

S. Ambros. de Sac. v. 4, 25.
21

S. Au&amp;lt;;. De Serin, in Monte, ii. 2G, speaks of &quot;

plnrimi.&quot;

22 Horn, in Ep. ad Hebr. xvii. 3
;
and vide Horn. adv. Jud. iii. 4.

23 Horn. iii. 4, ad Ephes.
24 Horn. 1. 3. In Mutth.
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coming up to the common rule is St. Basil, who
communicated four times a week, as well as on all

Saints days. But it does not follow that even in

Pontus the Holy Eucharist was not celebrated daily,

for Saints days occurred every week, and he says
&quot;to communicate every day, and be partaker of the

sacred Body and Blood of Christ, is good and profit

able.&quot;
25 So that he exhibits but a slight deviation

from that rule, which the leading teachers of the

ancient Church recommended to others, as well as

practised themselves. And we find the same usageo
in the next century. St. Maximus says that &quot; the

death of Our Lord is celebrated every day, in

obedience to His own command:&quot; 2 &quot; and St. Au-

gustin speaks of Christ as &quot;

slain daily for the

people in the sacrament.&quot;
27 He abstained, indeed,

from censuring the custom of those places where

reception was less frequent, and where the offering
was only made once 2y or twice a week, but his own

judgment is that men
&quot;ought to receive

daily;&quot;
29

for himself, he says, that &quot; the Eucharist is our

daily bread:&quot;
30 and his daily

31 homilies appear to

have been preached on the occasions of its cele

bration.

The history of the first four centuries, then, shows

that the Church adhered as closely as possible to

25
Epis. xciii. There were &quot;often one or two&quot; Saints Days &quot;in the same

week.&quot; HitiyJidin, xiii. J, 5.
2G De Nat. Sanct, Serin. 78.

27
Epis. xcviii. 9.

&quot;

Epis. liv. 2.
29 Sernio 227.

30 Sermo Ivii. 7, Iviii. 5, lix.
(&amp;gt;,

and De Sermon e Dom. in Monte, ii. 25.
31 Vide Scrmo cxxviii. 6, cliv. ], civ. 1.
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the Apostolic usage of the
&quot;daily&quot; &quot;breaking-

of

bread. There were times when persecution made

daily assemblies impossible, there were places which

were wanting in the zeal which maintained them,

but the most distinguished Fathers speak of the

Holy Eucharist as (huh/ offered, and recommend

(Inihj reception to the faithful.
&quot; The oblation

which is made to-day, which was made yesterday,

which is made every day, is like the one which was

made on that sabbath (/ . e., of its institution);

&quot; tlmt was not more sacred than this is,
nor is tJtis

less weighty than that was; but it is ever one and

the same, alike awful and saving.&quot;

32 To trace the

custom lower is hardly necessary, for after this time

its predominance will scarcely be disputed. It will

be enough to quote the words of the great Prelate,

to whom England is so largely indebted :

&quot; We

ought to sacrifice the daily offerings of His Flesh

and Blood.&quot;-&quot;
3 And he recommends the example

of Cassius, Bishop of Xarni,
&quot; whose custom was

to offer daily sacrifices to God, so that scarce a day

of his life passed away, in which he did not offer to

Almighty God the appeasing victim.&quot;
34 And this

leads to the thought, how it comes that the custom

of our own Church should so little correspond to

the advice of its early benefactor. There have not

been wanting men in our history, who, as Sulpicius

Severus says of St. Martin,
&quot;

might be compared

32
S. Chrys. Horn. iii. con. Jud. 4, vol. i. p. Gil.

33 S! Grcgorii Magni Di^^log. iv. 58.
a4 In Evan. Lib. ii, Horn, xxxvii. 0.
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with the very Apostles.&quot; Certainly there have been

those who, for singleness of heart and largeness of

comprehension, might have sat at the feet of St.

Ambrose and St. Augustin. How coines it, then,

that among the many generations which have

flourished during the three last centuries, there have

been none to revive a rule, which has the sanction,

not only of Holy Scripture, but of Catholic An

tiquity? There have been men of thought among
us, and men of activity ;

men endowed with ample

means, and raised to those high positions which

qualify them to take the lead, and give a tone

to the opinion of their fellows. How comes it,

then, that with a professed intention of respecting

antiquity, there should be so fundamental a dif

ference between ancient and modern times, and

that to return to the scriptural and primitive model

should never have been thought of, notwithstanding
all the learning, leisure, and zeal, which has existed

in the Church of England?
This is the more singular, because the abandon

ment of the daily Eucharist was evidently not con

templated, when &quot; the Book of Common
Prayer&quot;

was first promulgated. King Edward s First Book,
A.D. 1548, provided for

&quot;Daily
Communion&quot; in

the Cathedral Churches, and contemplated its

observance in other places. Directions are given
for times &quot; when the Holy Communion is celebrate

on the worke day or in private houses
;&quot;

and the

notice is not required to be read above once a



438 PHACTICAL CONCLUSIONS.

month,
&quot; where there is daily communion.&quot; With

a view, too, to insure its weekly ministration at

least, even in Parish Churches, it was ordered that

&quot;the parishioners of every parish shall offer every

Sunday,&quot; and that of the families which are required
to defray the charge of the elements,

&quot; some one

at the least of that house . . . shall receive the

Communion with the
priest.&quot;

This order, with a

corresponding one respecting Cathedral and Col

legiate Churches, professes to have had in view that

which had been enjoined by various mediaeval

canons,
35 that the Holy Eucharist should not be

celebrated unless there be some person to respond
to the priest.

&quot; The minister having always some
to communicate with him, may accordingly solem

nize so high and holy mysteries with all the suf

frages and due order appointed for the same.&quot; The

order, however, was only that some should commu
nicate with the minister, not that all present should

be obliged to do so; it was provided only that

persons who did not receive should &quot;

depart out of

the
quire,&quot;

in which those who designed to com
municate were to assemble.

But about a year after the publication of King
Edward s First Book, Archbishop Cranmer aban

doned his belief in the Keal Presence a change
35 These canons, however, make no mention of communicating with the

priest. They order only that there shall he some one to lie tit/dressed, and
to

rcKi&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;nd.
Vide Council of Mayence, A.D.

8l;&amp;gt;,
Can. 43, Hardnh&amp;gt;, iv. 1015.

The point is fully explained in the 48th Can. of the sixth Council of Paris,
A.D. 829, quoted in the Capitularies (Balu/ius), vol. i. p. 1137. Vide
Har duiu, vol. iv. p. 1325. And vide the synodical letter of Kathcrius Bishop
of Verona. D Achery s Spicileginm, vol. i. p. 377.
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\vhich seems to have been very acceptable to the

young king and his favourites. By virtue of the

more than Papal power which he assumed, Edward

soon superseded the Book which he had formerly

sanctioned, and imposed his Second Book of 1552

upon the nation. By this means, as well as by the

forty-two Articles which were published the same

year, and in like manner without any spiritual

sanction, the Zuinglo-Calvinistic system took pos

session of our Churches. All mention of daily
3 5

communion immediately disappeared; and instead

of a reference to &quot; the suffrages and due order,&quot; as

the ground on which some were to communicate

with the priest, it is ordered that &quot; there shall be

no celebration of the Lord s Supper, except there

be a good number to communicate with the priest,

according to his discretion.&quot; Xor was this all.

