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Introduction

In a Catholic tract of recent date, "The Holy Eucharist Ex-
plained" (by Our Sunday Visitor Press, Huntington, Ind.), w2 read the
modest claim that "All Christiens for 15 centuries believed the Eu-
charist to contain the true body and blood, soul and divinity of

Jesus Christ, under the eppearances of bread and wine" (p. 16);

that this is substantiated by éhe following, facts: "In the first
place the Greek Church and all the Christian sects of Asia, which
ere older than Protestantism by 1000 years, believe as we do. Hence
such must have been the prevailing belief of Christians during the
first centuries. Secondly, writings that come down to us from close
successors of the Apostles clearly state the belief of the early

Church, and show it to b= identical with ours of today." (p. 14.15).

Thus the Church of Rome continues to dupe its lay members by

generalizations and gross misrepresentations of historical truth.

For this reason we have made it our aim in this essay, not only to

show the true origin and development of the Roman doctrine, which is |
the heart and foundation of its elaborate unchristian system of .dogma

and worship (in which event we would begin with the 9th century),

but also, and espscially, to prove from the vritings of the Church's
teachers, beginning with the apostolic times, that such a doctrine

was unknown to them and foreign to their thought and faith for many
centuries. For this reason we have made the title of this essay to

cover the entire field of the development of doctrine én the presence

of Christ in the Eucharist: ®

l. See page 2.



Chapter One

The FEucharist Uncontroverted

60-850 A. D.

I

The biblical doctrine sunrems

60- A, D.

The literature of the Church, during the first few centuries of
its existence, shows no deviation from the biblical doctrine. The
assertions of Scripture were accepted without auestioning. The Church
was unanimous in its teachings; and for this reason there was, guite
naturally, no such thing as a clearly outlined "dogma" en the Lord's
Supper. But this very unanimity, this lack of controversy, left the
door wide open for undue speculation, when the tendency to interpret
Scripture allegoriceally became popular, as for instance among the Alex-
andrians, also along the line of sacramental institutions of the
Church. Their speculation, however, never influenced the general
teaching and faith of the Church.asisué¢h,: ascwe shall see in the

course of this chapter.

1. Hence it was impossible, for instance, to go into very much de-
tail in regard to the work done by Scholasticism in developing
the various aspects of the theory of transubstantiation, or for
that matter, the entire "Werdegang" of the dogma, the attitude of
theological thought, its acceptance by the masses, its rejection
by many, after its fixation by the 4th Lateran Council in 1215
A.D. This, however, would not be necessary to make this essay
e complete unit.




a) The Anostolic Fathers.

Among the immediate disciples of the Apostles, only Igna-
tius of Antioch (d. 130) has a few references to the nature of the
contents in the Lord's Supper. Especially noteworthy is the follow-
ing taken from Smyrn. c¢. 7. Diese Stelle, says Kahnis, p. 177, ge-
hoert zu den echten, da Theodoretus sie zitiert Dial. ITI). There
Ignative says of the Do cetists: FO ¥/ w’t’-t:ts Kot Tled € 1’77?
AwsHovedt , SLR 0 4y ouon o/t?y Yy LVHAL SV TAfAR
Sivdc B swTHloS HUDY Tyeov Xferts v OTEf €SV At Aty qHSY

ICKAADORD,

It is evident ffom this that, while the Docetes regard the body and
blood in the Lord's Supper as mere symbolical names, the Church,--
for Ignatius here speaks for the Church--, sees in the consecrated
elements the very body of Christ, which suffered on the cross. ‘° In
the face of this clear evidence, Harnack contends: "dass Ignatius von
einer solchen (realistischen) Anschauung weit entfernt sei, viel-
mehr johaneisch denke." (Harn. I, 203, n. 2). And' this because,
in several places, Ignatius speaks of the body and blocd of Christ
in a manner similar to that in which John speaks of them in his 6th
chapter. Thus, in Trall. c¢.8, he identifies the body of Christ with
faith, and his bloed with love; or in Philad. ¢.5, the gospel is cal-
led the body of the Lord; or, in the same Epistle, c. 1, we read:
diud Tysov YArev , ytes Eatlv Yapd Riwvess wa gretdumvos.
But after a careful study of the context we find that Ignatius, in
all these places speaks of the Lord's Suppe:; as little as John spoke
of 1t in Ch. 6. Speaking of the passage from the Letter to Smyrna,

quoted above, Thomasius correctly concludes: "Der Wortlaut nnd der’
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Gegensatz gegen die gnostischen Doketen sprechen fuer dersn realist-
ischen Sinn." (Thom. I, 405, n. 1). Fact is that Ignatius and,ac-
cording to his own testimony, the Church of his day taught the real
bodily presence of Christ in the Iord's Supper. But of a change of
substance Ignatius says nothing, nor do we find any indication of

such = change in the literature of the Apostolic Fathers.

b) Post Apostolic Fathers.