For whereas, according to the previous book, all

who were in fellowship with the Christian body

might remain in the nave, and communicate in the

Church s offering, even if any temporary hindrance

prevented them from drawing nearer to the altar,

the Second Book of King Edward ordered such

persons to go away, and thus excluded them from

the Eucharistic Sacrifice, unless they were prepared
at the moment to participate in the sacrament.
&quot; Bather than ye should so do, depart you hence,

and give place to them that be godly disposed.&quot;
36 That Luther did not appreciate the Real Presence, though he retained

it theoretically, may be gathered from his order :

&quot;

Alissiv autein quotidiana;
iu universum aboleantur.&quot; DC / its Cceremoniis, Lut/ter s Works, vol. ii.

fol. 39!).
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This order, to &quot; send the multitudes
away,&quot;

was

the cause both of the subsequent small attendance

at the Holy Eucharist, and of the infrcquency of

the rite. For it was soon found, that if every one

who was present was obliged to receive on every

occasion, it was necessary either to give up the

daily Eucharist, or to dispense with the attendance

of &quot; the great congregation.&quot; Yet the order was

natural enough, considering that the ruling party had

adopted the Zuinglian theory, and supposed the

Holy Eucharist to be merely a commemorative

feast. For if Christ s real Presence be denied, the

primitive doctrine of the Eucharistic Sacrifice must

be abandoned also
;

so that to have maintained a

spiritual participation in the Offering, would have

been to keep up a practice which had lost its

meaning. It was only consistent, therefore, to

accommodate the usages of the Church to its newO

doctrines. The service, consequently, was divested

of its sacrificial character
;

and no longer bore

witness, as in early times, to the great event which

is transacted at the altar. This was done both by

mutilating the prayer of oblation, which had been

retained in the Book of 1548, and by placing it

after, instead of before, the communion. These

changes in the ritual tallied but too truly with the

order by which all who were unprepared to receive

daily, were excluded from the Church. But that

the transition might not be too glaring, a new

ritual was provided, which bore some relation to
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the past a ritual which has been described by a

recent writer as
&quot; the Missa Sicca, neither conse

cration nor communion, but a mere sham rite,

which, most unfortunately, is retained in our own

Church, whenever actual celebration does not take

place.&quot;

157 This would appear less offensive to the

Zuinglian party, because their very system is to

deprive the Holy Eucharist of its reality, and to re

solve it into a mere representation. But the Missa

Slcca was allowed to be an abuse even in me
diaeval times, and it is wholly without ancient

authority. For what is the Altar, without the gift

by which it is consecrated ? Why does the priest

stand there, except to minister Christ ? What
ancient Church, or what early Father, ever thought
of solemnizing the Eucharistic rites, unless He was

present who was the soul of the service ? What
so signally distinguishes the Jewish from the Chris

tian ritual, as that in the first
&quot; the altar sanctifies

the
gift,&quot;

whereas the true gift is that which sanc

tifies the altar ?

This sentence of exclusion, which the Puritan

party had introduced in 1552, was withdrawn when

the Prayer-Book was first revised by the Church s

representatives, A. D. 1G62
;

and thus it became

possible for all who were in the Church s com

munion, to take part again on all occasions in the

Eucharistic Sacrifice. But the habit of attending,

once lost, was not easily recovered. The dislo-

37
&quot;Neale s History of the Eastern Church,&quot; Gen. Introd. p. 715.
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cation, too, of the Eucharistic office, was allowed

to continue ;
so that the nature and real efficacy

of the Eucharistic Sacrifice was not brought out,

as it might have been, by the words of the service.

And the very beauty and devoutness of the words,

which had been left, rendered men less alive to the

importance of the acts, which had been omitted.

Not that there were wanting- those who saw and

regretted the abandonment of the ancient usage.

Such was Bishop Overall, to whom we owe the

conclusion of the Catechism the most important

testimony which we possess to the reality of both

sacraments. His chaplain, Bishop Cosin, quotes

the order of the Council of Mayence, that the Holy

Eucharist should not be ministered unless persons

were present who could respond and be addressed :

&quot; Xullus Presbyter solus Missam cantare valet recte,

ut nobis videtur. Quomodo cnim dicct, Dominus

vobiscum ? &c.&quot; On which Cosin remarks,
&quot;

they

say yet, ut noils videtur : fain would they have

had the abuse amended, and yet the Communion

not neglected for all that. They knew not well

whether they should forbid it absolutely and simply,

if there were no company ;
as indeed letter were it

to endure the absence of the people, titan for tlie

minister to neglect tlte usual and daily sacrifice of

the Church, by which all people, whether they be

there or no, reap so much lenejit. And this was the

opinion of my lord and master, Dr. Overall.
&quot;

;

38 Additional notes to XMolls. p. .&quot;,3. Cosin refers to the Council

of Nice. But the words which he cites occur as the 43rd canon of the

Council of Mayence. Hard, iv. p. 1015.
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An unwillingness to be entirely separated from

the various Protestant communities, among whom
the disuse of consecration had involved the denial

of the Eeal Presence, and therefore of the Eucha-

ristic Sacrifice, may in those days have obstructed

a return to the primitive usage. But what pre

vents the attempt at present, among those who

believe that the claims of the Church of England

depend upon the maintenance of her Catholic

character ? Why should she not return to that

custom of daily Communion, which was authorized

both by the Apostles and the Primitive Church,

and which has on its side the judgment of all other

bodies which call themselves Catholic in Christen

dom ? Now here occurs the practical difficulty,

that, according to our present usage, all persons

who are unprepared for so frequent a reception of

the sacrament of Christ s Body and Blood, would

be excluded from the daily service of the Church.

But why should this usage be perpetuated, now

that it has lost both its doctrinal significance, and its

legislative force ? AVe are neither bound to the

Zuinglian theory, by which the validity of the

Eucharistic Sacrifice was denied, nor to that law of

exclusion which was its practical result. The tacit

omission of this order from our Book of Common

Prayer, is equivalent to its direct repeal. So that

any priest, who could induce his people to give its

due prominence to the Eucharistic office, might at

once resume the ancient usage : or if it were



444 I KACTICAL CONCLUSIONS.

thought presumptuous in a priest to take such a

step on his own authority, it might plainly be done

by any Bishop. For each diocese is an integral

portion of the Universal Church
;
and every Bishop,

therefore, would possess full authority to reform an

abuse, which does not depend upon law, but upon
custom.

It may be said, indeed, that the clergy are always
as willing to minister the Holy Eucharist as their

parishioners to receive it
;
and therefore that the

abuse, if such it be, is the fault of individuals.

And the weakness of individuals cannot be imputed
as a defect to the collective Church, because it is

inseparable from our common nature. But the

obligations of the Church of Christ are one thing;

the defects of its individual members arc another.

That the people should be unprepared for that daily

reception of Christ s Body which would render

earth most like to heaven
;

that the food of angels

should be too sacred for their daily meat this is

the fault of those, wliose own infirmities exclude

them from the full richness of the Gospel feast. The
Church does her part, when she daily spreads her

board, and invites men to partake it. The manna
is daily poured forth around the camp ;

it is the

fault of individuals if it be not gathered. But their

negligence is no reason why she should intermit

that continual worship, which it is her office, as a

collective body, to render to God. It is her com

mission,
&quot; that supplications, prayers, intercessions,
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and giving of thanks, be made for all men.&quot; To
omit this would be to neglect her proper task

;

just as the frailty of individuals is only her grief ;

but any voluntary neglect of public discipline must

be her sin. Perhaps it may be thought that this last

evil accounts for the other
;
that till Church Disci

pline can be restored, it is impossible to give its due

prominence to the Eucharistic office. How can you
invite men, it may be said, to daily communion, till

the purity of the Christian body is maintained by a

stricter discipline ? But on this principle you must

forbid a monthly as well as a daily Eucharist
;

you must omit prayer, as well as sacrament. For

the rules of ancient piety would have excluded

notorious offenders, not only from the Church s

Eucharistic office, but even from its more solemn

prayers. Whatever fault and loss, therefore, may
arise from lack of discipline, it can be no reason

why the Church should abandon that perpetual

worship, which it is her duty and privilege to present.

Xow it was the principle of the ancient Church,

that this perpetual worship did not attain perfection

except in the Eucharistic office
;
and nothing less,

therefore, was supposed to be the &quot;

daily sacrifice
&quot;

spoken of in Holy Writ. The cessation of &quot; the sa

crifice and the oblation,&quot; predicted by Daniel (ix. 27),

is explained by Primasius to be &quot; the failure of the

victim and sacrifice, which is now offered with

solemn order in the Church.&quot;
39 St. Jerome assigns

39 Comment, in Apocalyp. lib. iii. Bib. Pat. x. 315.
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the same meaning to Daniel s words : on Daniel

viii. 14, he says,
&quot; most of our interpreters apply

this
passage,&quot;

L c. the vision concerning the daily

sacrifice,
&quot;

to Antichrist, and suppose that the event

which happened under Antiochus in type, will hap

pen under him in
reality.&quot;

10 And again, he tells us

that he translates the term which is employed in

Daniel, xi. 31, and xii. 11, by &quot;juge sacrificium&quot; and

that he considers its intermission to mean, that &quot;An

tichrist, getting possession of the world, will forbid

the worship of God.&quot;
11

Xow, by the
&quot;juge

sacri

ficium&quot;
he obviously intends &quot; the victims, which,&quot;

he says, &quot;are daily offered by the Bishop to God.&quot;
4 2

St. Chrysostom, too, describes the Holy Eucharist as

&quot; the daily sacrifice
;&quot;

43 and earlier still, St. Irenaeus

says, that &quot; the time of Antichrist s
tyranny,&quot;

when
&quot; the sacrifice and libation shall be taken

away,&quot;
is

that &quot; wherein the saints shall be put to flight, who

offer the pure sacrifice to the Lord.&quot;
11 These

Fathers believed that a time of persecution would

arise, when the public offices of the Christian Church

would be everywhere interdicted. For St. Irenaeus

explains the pure sacrifice to be that &quot; new oblation

of the New Testament, which the Church receiving

from the Apostles, offers throughout the whole

world to God.&quot;
45

Such passages imply the Holy Eucharist to be

that perpetual worship, which it is the Church s

40
St. Jcroin. vol. iii. p. 1100. 41

Ib. on Dan. xii. 11, vol. iii. p. 1133, bis.
42

Ib. in Tit. i. vol. iv. part i. p. 418.
43 Horn, in Kplies. iii. 4.

44
S. Iron. v. 25, 4.

45
Ib. iv. 17, 5.
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public office to present. So that no negligence in

the attendance of the people can be a legitimate

ground for its disuse. For it is the Church s func

tion to offer itself continually to God
;
and this

offering cannot be acceptably presented, except

through the merit of that perfect victim, with

whom in this service it is identified. This was the

reason why the Church s public assembly (synaxis)
was equivalent, in the language of ancient times,

to the Holy Eucharist. &quot; The
mysteries,&quot; says St.

Chrysostom,
&quot; which are celebrated at every as

sembly (st/naj is), are called the Eucharist.
&quot; 1G

Whether they met on Sunday or week-day, as we

have seen, the custom of the first Christians was

to stand at God s altar. 17 The ground of sup

plication always was,
&quot; how shall we not prevail

with God, when that awful Sacrifice lies displayed ?&quot;

48

For except through her union with that sacri

fice, the Church felt herself altogether unworthy
to appear before God. So that those who pro
scribed this daily service, and confined its celebration

to the occasions, when there were &quot; a good number

to communicate with the
priest,&quot;

viewed the Holy
Eucharist under an aspect entirely different from

that which prevailed in early ages. They must

have forgotten that the Eucharistic Sacrifice was a

substantive act, whereby the Intercession of the

Great High Priest wras perpetually applied for the

benefit of His brethren. They failed, therefore, to
46 In St. Matt. Horn. xxv. 3, vol. vii. p. 310.

17
Tevtullian cle Oratione, 14.

&quot; 8
S. Chrysos.on Philipp. Horn. iii. 4.
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do full justice to the work of that Ascended Head,
who not only was, but &quot;

is the Saviour of the
body.&quot;

For they excluded His own availing participation

from His people s worship, and perceived not that

it was the merit which He had acquired by the

sacrifice of the Cross, which gives value to the sacri

fice of the Altar.

The subject before us is so important, that it

seems necessary to meet the objections which the

previous statements are likely to encounter. First

It is sometimes said, that to allow men to take

part in the sacrifice of the Holy Eucharist, on oc

casions when they are prevented from taking part

in the sacrament, is contrary to the analogy supplied

by the sacrificial observances of the Levitical Ritual,

in which the custom was that those who &quot;

partook

of the
altar,&quot;

should &quot; eat of the sacrifice.&quot;

Secondly such a permission is said not only to be

destitute of primitive sanction, but to be directly

condemned by the early Fathers. Thirdly it is

asked, what advantage could accrue from it, even

if it were permitted.

First It is admitted, on all hands, that in the

Holy Eucharist there is a feast upon a sacrifice. This

was implied in its original appointment, and St.

Paul refers to it as a reason for abstaining from the

sacrificial banquets of the heathen. But it has

been shown that the Holy Eucharist consists not

only of a feast upon a sacrifice, but likewise of a

sacrifice itself. Its full and perfect participation,
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therefore, implies no doubt that men should avail

themselves ofboth its purposes. But it is a further

question, whether its purposes are so united, that

it is impossible to employ it in the one relation,

unless it be employed simultaneously in the other.

Is it contrary either to natural piety or to an ex

press command, to join in the sacrifice without going
on to the sacrament

;
or to partake the sacrament

without having been present at its oblation ? It is

clear that the last was not objected to by the early

Christians, for it was their established usage, to send

that which had been consecrated to those who were

debarred from attendance at the sacrifice. 49 Neither

does there seem any reason in the nature of the

case, why those who are hindered from obtaining the

full benefits which the Church has to offer, should

be prohibited from their partial enjoyment. We
must see, then, whether such partial employment
of the Holy Eucharist is forbidden by the laws of

the Church, or contradicts those principles which

were foreshadowed by the synagogue ;
whether it

is at variance either with the nature of Jewish types

or Christian sacraments.

Now it would not, after all,beofany great moment,
if the rules of the Mosaic ritual had in this case been

opposed to the custom of the Church, because the

sacrifices of the Law were eaten as bodily food, and

not for spiritual nourishment. Yet some general

analogy may be anticipated between the two dispen-

49 Justin Martyr, Apol. i. 67.

Gg
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sations. And so far as the Law supplies any guidance

on the subject, it not only does not militate against the

principles which have been laid down, but altogether

confirms them. The analogy of the Jewish service

would certainly require, as was enjoined by the

twelfth Council of Toledo, that the Holy Eucharist

should never be solemnized, without being partaken

by the consecrating priest.
&quot; Hi qni sacrificantes

-non ediuit, rci sioit dominici sacramenti&quot; Tor it

lias been shown that in cases in which the Jewish

priest acted as a proper mediator, he was required to

eatofthe offering (p. 3(52 ) ;
and thatone characteristic

of the Christian sacrifice is, that it supersedes those

provisions, by which the eating of the victim was

prevented in cases in which the Jewish priests were

insufficient mediators. P&amp;gt;ut when we turn from the

priest to the people, we find nothing which would

indicate the same necessity. To all other parties,

except the sacrificing priest, the eating of the

victim appears to have been optional. The priestly

family discharged a mediatorial office towards the

nation at large, and therefore all its males might

eat of the inferior class of sin-offerings.
51 But there

was no provision which compelled all of them to

partake. And as respects the peace-offerings,
in

which those who presented them might share, the

eating them appears to have been allowed, but not

commanded. The characteristic act was the pre-

50 &quot;

Quotiescunque sacrificans corpus et sanguinem Jesu Christ! Domini

nostri in altario immolat, toties perceptionis corporis ct sanguinis Christ!

se participem prtebeat.&quot;
Con. Tolet. xii. Can. 5, Harduin, iii. p. 1722.

51
Leviticus, vi. 29.
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senting the victim before God :

&quot; lie shall lay his

hand upon the head of his offering, and kill it at the

door of the tabernacle of the congregation.&quot;
52

Sup

posing the offerer to have become ceremonially un

clean before the sacrificial feast could be celebrated,

he was disqualified from eating of it:
53 but there is

no indication that his previous act of oblation was

invalidated.
&quot; For the

overplus,&quot; says Josephus,
&quot;

they that offer the sacrifice may eat of it during

two
days.&quot;

54 And all which the law enjoined was,

that the residue which remained uneaten on the

third day should be burned with fire.
55

There is nothing, then, in the analogies derivable

from the ordinary sacrifices of the Jewish law,

whether we look at burnt-offerings, sin-offerings,

or peace-offerings, which would afford any pre

sumption that in the Holy Eucharist the sacrifice

and the sacrament cannot lawfully be dissociated.

No doubt the union of both is essential to the full

efficacy of this ordinance; and yet each of them

may in itself be a substantive action. But there

remains the case of the Passover, which, though not

included in any of the previous classes, is yet called

a sacrifice in Scripture,
50 and was so considered by

the Jews. Now, in this, the eating of the victim

was plainly the characteristic act, from which it

might be supposed that the benefit of the ordinance

could not be dissociated. Moreover, the Passover

is the rite which bears especial relation to the mys-
62

Leviticus, iii. 2, 8, 13.
&quot; Id. vii. 20.