Of these, the Apologist Justin (d. 165) is the only source
from which we may glean a few thoughts on the contents of the lord's
Supper. And concerning him even Harneck will admit: "Es laesst sich
nicht verkennen, dass Justin die wunderbare, vom Logos gewirkte Iden-

titaet des verdankten Brodes mit dem vom Logos angenommenen Leib vor-

ausgesetzt hat." (Harn. I, 203, n. 2). Harnack refers to.Justin's
"Apologzy", c¢. I, 66, 12: (Quot. Mirbt, p. 11, 1}): 03u jd\r wS KocvoV
Zptov oVFE 1otvsV woud @t PAupAvepsy * XA2" Sy tfimov
fed 27-1; ds.-u rdlc’otta?sz! Z}ravf XewreoS & gweyp "]/"dv Kt
r.efmc Kl dt,a.L vrtf sty Peds 7/auv if;rtb oUtws A t"/v
5: zfv/z,; Aojov €0 #dP dvtoy zv/l‘dfcftT,Jufd’ ‘f/o;/-yv, 15 45
,l(,a.g Kal'e /-zﬂrts Kt /zﬂpazqv t'rzy,vuc 7/cwv, £keelyov
tod sRPRoToeyJivteS Loov: Ko gpnsd Kl Rt e[:;-t;r,.?’/.w Zevee,
The final Eic,réy,.z,y indicates that this is the commonly

’

accepted teaching of the Church: the consecrated 't'fa'yol is the
flesh and blood of the Word made flesh. The comparison with the in-
carnation is made in order to illustrate, not so much the manner or

mode of the presence of the body and blood, as its possibility and
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reality. Thomasins: "Offenbar stellt er hier 2 analoge Vorgeenge

in Paralele; beide werden durch hoehesre Kraft bswirkt, dort die Men-
schwerdung durch den goettlichen Logos, hier die Eucharistie durch das
nicht minder wirksame ¥Weihewort Christi im Munde seiner Kirche."
(Thom. I, 406). Justin does not develop the parallsl beyond the true
roint of comparison, as we find it later. in Gregory of Nyssa, who de-
scribes the eating of Christ's body as s second incarnation, or a con-

tinuation thereof.

It is noteworthy, too, that Justin does not emphasize the nower
of the priest, but simply states that the elements receive their
more exelted content dc’ ‘;’7';‘ ;lo;a'u s simply the words of in-
stitution. (In this connection Harnack correctly says: "Es sieht
Justin das wirkliche Fleish Christi im Brote an, bezieht aber nicht
die Tdee des Opfers duf dasselbs...Beide (Ignatius and Justin) sind

von der spaeteren Auf'fassung entfernt.") (Harn. I, 203, n. 1).

Sk ~ T v /
With reference to the words £$ 7‘5 dlpud Kot ool PKES

' t e
Kt pitn PoA YV t/:Yfovidl # UV 5 Kehnis: "Die Kath. Kirche

fand lange in diessem Zusats...eine Stuetzs fuer die Verwandlungs-

\
lehre. Seit Doellinger hat sie indess die Beweiss Kraft des A a&tw

/
Mt Po;\q‘v eufgegeben. Das K. 4. ist ein zu 'l'ftyov'ﬁlt rE—

hoeriger adverbialer Beisatz: Die Elemente werden, wie jede Nahrung,
in unsere Leiblichkeit verwandelt, verdaut." (&ah. p. 183). Accord-
ing to Thomasius, too, it means simply: "Einew Leibes und Blutes mit

Christo werden." (Thom. I, D. 406).