M Jewish Ant. iii. 9.
35

Leviticus, vii. 17.
56
Exodus, xii. 27

;
xxxiv. 25.
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teries of the Gospel ;
for

&quot; Christ our Passover is

sacrificed for us.&quot;

It must be observed, however, as respects the

Passover, that it is only by a general analogy that

it appears to have been called a sacrifice, and that

it does not strictly answer to the conditions by

which sacrifices were distinguished. That which

was directly commanded was that it should be eaten:

there is no direction respecting the offering it before

Clod in the manner commonly prescribed respecting

sacrifices. So that though all males were ordered

to cat it, yet this was a specific appointment, and

not intended to give validity to the previous obla

tion. And even as regards the Passover, con

sidering it as a sacrifice, its benefit was not con

fined to those by whom it was partaken. For,

taken under this aspect, it must be thought, like

that first Passover which was celebrated in Egypt,

to have been a sort of national sacrifice of thanks

giving. Now there is no injunction in Scripture

that women should eat it, and their doing so was

held to be optional
57
by the Jews. Moreover, it

was the custom of the Jews to form themselves into

small sodalities, consisting of ten or more persons,

for whose common use a lamb was slain. Now it

was allowable for persons to be included in these

sodalities, who from extreme age, from sickness, or

from youth,
58 were unable to partake of the lamb.

57 Gemara Hieros. Kidduschin. &quot; Pascha mulierum ex arbitrio.&quot; Ugo-

Uni, vol. xxx. p. 45G ;
and De Pasckate, cap. viii. Ugolini, xvii. 892.

68 Mischnah. Fesachim. cap. v. sec. 3.
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It was held by the Jews to be illegal
59 to offer the

lamb for a sodality, in which none were able to

partake of it; but the incapacity of some60 members

was no reason why it should not be offered for the

sodality at large. Some of the Jewish authorities

went so far as to say that if the lamb fell short, so

that none remained for a person who was legally

bound to eat the Passover, he was exempted from

the duty of repeating the rite,
61 because the blood

of the first victim had been sprinkled in his name;
but it is clear on all hands that the benefits of the

ordinance, regarding it as a sacrifice for the nation

at large, were not supposed to be confined to those

by whom it was eaten.

Secondly So far, then, as we can found an analogy
on the rules of the Synagogue, we should expect
that the full blessing of the Holy Eucharist is

to be gained by participation both in the feast and

in the sacrifice, but that those who are debarred the

one, are not of necessity to be debarred the other.

Let us see next what is to be gathered from the

practices of the Church. We may first take our

position towards the close of that period, in which

the Church s authority was as yet unimpaired by
59 &quot; Si fucrit societas centum, qui non possint comederc in quantitate

olivae, non mactant pro illis
;

et non faeiunt societatcm miilierum, servo-

rum, et pucrorum.&quot; Gemara Hieros. dePasc/tute cap. viii. fJejolini, xvii. p.

890, 902.
&quot; &quot; Pro comedentibus suis, et pro non comedentibns suis

; pro annume-
ratis, et pro non annumeratis

; pro circmncisis, et pra putiatis ; pro
immundis ct mundis, est legitimum.&quot; lb. cap. v. p. 790; vi. 824. &quot;Quo-

modo pro non comedentibus ? Si mactaverit nomine a3groti, senis, qui
non possint comedere in quantitate olivas.&quot; lb. p. 806.

61
&quot;R. Nathan dicit

;
non tenentur faccre Pascha secundum, quia jam pro

iis aspersus fuit sanguis.&quot; Tosaphta, vii. 2. Ugolini, xvii. 662.
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the division between East and West, and before

the ancient doctrine respecting the Holy Eucharist

had ever been disputed. At that time, the eighth

century of the Christian era, we have full informa

tion respecting the usual mode of public worship.

Independently of the Liturgical documents which

are still in existence, the decrees of Councils show

us the three following particulars. First That the

Jloly Eucharist was attended, or was meant to be

attended, by the mass of the laity, weekly at least,

if not more frequently : Secondly That they were

expected to remain till the end of the service:

Thirdly - - That frequent reception was thought

desirable, but that they were not required to com

municate except on special occasions.

All these particulars may be gathered from the

interesting Capitularies issued to his clergy by

Thcodulphus, Bishop of Orleans, towards the end of

this century. Every Christian was to come every

Sunday with his oblations to the Eucharistic ser

vice (canon 24) ;

C2 he must hear the Eucharistic

office and the sermon (46), and the priest was not

allowed to celebrate it unless there were persons

standing round, whom he could address, and by
whom he could be answered. (7) But the laity

were ordered to receive on the Sundays in Lent, and

on certain other great days, when
&quot;

penitus ab omni

bus communicandum .-&quot;

3

(41 )
and they are exhorted

62
Harduin, iv. p. 917.

63 This canon appears verbatim in the directions given by Amalarius to

his clergy in the next century. D Acltery s Spic. vol. iii. p. 333.
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to prepare themselves for the occasion by special

self-denial and prayer. (44) It is clear, then, that

to take part in the sacrifice without taking part in

the sacrament, was a regular custom in the eighth

century. And the fact is confirmed by the canons

of numerous Councils held under the patronage of

Charlemagne, at the end of the century, or soon

afterwards. On the Ember days, it is said,
&quot; Ve-

niant omnes ad Ecclvstam liora nona cum Litaniis

ad Missarum solemnia.&quot;
6* The presence of those

who were not expected to communicate is directly

recognised;
65 and the benefits to be derived from

the oblation affirmed. GG

As we ascend from this point towards the earliest

age, we find that the same laws reappear in the

Excerpta of Egbert, Archbishop of York, A.D. 732,

and in the Penitentiary of Theodore, Archbishop

of Canterbury, A.D. 6G8. The first orders the

clergy to celebrate the Holy Eucharist daily (Xo.

55 G7
),

while the laity arc ordered to communicate at

least thrice a year (No. 38) : the second is express

in directing men to stay till the Eucharistic office

is ended. 08 The same usage had been sanctioned by
the Council of Agde, and two Councils of Orange, a

64 Conn, of Mayence, can. 34, Hard. iv. p. 1015.
65 &quot;

Presbyteri omnhio admonendi sunt nt cum sacra Missarum solemnia

pcregerint, atque cormnunicaveriiit, pucris aut aliis quibuslibet personis
adstantibus Corpus Domini indiscrete non tribuant.&quot; Third Council of
Tour.

!, Can. 19. Hard, iv. p. 1025.
66 &quot; Oblationcm qnoqne et pacem in ccclcsia faccre Jupiter admoneatur

populus Christianas, qiiia ipsa oblatio sibi et suis magnum remedium est

unirnarum.&quot; Council ofMuyenc.e, Canon 44, Hard. iv. p. 101 G.
67
Thorpe s Ancient Laws of England, vol. ii. p. 105

; Wilkins, i. 104.
68 No. 48, Thorpe, ii. 58.
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century previously. The Eucharistic Service is

ordered to be attended by the laity every Sunday ;

6&amp;lt;J

they are forbidden to go out till it is over, or at least

till the bishop had given the blessing, which was
not pronounced till after consecration

;

70 while the

Council of Agdc directs (canon 18) that they shall

communicate three times a year. The intention

with which these orders were given is fully ex

plained in the sermons of St. Caesarius of Aries,
who presided at the Council of Agde, A. D. 506.

He exhorts his people to attend every Sunday and
make their oblations for the altar: 71 he bids them

stay till after the consecration, and explains the

benefits of taking part in the oblation;
72 while he

contemplates an especial preparation before they
communicate. 73

A hundred years before the Council of Agde we
come to the age of the great Fathers of the Church.

And this is the most important step in our ascent

from the eighth century to primitive times, because

Bingham fixes upon it as the era of a change in the

practice of the Church. He seems to have con

sidered, that the custom of allowing men to partake
in the sacrifice when they did not partake in the

Sacrament, was introduced between the Council of

Agde and the time of St. Chrysostom. This opinion
is grounded upon a passage in St. Chrysostom s third

69 Cone. Agath. 47, Hard. ii. 1003.
70 Con. Agath. 47. Council Aurel. i. Can. 26

;
Hard. ii. 1011. Cone.

Anrel. iii. can. 29. Hard. ii. 1428.
71

Appendix to S. Angus, vol. v. Serm. 265, 3
; 266, 2.

l
Ib. Serm. 281, 2

; 173, 4
; 174, 3. &quot;Ib. Serm. 142, 7.
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Homily on the Ephesians, in which he arraigns the

conduct of those who attended the Holy Eucharist

at Easter, or some other great feast, while they
lived carelessly during the rest of the year.

&quot; Ob

serve,&quot; he sa} s,
&quot; the vast inconsistency of the

thing. At the other times ye come not, no, not

though often ye are clean
;
but at Easter, however

flagrant an act ye may have committed, ye come.&quot;

The fault appears to have been prevalent in his

day ;
in an early Homily

74 at Antioch he complains,

that it was the custom of many to communicate on

festivals, rather than when they were themselves

prepared. In his Homily on the Ephesians, there

fore, he puts the following dilemma : if men are

living in sin they ought to be excommunicated,
and so interdicted from taking part in the more

solemn prayers ;
but if they are not living in sin

they ought to communicate. &quot; Thou hast declared

thyself to be of the number of them that are

worthy, by not departing with them that are un

worthy. Why stay, and yet not partake of the

table?&quot;

It is plain enough from this address, that the

regular attendance which had existed in the Primi

tive age had been generally abandoned : the Church

and the world had interpenetrated and influenced

one another
;
so that the same Homily says :

&quot;

in

vain is the daily sacrifice, in vain do we stand be

fore the altar; there is no one to
partake.&quot; But it

74 De Baptismo Christi, vol. ii. p. 378.
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is essential to Bingham s argument to show, not

only that St. Chrysostom complained of the abuse,
but what was the nature of the remedy which he

suggested. Though he could not have wished all

the Christians of Antioch or Constantinople to

communicate daily in their existing state, he doubt

less wished and urged them to qualify themselves

for such a blessing. But what did he propose in

the meantime? Did he only tell them that they

ought all to communicate
;
or did he exclude those

from the sacrifice who excluded themselves from

the sacrament? Was his complaint that they took

part in the one, or that they abstained from taking

part in the other? Xo doubt some of his words

might be taken either way; but his concluding re

marks show that his complaint was not for what

men did, but for what they left undone. &quot; That I

may not then be the means of increasing your con

demnation, I entreat you not to forbear coming, but

to render yourself worthy both of being present and

of approaching.&quot;
75

St. Chrysostom could hardly have used these

words, if his object had been not to induce all to

communicate, but to exclude those who were negli

gent in doing so, from the Christian sacrifice. If

this last had been his intention, he would surely

have observed, that the one of these duties could

not be performed without the simultaneous per

formance of the other. For this would have been

75 Horn. iii. 5. in Ephcs. vol. xi. p. 24.
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the legitimate argument to employ against those

who attempted to separate them. But on this

point he says not a syllable : his whole argument

is addressed merely to the duty of receiving, if men

were in a state of grace. He is reasoning against

those, who were contented to come once or twice a

year to the Holy Eucharist. Such persons, he says,

cannot be living such lives as fit them to take part

in the Church s prayers. So that it by no means

follows that he would have spoken so severely of

those who commonly were communicants, if some

temporary circumstances had rendered them un

prepared for daily participation.

But it may be said, St. Chrysostom s words re

present prayer and Eucharist to be so completely

identical, that those who were unprepared for the

one must be unprepared for the other.
&quot; Why

stay, and yet not partake of the table? I am un

worthy, thou wilt say. Then art thou also as unfit

for that communion thou hast had in the
prayers.&quot;

This might be true enough of those who attended

only once a year, but that St. Chrysostom did not

consider the two things to be entirely equal, is

obvious from his own conduct. For when some

monks who had been expelled from Alexandria

by Theophilus came to Constantinople,
&quot; he

would not give them communion in the mysteries,&quot;

it is said,
&quot;

till their case had been judicially de

cided;&quot; but he allowed them to partake in the

prayers.
76

Clearly, then, he must have supposed
76

Socrates, vi. 9. The same may be inferred from St. Chrys. Horn. ix.
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that some difference existed between the one and

the other, though he might think that men were

unfit to take part in the prayers, who were habitual

neglccters of the sacrament. And sucli was the

judgment of the contemporary Council of Toledo

(A. D. 400), which, while ordering the clergy to

attend the daily sacrifice, imposes penitence on

&quot;laymen who never communicate.&quot;
77

These considerations render it evident that St.

Chrysostom s words were not intended to exclude

men from the sacrifice, but to bring them to the

sacrament. Neither does any other supposition

accord with the fact, that a hundred years later it

was an universal custom to attend the one, when

men were unprepared to attend the other. How
should such a custom have arisen, without leaving

traces of its origin? The universal tendency of

human affairs is to fall back and decay; and

nothing is more natural, therefore, than that the

daily reception of the Christian mysteries, which

had prevailed during the fervour of the Apostolic

age, should insensibly cease to be the rule of ordi

nary Christians. Nor is it strange that wrhen the

Church had enjoyed a hundred years more of

worldly patronage, this negligence should excite less

indignation than it did in
&quot; the glorious preacher,&quot;

&quot; With soul of zeal and lips of flame.&quot;

on the Statutes. (Ox. Transl. p. 1 59.) He there speaks to persons as pre
sent at the Sacrifice, who could not be designing to communicate, inas

much as they were not fasting.
77 Cone. Tol. i. Canon 13, Hard. i. p. 991.
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It was probable, therefore, that the neglect of the

sacrament, which had been tolerated in the time of

St. Chrysostom,would become almost the established

rule in the time of Csesarius. (Though it should be

observed that the Council ofAgde required reception

at least three times a year. Can. 18.) But a new

habit of attending the sacrifice could not have

been introduced in this manner without obser

vation. How should it have arisen unless it had

been recommended by Bishops, and enjoined by
Councils? To impose a new duty to which men

have been unaccustomed, is not so easy as to allow

an old one to fall into neglect. How came this

new rule not to be noticed in those great Councils

which were held during the middle of the fifth

century, nor by those distinguished men, who had

been formed in the school of St. Augustin, and who

lived to its close ? The neglect of which St.

Chrysostom complained, may have become more

inveterate during another century ;
but the interval

does not suffice for the silent introduction of a

custom, which previously had been wholly un

known.

The conclusion is, then, that those careless mem
bers of the Church, who were attracted by St.

Chrysostom s preaching, though they were sharply

rebuked for communicating only once or twice a

year, were not excluded from the daily offering of

the Christian sacrifice. Indeed, it has been shown

that St. Chrysostom granted this permission as a
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privilege, to those to whom he was unable to grant

full communion. And in one of his homilies,

where he complains of those who came to hear the

sermon, and departed before the celebration of the

Holy Eucharist, he dwells exclusively upon the

fact that &quot; Christ was about to exhibit Himself in

the sacred mysteries,&quot;
78 and that superior efficacy

attended public prayer. So that his object must

have been to induce men to take part in the sacra

ment; but if this could not be effected, not to

exclude them from the sacrifice. And if such was

the usage in the time of St. Chrysostom, it must

have been the usage during the two centuries

which preceded his birth
;
since it is admitted on all

hands, that whatever diminution there may have

been in the earnestness of her members, yet that no

alteration had as yet taken place in the principle of

the Church s ritual.

Now, before proceeding to trace the subject into

this earlier period, it is necessary to make two

observations first, that the Church s rule un

doubtedly was, that all Christians should take part

both in the sacrament and the sacrifice secondly,

that none except members of her communion were

allowed to be present at either. The first is

obvious, not only from such statements as those

which have been quoted from St. Chrysostom ;
but

likewise from the eighth Apostolical Canon, which

sentences a clerk to suspension if he does not com-

78 De Incomprehens. iii. 6, vol. i. p. 469.
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municate when the oblation is offered, unless he can

assign a sufficient reason. And therefore, when a

sort of model service is described in the Apostolical

Constitutions, (ii. 57, viii. 13,) the Church is sup

posed to consist exclusively of devout persons, w
rho

would all exert their full privilege of receiving Our

Lord s Body and Blood. But again, none who
were out of the Church s communion were allowed

to be present. For all ancient Liturgies were dis

tinct in requiring, that those who were not commu
nicants should leave the Church before the celebra

tion of the Holy Eucharist. But to be communi

cants, it was not necessary to receive every day :

this may have been the custom in the age of the

Apostles; but it was never enjoined. The only
rules imposed upon the laity were such as those of

the Council of Sardica (can. 11), that &quot;men

should be excluded from Church-membership if

they absented themselves from Church for three

weeks together;&quot;
79 or again if they came to Church,

but &quot; never communicated.&quot; [First Council of

Toledo, can. 13.] Hence, says Waterland, Infants

were considered in one sense to be &quot; communi

cants, though they lived not to partake of the

Eucharist.&quot;
80

79 The Council in Trullo, which re-enacted this order, can. 80, says nothing
of communicating, but only orders the laity to come together once in three

Sundays. So Balsamon understands it : he speaks of the laity as ordered
to meet and pray together. Beveridge, vol. i. p. 250. Theodore, in his Peni

tentiary (44), seems to suppose that they were obliged to communicate

(Thorpe, vol. ii. p. 51); though he may possibly have used the word in
that more general sense of communicating in prayers, in which it was
employed by the Council of Nice. Cations 11, 13, &c.