Thus we conclude that, while on one hand Justin teaches the real
presence of Christ in the Eucharist, he on the other hand emnhasizes
that the natural elements are retained. "Sonach haben die lith,.
Kirchenlehrer (Luther, Gerhard, Quemstedt) ein Recht gehabt, in dieser
Stelle ein Zeugniss zu finden fuer die Lehre von der sakramentalen
Vereinigung des Leibes und Blutes Christi mit den Elementen, und
zwar, nach des Justinus eigener Versicherung, nicht das Zeugnis

eines Kirchenlehrers, sondern der Kirche." (Kah. p. 173).

Absolute proof for this c¢laim may be found Iin Apol. I, c. 85,
where Justin deseribes the ecelebration of the lord's Supper and,

/
after rele.t:lng how the elements are consecrated, says: Sed I{-V-!C
ScEodocy Lo thv ﬂ'a!folltwv /ttd.ild./auv drre ton 2zv-

jtd//o'v'ydzvn{ o ptov Kol otvou t@V v Edtos, Nt +0i8 0% ﬂ'n’/o‘ﬂfn A’ﬂ/:ﬁ,uﬁy_
(Ouot.: Gie. I, 172, ne 2)es As St. Paul (1 Cor. 11, 26-28) still

calls the consecrated elements "bread and wine," so Justin.

¢) School of Asia Minor.

To illustrate the absolute orthodoxy of this school also
on the question now under di.soussion. it will suffice to quote its
most illustrious representative, Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons in 178
A.D. He clearly teaches a real sacramental presence, using it as
a proof against the denial of a bodily resurrection. He argues

"l;hus, Advers. Haereses IV, 18, 5: f]‘s -2/ o ;S ;(.'ftos 3
ﬂ/or;l,g_,up.zv%zvgg f—:,y ZKKA‘,{(V tov AJié a";lt‘i’f-( Neocvos
-‘/’1-05/ Aaq? g-u;g,,zpm‘a.i , X 5o #/d//ldtwv Jﬂvsrﬂ,)m-z
ZIPTIYY) -L-i. Kl o'bf,{yco‘v, oUtwS Kt 4 a‘w/ua-.( 7/1:."
etz /‘ldyu/ednw—d tz,; zw;edf/ﬂ-us ,«74'5H zwdc VIt
tyv Tawidd f‘7s £/ LB yas Ava redgsws E‘/auf—.t.
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According to this, there are two parts in the Eucharist: the earth-
ly, whichdoes not lose its substance (o It’ii’-'c I{otln's jﬂ‘vﬂ zft':'y.-.-
it is bread, but not KN-V;S,-- L2y’ Zl‘v}fiflfh"l;l ), 2nd the
heavenly, which presents itself after the words of institution
(E"’K}"}flf )e As regards the idea that the Lord's Supper imparts
something like a germ of immortelity, assuring us of our resurrection,
it is beyvond the scope of thuis paper to discuss it here. This idea

is found in most of the antignostic writers of this pericd, e.g., Ig-
natine, who c¢alls the consecrated bread a '/df/(d oy d..(}dwtf(df
RVESotoS b /“‘l K7oMVEIR s __  pnother very interesting reference
of Irenaeus to the Lord's Supper tells us of the ritual in connection
with the celebration of the Eucharist. After a prayer of thanksgiving
For God's mercy in commanding the earth to bring forth the fruits
w.ich are used as the natural elements in the Eucharist, thers fol-

lows a prayer to the Hody Spirit that he may reveal the bread as the

body of Ghrist, and tha cup as His blood: 77_/00'702/0/“_” /.ﬁf tw
Jr,uo toV dﬁpv ot t-p #at7fzav -(-75 £330 c-zs f'u;zdf/mvms
dw-.a otl z—g 7 zkﬁma’t H(Vfunu tov§ /(.!/ma'us 'éowu-us
£es tfoyf’y /asr-zfatv, Kal zvtda AL h,r F/of—/o/-lv
tsadqtvzes 2 xuo-u/a:v 2 1rvs.-u,a.z £ dfov, swrw$ AWo-
Yo vy £y ooy tatyy Kdl SV dprov Tl e Yrerss
Nau to mt'?ﬂov o dt/u +oD X/crto-u, (v ot ,uahl.ﬂipdvtsi

FoVtwy BV RYEEVILY ¢§¢ Afifhws tiov Ludpridov KLY oMoy
(Irensei fragm. II, ed. Pfaffii quot.: Gie I, 173 n. 15). gro?,gzn -w;mw