80
Inquiry concerning Infant Communion, works, vol. ix. p. 488.
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When it is maintained then, that in the ancient

Church men took part in the sacrifice who did

not take part in the sacrament, the assertion

must be qualified by the two preceding consi

derations. The custom, that is, was permitted

rather than enjoined : this partial employment of

the Church s ritual was only a concession to the

weakness of those, who fell short of the full vigour

of the Christian life. But it was a concession of

which none might avail themselves but those who

were members of the Church : it was an indulgence

which was awarded to those who continued to be

her children. And with these qualifications, there

is every reason to suppose that the practice had

existed from the beginning. For it must be

observed, First that the ministration of the Holy
Eucharist appears to have been the only public

ritual coeval with the Church. Secondly that

it was not contemplated that any one who was

in communion with the Church should go out

before the conclusion of the service. Thirdly

that we find rules to have been laid down in some

places which rendered it impossible that every one

should communicate daily, and that it is indis

putable that many who did not communicate were

allowed to remain. Fourthly that there are no

ancient canons of general obligation, which order

either that every one should receive, or that

those who were unprepared to receive, should

go away.
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First We hear of no public ritual 81 in the first

ages, except that which was connected with the

Eucharistic Office. So it certainly was in the

Apostle s time. &quot; The disciples came together to

break bread.&quot; And so does St. Paul speak of the

Holy Eucharist as that which men might be

expected to solemnize,
&quot; when ye come together

into one
place.&quot; The case was the same, accord

ing to Justin Martyr, in the next century. The

only public gathering which he 82
describes, is that

for the celebration of the Holy Eucharist; and this

service was solemnized, according to Tertullian,
both on the Station 83

days and in their nocturnal

assemblies.^ ]So doubt it must have been the

custom of Christians from the earliest ages, to

meet continually for the purpose of prayer and

psalmody (as St. Basil describes, Ep. 207), but
no traces of anything resembling a public ritual,

except the Eucharistic Liturgies, have come down
to us from the three first centuries. The only ex

ception to this statement is the daily morning and

evening prayer, which occurs in the eighth Book of

the Apostolical Constitutions, cap. xxxv. &c. It

must be observed, however, that this form of daily

prayer is not stated, even in the Constitutions, to
81 This circumstance, together with the fact that the Holy Eucharist was

then ministered daily, is the ground for thinking that the word teirovpyovvruv
(&quot;as they ministered to the

Lord&quot;), Acts, xiii. 2, must refer to the Eucha
ristic Service.

82
Apol. i. 65. 83 Be Oratione, xiv.

84 De Corona Mit. iii. This seems to have heen the case in Pliny s
time

;
for he associates the &quot; sacramentum &quot;

with the early assembly of the
Christians, though evidently ignorant of its nature : while the Agape was
celebrated later in the day. Epis. lib. x. 97.

nh
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be intended as a substitute for the Eucharistic

office
;

it seems rather designed to be an additional

form of devotion, for the use of those who worship

ped together several times a day. Indeed, if it

had been a substitute for the Eucharistic office, by
whom could it have been employed ? Not by St.

Cyprian before the Council of Nice, nor after it by
St. Chrysostom in the East, or St. Ambrose in the

West
;
not by St. Augustin or St. Jerome ;

for it has

been shown that the offering of the Holy Eucha

rist was their daily employment. These prayers

may have been meant, then, to answer the same end

with the devotional offices, which assumed a defi

nite shape, when monastic institutions arose towards

the middle of the fourth century, and of which we

have an account from St. Basil in the fourth,
85 and

from Cassitin in the fifth century. So that we

must conclude, that they were intended to afford

employment to those who could give their whole

time to God s service, but that they never took the

place of the great act of social worship.

Besides, the Apostolical Constitutions are nothing

but the literary exercise of some private person, who

has presumed to put his own words into the mouths

of the Apostles. The book was rejected, therefore,

by the second canon of the Council in Trullo, and

the prayers and usages which it contains, are merely

the suggestions of an individual. So that its litur

gical services have no claim to rank with those

85
Ep. 207, and Epiphanius adv. Hacr. iii. 2, 23, vol. i. p. HOG.
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which express the usages and faith of Apostolical

Churches, although they arc a valuable witness to

the opinions of the age in which they were com

posed. But if we would know what was the mode
of worship in the third or fourth centuries, we
must look to the public Liturgies. Now their

very existence testifies to the truth of St. Chry-
sostom s assertion, that &quot; Our Passover is the

offering and sacrifice which is made at every

assembling.&quot;
86 For the word Liturgy, or ser

vice, when applied to a sacred or mystical purpose,

gradually became identified with the Eucharistic

Office
;

neither is any other handed down from

early times. So that it was impossible to join in

common worship during the period which preceded
the birth of St. Chrysostom, without participating
in the Eucharistic action, because no other solemn

and public ritual existed in the Church.

Secondly The preceding statement renders it

evident, that those who attended public worship
must have joined in the Eucharistic Office. It is

equally certain, that no one in communion with the

Church was allowed to depart till the service was con

cluded. So much may certainly be gathered from

the 9th Apostolical canon, and the 2nd canon of the

Council of Antioch, whatever else they maj^ imply.
The command may not have been always regarded ;

and St. Chrysostom complains both of those who
went away directly after the sermon,

87 and of
86 &quot;

xaff ixdarrn/ uuvaJ-iv.&quot; Horn. adv. ,Tud. iii. 4.
87

Tloin. de Incomprchensibili, iii. 6, vol. i. p. 409. In the time of Csc-
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those who went out as soon as they had them

selves communicated. 88 Yet the Rubrics of the

ancient Liturgies prove that this must have been

a local corruption ;
for it appears that those who

went out were formally dismissed by the officers of

the Church, and none were thus dismissed except

those who had not yet been admitted, or who were

excluded from the Church s communion. First it

was the catechumens, who were not baptized; then

the various classes of penitents. In every case

the deacon proclaimed,
&quot;

Depart catechumens
;&quot;

or

&quot;

Depart those who are in
penance.&quot;

&quot; Let no

one remain who is not in communion.&quot; So that

no room remains for the departure of those who

were not under some sentence. And the full pro

vision which is made for what should happen, and

the exact rules by which it was defined, show that

if any omitted to remain, it must have been an

irregular and unlicensed proceeding.

Thirdly It is clear that some members of the

Church, who were present at her public prayers,

and who must have been expected therefore to

remain till the conclusion of the service, neither

did, nor, according to her canons, could communi

cate daily. An instance has already been adduced

from the history of Socrates, in which persons

were allowed to communicate with the Church s

sarius, the Bishop appears to have pronounced a henediction after the

consecration, for those who did not receive. Sermo 281, 2, Append, to S.

Aucj. vol. v.
;
and vide MabiUon de Liturc/. Gall. i. 4, p. 35.
88 Hoin. do Baptismo Christi, iv. vol. ii. p. 374.
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prayers, who were not permitted to partake of

the mysteries. Nor was this a single case.

When those who were subjected to penance had

passed through its three lower stages, it was the

established usage not to admit them at once to the

full privileges of the Church, but to allow them to

join in the Eucharistic prayers without communi

cating. They were called consistentes, costanders,

because they were allowed to worship with the

congregation at the time of the oblation, though
it was not partaken by themselves. This usage
has the highest authority, for it was ordained by
the Council of Nice : it is of the highest antiquity,

for it was sanctioned at the still earlier Council of

Ancyra, A. D. 315. Those who were admitted to

this privilege were said &quot; to communicate in prayer

only,&quot;*

9 or &quot;to communicate without the oblation.&quot;
90

The last words imply probably, as was ordered by
the Council of Eliberis (canon 28), that those who

did not actually communicate, should not be allowed

to contribute towards the expenses of the offering.

So that this was an incomplete communion, which

was followed after a time, as the Council of Ancyra

expresses it, by
&quot; admission to full

privileges.&quot;

For &quot; the word communicating,&quot; says Bingham

(xviii. i. 6), &quot;does not always mean partaking of

the Eucharist, but communicating in prayers only,

without the oblation
;
which was but an imperfect

sort of communion.&quot; From which it follows that

89 Cone. Nic. Can. 13
;
Hard. i. 330.

&quot; Cone. Ancyr. Can. 4, 5, G.
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while it was considered to be a loss to be debarred

the sacrament, to be present only at the sacrifice

was supposed to be a gain.