Irenaeus teaches the sacramental presence, neithee more nor less., It

l. Ad Ephes. c. 26, guot.: Mirb§, P. 5, 2. Similarly Tertullian,
Acc. to Harnack, I, p. 436.




is not a prayer that the Holy Spirit may change the elements, but that
he reveal them as earthly elements stilly but with a heavenly content,
the true body and blood of the Lord. It is ths real body and blood,
for Irenaeus makes the efficacy of the sacrament dependent, not only
upon faith, but upon the presence of the body of Christ: J:IWJS :(TD-
r/q"w, “ov :F:/t-nv fa"a'/ed _l:\_’_nl_ -l:v;fﬁo':v « Besides, other
quotations, above, make this interpretation imperative. And so we have
here o significant example of the use of terms such as :’:V'f—’flf'u"r"l'
in the early Christian literature. It cannot be taken in its modern
sense. But more of this later. -- (It might be well also to call
attention to the fact that Irenmeus speaks of the unconsecrated ele-
ments as a AV (ol s ( UL refers back to 7ovs K dProvs "’”"’ms).
This is an unmistekable allusion to the oblations, to the fact that
the material elements used for the celebration were free-will offer-
ings ('secrifices') brought by the members of the congregation. It is

upon such statements, that the Church of Rome bases its doctrine of

a sacrifice of the ¥ass). ‘,

d) The School of North Africa.

To. the Vestern representative of the School of Asia Minor
we might,in this place, add - the two outstanding western theologians
| of this period, Tertullian (ca 240) and Cyprian (d. 258). Both
schools were soundly biblical in their theology, as well as in their
method of combating.Gnostic philosophy. Thus, for instance, we find
that Tertullian, no less than Irenaeus, "emphasized (against Docetan

and Gnostic heresy) the reality of Christ's body, that is khe substan-

R e




tial jdentity of Christ's human nature with our humenity." (Har-
naclc I, p. 552). This explains why these theologians, unlike Origen,
kent clear of all symholical interpretation of biblical doctrine. So
also of the doctrine of the Eucharist. There are indeed phrases and
expressions in the writings of both Tertullian and Cvprian which
apperantly point to a symbolical interpretation. So e.z. Tertul-
lian, Adv. Marc. IV, 40: "Acceptum panem et distributum discipulis,
corpus illum suum fecit, 'hoc est corpus meum' dicendo, id est
figura corporis;“l' and again Adv. Marcion I, 1l4: "Panem guo ipsum
corpus suum repraesent&t;“z' or De Orat. 6: "anod et corpus meum in
pane censatur: hoc est corpus meum.“a' But such expressions must be
Internreted in the light of other passages, where Tertullian clearly

teanches the real presence of Christ's body arid blood, e.g. De Resur-

-

le. Thomasius, I, 411l: "Nun kanmn zwar 'fizura' Bild, bildliches Zei-
chen, Typus bedeuten und bedeutet es auch ocefters bei Tertullian,
aber ebenso haeufig ist es nachweisbar u o({q" y Cestalt, E,-
scheinungsform, und bedeutet 'figurare' sotrielials formare, ge-

stalten, Gestalt geben...Der Zusammenhang der Stelle, andere Stellen,
sowle die ganze sonstige realistische Ansdrucksweise des latein-
ischen Kirchenlehrers spricht dafuer." -- Nete also the "fecit"
Danem corpus."”

2. (Quot., Thom. I, p. 409). Thomasius interprets "repraesentat" as
follows: "Durch das Brot vergegenwaertigt er seinen Laib; er stellt
ihn als gegenwaertig dar, er 'bewirkt seine Gegenwart'; denn dies
ist nachweisbar bei Tertullian die Bedeutung von 'repraesentare!,
zuweilsen praesentare, in der Schrift gegen Marcion. Er lehrt
mithin, dass durch das Brot des Abendmahls der Herr die wirkliche
Gegenwart, seines Leibes bewirke." (I, pn. 409).

3. (Nuote.: Thom. I, 408). Thomasius (I, p. 409): "Das will sagen:
'Christi Leib wird mit dem Brote in Eins gerechnet, unter einem
Begriff mit demselben zusammengefasst.' So bestaetigt es das
eigene Wort des Herrn: 'hoc est corpus meum'”,
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rectione, c. 8: "Caro corpore et sanguine Christi vescitur, ut

et anima de deo saginetur." (Quot.: Kah. p. 194). Both a physi-
cal and a spiritual eating of Christ's real body are indicated
here. The physical eating of the body and blood cannot be deniled,
else there cannot b a spiritual eating either, and the sentence
here quoted is void of meaning. So also de Pudicita, c. 9: "Ita
exinde opinitate dominicil corporis vescitur, eucharistia scilicet.”
The Ecuharist is practically identified with "the glory of the
Lord's body." =-- Kahnis erroneously concludes: "So bleibt denn
ein Duelismus zwischen dieser (figuerlichen) Auslegung und dem
Bekenntniss des Tertullian stehen" (p. 194). But this dualism or
contradi¢tion is not real. Eﬁen Harnack says: "iie Justin und
Irenneus zwei Dinge in der heiligen Speise erkannten, ein ird-

isches und ein himmlisches, den wahren Leib Christi, ebenso Ter-

tullian, dem faslschlich eine 'symbolische' Lehre aufgebuerdet
E wird. Die Untersuchungen Leimbachs ueber den Sprachgebrauch Ter- :
| tullians haben dies ueber jeden Zweifel erhoben." (Harn. I, p.

436 and n. 2). It is also certain, beyond the shadow of a doubt,

thaet the idea of a transubstantiation was absolutely foreign to

the mind of Tertullian.

It would be prevosterous to deny that Cyprian taught the
real presence. And yet, egen in his writings we find expressions
which to the modern reader would suggest a symbolical interpre-
Xation; for instance when, in his Epist. ad Caecilium, he says:
"Videmus in vino vero ostendi sanguinem Christi," or: "Vinum quo

Christi sanguis ostenditur." (Quot.: Kah. p. 200). It must be

ij———
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remembered that for seven full centuries the doctrine of the Euchar-
ist was never brought into controversy, and there was no danger

of misunderstending. Harnack, p. #35.436: "Ein Problem /ob real-
istisch oder symbolisch) ist, soviel wir zu urteilen vermoegen,
von niemandem empfunden worden...Das Symbol ist das Geheimmis, und
das Geheimis war ohne Symbol nicht denkbar. Wir verstshen heute
unter Symbol eine Sache, die das nicht ist, was sie badeutet; da-
mels verstand man unter Symbol eine Sache, die des in irgend
welchem Sinne ist, was sie bedeutet." 1In this light, all phrases
such as "ostenditur, figura, f't)/qPoﬂuV, td.;tf'ai etc. must be
understood as not denying the reality of the presence of the body
and blood in the elements, although the elements as such are also
described as types and symbols of those things which they really
contain after consecration. This is evident from the very "con=-
tradictions” which are apparently found in the writings of the
Fathers,, as we have seen above. Going back to cyprian,'wa note
the earnestness with which he emnhasizes the real heavenly con-
tent in the Eucharist, as for instance in De Oratione: "Ne dum
quis ebstentus. separetur a Christi corpore, procul remaneat a
salute." (Quot.: Kah. p. 147. 201). Surely, then, there mst dbe
in the Euncharist s body of Christ other than the "spiritual" flesh
and blood (which, mccording to John 6, we receive outside of the
Bucharist). =-- It was Cyprian who first advocated the communion
of Children, falsely assuming its absolute necdssity from John 6.
(Cf. Testim. III, 25)s And it was Cyprian who began to develop

the sacrificial character of the Eucherist in its more advanced
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stage, e.g in Ep. 63 ad Caecilium: "Ille sacerdos vice Christi vere
fungitur, qui id guod Christus fecit imitatur et sacrificium verum

et plenum tunc offert in ecclesia Deo patri." (Ouot.: Mirbt, p. 30,
IL). The office and power of the priest is magnified, the "sacri-
fice" no longer denotes the oblations, but the consecrated host has
become the object of the sacrifice. Says Harnack: "In dem 63ten
Brief Cyprians lmesst sich noch bsobachten, wie das "calicem in
commemorationem domini et passionis offere"” in das "sanguinem