The case of the consistentes, then, shows that it

was not considered unlawful for those who were

disqualified from taking part in the sacrament, to

be present at the sacrifice. Xow various circum

stances of a temporary nature were a disqualifica

tion from receiving. In the African Church, many

persons were prevented from attending on the

station days, by an unwillingness to break their fast.

Tertullian 91 advises them to attend, but to receive,

and reserve, instead of partaking of, the Eucharist.

Another hindrance was the opinion that St. Paul s

advice to the Corinthians (/. Cor. vii. 5), taken in

conjunction with the principle laid down under the

ancient Covenant (Exodus, xix. 15; /. Sam. xxi.

4, 5), was a guide for the conduct of married

Christians. And as in many places rules were laid

down by those in authority
92 on this subject, they

could not have required the whole mass of the

people to communicate daily.

Fourthly Now this leads to the last statement,

that the ancient canons contain no order of general

obligation, either that every one should receive, or

that those who were unprepared to receive should
91 DC Oratione, 14.

92 Vide Responsa Canonica Timothei, 5 and 13. Beveridge s Pandccta
Can. vol. ii. pt. i. 1 GG. Theodore s Penitentiary, xliv. 3. St. Jerome on Tit.

i. vol. iv. part i. p. 418. The same opinion is alluded to by St. Ambrose
De Cain and Abel, ii. G, 21, vol. i. p. 21G, by Siricius, Ep. 4

;
Labbe s Concil.

vol. ii. 122G; by Innocent I. Ep. 2, Id. vol. Hi. 10; by St. Csesarius, App.
to St. Aug. v. Serin. 266. 2.
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go away. On this point it is necessary to be the

more particular, because the readers of Bingham
are led to suppose, that to partake in the sacrifice

without partaking in the sacrament was prohibited

in early times. The rules to which Bingham refers

are the 9th Apostolical canon, repeated with some

modification in the 2nd canon of the Council of

Antioch, and by some later Councils
;
and a spuri

ous decretal in the canon law, attributed to Pope

Anacletus, which shows, however, says Bingham

(xv. iv. 1), &quot;the practice that was then prevailing

even in the Roman Church.&quot; The decretal runs

as follows :

&quot; After consecration let all communi

cate, who would not be cast out of the Church :

for so the Apostles appointed, and the Holy Roman
Church observes this custom.&quot;

03

It seems singular, at first sight, that such a

direction should have been given in the eighth

or ninth centuries; for the spurious decretals, as

Bingham says, express the opinions and practices

which prevailed when they were forged, and the

evidence which has been adduced puts it beyond

question, that before that time persons took part in

the sacrifice when they did not partake of the

sacrament. But the difficulty is explained if we

turn to the decretal 94 itself: the passage has no

reference whatever, as the readers of Bingham might

suppose, to the duties of the people; it is a direc

tion given to the priests and deacons who are in
93 Gratian de Consecrat. Dist. ii. cap. x.

94
Anacleti, Epis. i. 2. Hard. i. G5.
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attendance on the Bishop. They are ordered to

communicate when the Bishop celebrates the Holy
Eucharist, It is only an instance, therefore, of

the rule universally prevalent in ancient times, by
which the Priesthood were required to be habitual

communicants. Thus the first Council of Toledo

orders all darks to &quot;attend the daily sacrifice,&quot;

under pain of deprivation ;
while it is contented to

order laymen to be subjected to penance
&quot;

if they
never communicate.&quot; 95

This principle must be borne in mind, in con

sidering the earlier canons, to which we now

proceed. The 8th and 9th canons of the Apostles
are as follows. &quot;

8. If any Bishop, Priest, Deacon,
or other member of the clerical body, does not

receive, when the oblation has been offered, let

him assign the cause, and if it be a good one, let

him be pardoned. If he assign no cause, let him

be cut off from communion, as doing mischief to

the people, and raising suspicion against the

offerer, as though he has not rightly offered.

9. All the faithful who come in, and hear the

Scriptures, but do not continue for the prayer
and the holy receiving, ought to be cut off from

communion, as producing disorder in the Church.&quot;

This is quoted by Bingham, as though it ordered

all who were present to receive daily ;
which is

more than it says. The officiating ministers,

indeed, are ordered to do so, unless they give a

95
Concil. Tolet. i. Can. 5 and 13, Hard. i. 901.
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satisfactory reason to the contrary ;
but all which

is required of the Laity is to remain for the prayers

and the administration. The direction respecting

the priesthood would lead us to expect that more

could not be imposed upon the laity. For the

common rule was, that the clergy were bound to

a far stricter observance than the people : the

priesthood is described by St. Cyprian as those

&quot; who daily solemnize the sacrifices of God
;&quot;

9G
yet

nothing is required of them but a conditional re

ception. How, then, could an unconditional re

ception be exacted daily from the laity ?

The conclusion, then, which Bingham derives

from this canon, and which he founds upon the

Latin Version of Dionysius Exiguus, is not borne

out by the Greek original. Neither is the existence

of such a general law compatible either with the

conduct of the Church in regard to the Con-

sistentes, nor with the example, which has been

cited from the history of St. Chrysostom. So

that taking these canons by themselves, it seems

natural to interpret them as is done by a Greek

Scholiast, adduced by Beveridge.
&quot;

Putting the

two canons together we say, that those who are

numbered in the sacred list, and who minister in

the Sacramental mysteries, but do not receive the

oblation when it is offered, are cut off, unless they

assign a satisfactory reason. But the consecrated

persons who do not go to the altar, and handle

96 Ad Corneliiim, liv.
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what is sacred; and all the faithful laity; unless

they wait, and continue to the end, and until that

which is sacred has been received by those who are

worthy, are cut off as irregular. For to say that

all of us the faithful laity, and all consecrated

persons, who do not take part in the holy rites,

must receive that which is sacred every day, or if

not, be cut off, is neither contemplated by the

canon, nor is it possible. And therefore the 9th

canon says, that the faithful who do not remain

shall be punished, and docs not add the words

those u ho do not receive. Understand the canons

in this way, consistently with the 2nd Canon of the

Council of Antioch.&quot;
97

These canons are commented upon by two other

Greek Scholiasts,
98 Zonaras and Aristenus, neither

of whom affirms that reception, as well as at

tendance, was required from the laity ; though
Zonaras refers to the well-known fact, that frequent

communion was prevalent in early times. Balsa-

mon, however, understands the canon to have had

the wider sense attributed to it by Bingham, and

expresses surprise at its harshness. But all the

commentators 99 connect these canons with the 2nd

canon 10 of the Council of Antioch, which gives
97

Bcveridge Pandecta Canonum, vol. i. p. C.
1)8

Beveridge ubi sup.
&quot; Vide Beveridge, vol. i. p. G, 431, 432.

too n ^yj w j1Q g jnto tjje church Of God^ anci hcar the Holy Scriptures,
but do not communicate in prayer with the people, or turn away in an

irregular manner from the receiving of the Eucharist shall be cast out
from the Church.&quot; Hard. i. 51X5. The Scholiast says :

&quot; the Fathers
order those to be cast out of the Church who refuse to take part in the

prayers, and to communicate, irregularly, that is, without any satisfactory
cause, but in an irregular and groundless manner.&quot; Zonaras in Beveridget

vol. i. p. 432.
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the direction a wholly different meaning from that

assigned to it by Bingham. For this Antiochene

Canon is not the expression of a general principle,

or designed to guard against any separation of the

sacrifice from the sacrament, but it is merely a

local injunction, founded on the prevalence of a

particular heresy, and its censure is directed against

those who &quot; turn away from communion in a dis

orderly manner.&quot; There were those in the East

at that time, who refused to partake of the Holy

Eucharist, if it had been consecrated by a married

priest,
101 and who on this and other pretexts, had

formed themselves into a schismatical body, which

continued to attend the public worship of the

Church, but communicated in private. Against

this practice the 2nd canon of Antioch was aimed
;

and if it be supposed that the 8th and 9th Apos
tolical Canons were in like manner only local

Constitutions in the Eastern Church, which have

outlived the particular purpose for which they

were designed, they may no doubt be interpreted

in that stricter sense which Bingham assigns to

them. Such an interpretation is rendered plausible

by the reason which they assign a fear of disorder

in the Church, and the suspicion which may be

cast upon the party by whom the oblation is

offered. This circumstance would seem to imply
that the object of the canons in question was

merely, like that of the 2nd canon of Antioch,
101 Coun. of Gangra. Can. 4, 5, 6, &c. Hard. i. 534.



476 PRACTICAL CONCLUSIONS.

to put a stop to the irregular practices of the

Eustatians, who desired to take part in the Eucha-

ristic oblation,
102 while they received the Holy

Eucharist from some priest who had no mission

from the Bishop of the Diocese.

It is plain, then, that the grounds produced by

Bingham, are no proof that it was the intention of

the ancient Church to exclude communicants from

the sacrifice, whenever they were unprepared for

the reception of the Sacrament. For the decretal

of Anacletus refers not to the laity, but only to

the clergy ;
while the 2nd canon of Antioch was

not designed to express any general principle, but

was merely a local constitution, intended to correct

a particular irregularity ;
and it is only by sup

posing that the 8th and Dth Apostolical Canons

were local constitutions also, that they can be

made to bear that sense, for which Bingham con

tends. So that if this is indeed their meaning,

they cannot be supposed to express any general

law of the ancient Church. Such a law would be

incompatible with the fact, that the Comistentes

were forbidden to partake of the sacrament, while

they were expected to be present at the sacrifice.

It has been shown, too, that during the earliest

ages, the public ritual of the Church consisted

102 A similar reason may have led to the prohibition against receiving the

oblations of those who were not communicants. Cone. Eliberit. Can. 28.

Yet it was sometimes done : as S. Basil received the ohlation of the Em
peror Valens. (lreg.Naz.Qr. xx. p. 351, tand Theod. Hist. iv. 19. On
that occasion Valens seems to have been present at the Eucharistic office

(for it was the Epiphany), without communicating.
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exclusively of the Eucharistic Office
;
now while

there were occasions on which men were unprepared

to partake, it was never contemplated that those

who were in communion with the Church should

go away. We may conclude, then, that to allow

the constant presence of communicants at the

Eucharistic sacrifice, though daily reception were

left a matter of advice, and not of commandment,

would not be at variance with the laws of the

Church, any more than with the typical ordinances

of the tabernacle : it would not be opposed either

to the shadows of the Law, or the realities of the

Gospel.

Thirdly The last question, however, remains :

what is its benefit ? Now the first answer to this

is, that those who forbid the practice ought to

show it to be unlawful. Here is a custom which

has existed, as it would seem, from the very com

mencement of the Church, and which was for the

first time forbidden, through the influence of the

Zuinglian party, at the end of fifteen centuries and

a half. Surely such a circumstance throws the

burthen of proof upon the excluding party. Why
should men be debarred that liberty which was

allowed them in the primitive Church, unless it can

be proved to be unlawful ?

But the advantages which individuals might

draw from such a custom are obvious. The moral

benefits to be derived from the holy associations of

such a season are incalculable. If that which is
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bestowed in holy ordinances is the Presence of

Christ, can it be possible to overestimate the blessing

of drawing so near to Him ? Are men so inde

pendent of the influences of place and circumstance,

as to render them indifferent to an occasion when

heaven and earth are truly brought into relation,

and when the sublime realities which are habitual

to the one, extend themselves for a passing season

to the other ?

But the greatest benefit which, according to the

ancient writers, is attained by individuals through

participation in the Eucharistic sacrifice, is the ac-

ceptableness which it confers upon their prayers.

Not only are their emotions more intense, but their

petitions are more efficacious. And what can be of

more import to the supplicant, than that he should

attain his request ? Therefore does St. Chrysostom

represent not men only, but angels and archangels,

as feeling an especial interest in the Church s ob

lation, because &quot; then the occasion aids their

petitions, and the offering gives them
help.&quot;

103 But

it is to the saints on earth that this opportunity is

so peculiarly precious, because it is the bestowing

for a season of that privilege, which is perpetually

afforded to the saints in bliss
;

it is a foretaste of

the beatific vision ;
heaven and earth are for a

moment united
;
inasmuch as the Incarnate Lord,

whose manifested Intercession is the central point

of the one, bestows Himself by actual Presence in

103 Horn, de Incomprehensibili, iii. 7, vol. i. p. 470.



PRACTICAL CONCLUSIONS. 479

the other. And is it not a signal blessing to be

allowed to co-operate in those prayers, which arc

rendered acceptable by the immediate Presence of

the Great Victim
;
and wherein the petitions of

the Church on earth are blended with those of the

Church in heaven ?
&quot; When the whole people

stands with uplifted hands, a priestly assembly,
and that awful sacrifice lies displayed, how shall we
not prevail with God by our entreaties ?&quot;

104

But beyond any benefit which may accrue to

individuals, this practice has its importance for the

collective Church. It was the exclusion of the

mass of men from the Christian sacrifice, which

made it necessary to substitute other offices, by
which the daily Eucharist has been practically

superseded. Now no circumstance has had more

influence than this upon the belief of the people.
AVe may trace to it the popular conviction, which

no argument can efface, that congregations meet

together merely for the quickening of their feelings,

or for the imparting of instruction, and not that

they may obtain their petitions. And thus the

notion of the Church s work, as an actual operative

transaction, is well-nigh lost.

The effect of such errors in diminishing men s

practical sense of the Mediation of Christ, it is

impossible to overestimate. The Mediation of

Christ means that work which He effects through
His Human nature, because it is not the interference

104
St. Chrysos. Horn. iii. 4. in Philip.
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of any casual intercessor, but results from that

position which He has vouchsafed to take between

God and mankind. He is the sole Mediator be

tween God and man, because He only can stand

midway between both. Let the efficacy, then, of

His man s nature be forgotten, and His Mediation is

lost. Yet how does the efficacy of His man s nature

display itself, save through those sacraments where

in He bestows Himself as the sustenance of His

people, and presents Himself as their perpetual

Intercessor with God ? So that when the Holy
Eucharist ceases to be regarded as a real action,

wherein Christ s very Presence is exhibited on earth,

and whereby prayer is truly rendered available, men

fall back upon some other system of approaching

to God, and with a change in belief comes a change

in the principle of worship. Thus do individual

prayer, and private faith, and single piety, take the

place of that collective action, whereby the whole

Church was supposed in ancient days to offer it

self to God
;

and are supposed not only to be

necessary, which they are, to the Christian life,

but to have right in themselves to acceptance.

Whereas nothing has a claim to acceptance but the

sacrifice of Christ
;
and the Church s claim is that

she is His mystical body ;
and it is the oblation of

the perfect Head, which gives efficacy to that of the

imperfect members. For &quot; the Church offers to God

the symbols ofOur Lord s Body and Blood, sanctify

ing the whole lump through the first-fruits.&quot;
105

105 Theodoret in Psalm. 109, 4.
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Upon this principle will depend our part in that

great controversy between faith and rationalism,

which grows more imminent every day. The

question at issue between these two systems is,

whether the hopes of the world are to turn upon
the order of grace, or the order of nature. If the

progress of society is to lead to individual improve
ment and national reform, if it is thus that men are

to be emancipated from the debasing bonds of

sense, and the soul is to hold nearer intercourse

with that Great Being, from whom it originally pro

ceeded then the law and system of the world

contains within it the seed of a moral resurrection,

and the order of nature leads up to God. But

those whose hope is in the order of grace, must

accept all those great truths, which are involved in

the New Creation ofmankind through Christ Jesus.O

The renewal of the individual heart, the guidance
of the collective judgment, the right of approach to

Him from whom mankind has been separated by sin

all must come from their relation to thatXew I lead

of our race, who re-built in Himself the ruins of Hu

manity. Thus does a supernatural system, and a new

law, take place of that original relation to God, which

resulted from our mental constitution. Through
the Mediation of Christ are gifts bestowed upon men ;

through the Mediation of Christ, is our access to the

Father. He is the Saviour of His Body mystical ;

and jts offering is rendered acceptable, because He
identifies it with the actual offering of Himself.

i i
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Such was the faith of that early age, when the

fresh zeal of the Christian community had not been

chilled by unbelief, or darkened by controversy. Its

cardinal principle was a firm conviction of the reality

of consecration, as a process whereby things earthly,

and the order of nature, arc superseded by things

heavenly, and by the order of grace. So that the

gift bestowed in the Holy Eucharist is bestowed

in and through the consecrated elements. And

this gift is nothing less than the presence of that

Incarnate God, whose Flesh and Blood are the media

whereby He imparts Himself. His Presence is a

Re&amp;lt;d Presence, though not bestowed according to

the order of nature; the visible is not more truly

present than the Invisible: the swmmoitum, which

addresses itself to the sense, than the res sacramenfi,

which addresses itself to faith and to the mind. And

hence does the continual sacrifice of the Church

derive its value, because the offering which is pre

sented on earth is one with that which is presented

in Heaven.
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