Christi ofBere" uehergeht." (Harn. I, p. 428, n. 2). This is im-
vortant, becaus=s after all the approaching decline of the doctrine

of the real presence goes hand in hand with the increasing emphasis
on the powsr of the priest and the sacrificial charactsr of the
Eucharist. Cyprian's views already indicate the trend in the wvrong
direction. Although the teachers of the Church were far from assuming
a transubstentiation, yet by emphasizing the priestly power, the
macical effect of commnion (child-commmnion), and the honor due +to
the consecrated elements, which were thought to remain sacred even
efter the celebration of the Lord's Supper, men like Cyprian contrib-
uted to the development of a superstitious attitude, on the part of
the laity st least, toward the lLord's Supper and its visible constit-
unents. And it is small wonder tﬁat. wih the popular conception
growing more and more superstitious as the darkness of the Middle
Ages settled upon the Church (four or five centuries later), future
and less intelligent teachers and priests adapted their theology to
the understanding, or rather misunderstanding, of the common people.

But not yet.
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e) Alexandrian School.

V'hen Origen "warned against bringing his own spiritualistic
interpretations of Scriptural doctrines before the common people,"
(Gie. I, p. 23)) there was as yet no idea of a transubstantiation
even among them, the faith in which he heared to destr;y, but sim-
ply the scriptural faith in the sacramental presence. The great
Alexandrian School, however, in its fight against the antichristian
Gnosis, became guilty of a daringly speculative tendency. Clement
(d. 220) and Origin (d. 254) introduced the "pneumatical" or alle-
gorienl interpretation of Scripture doetrine into their own 'gnosis'.
So also in regard to the doctrine of the Eucharist. Harnack explains:
"Clemens und Origines 'spiritualisieren' deshalb, weil sie deas

Fleisch und Blut Christi selbst spirituell fassen (Logoschristologie)...

Orirenes hat sich allerdings unzweideutig 'spiritula.liatiuch' ausge-
drueckt, aber fuer ihn lagen die religioesen Mysterien und die ge-
sammte Person Christi in dem Bebiete des Geistes, und demgemesess ist
seine Abendmahlslehre nicht "symbolisch® (in the modern sense), son-
dern seiner Lehre von Christus conform:"l' (Hern. I, pp. 436.437)
wherever we hear the "word of God," we drink the blood of Christ. In
this way, also we must understand the statement of Clemens Alexan-
dr'.lnus.. Paed. II: ,ﬂﬂa’t—rna'v 2P ff%ﬁ‘ﬂﬂv ‘7'04/“-}’1’ ol ud¥oS 'Z/’:“’

> £ ’
otVov “"“’/‘“"ﬂ'- (Quot: Kah. p. 203). Thus also, if Origen, in

l. The Reformed, in order to claim Origen as their predecessor in
the "symbolical" interpretation of the L.S. must also conform
their christological tenets to the "logos-christology" of Origen.

!L |
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his Commentary on Matthew, ser. 85 says: "Non enim panem illum visi-
bilem guem tenebat in menibus corpus suum dicebat Deus Verbum sed
verbum, in cujus mysterio fuerat panis ille frangendus: Nam corpus

Dei Verbis aut sanguis quid alind esse potest nisi verbum quod

nutrut et verbum quod laetificat cor," (Quot.: Seeb. I, 115). But
while Origen thns interprets Scripture in a spiritual, allegorical
manner, it seems that he did not deny the truth of the literal mean-
ing (although to him the Sp%ritual meaning was of immensely greater
importance), at least he himself uses it, for instance in his writing
Against Celsns, VIII, 33: "/-\ft-a‘vs ’i.ﬂlpl—‘ﬂ//vtv r;/ui ii:Vo/u'Va'uf fl:f
v zi,z:iy dfcov €U Kat &4l fov tobS s’ fu'/“:,‘j;
TTfodsgsw$ AVS X/’u,as'uafus.

(Nuot.: Seeb. I, 115 ne 1) Thomasius: "Er nemnt da, wo er zur Ge-
meinde redet, die Elemente einfach Leib und Blut; er sagt in Matth.
serm, 19: 'Manducant pascha immolatum Christum pro nobis-=bibunt
sanghinem ejus.'" (Thom. I, 4l4). And furthermore, as was pointed

out above, his philosophy is not intended for use in the instruction
of the laity; he admits that the Church in general does not share

his views (nor does he expect it or want it), Bince he declares his
doctrine to be the doctrine of the # Ao 'U’ftifot' over against the
plain and no less saving) faith of the vz.‘rf;!.ov’ftffoc o7 :!Il::mi(a!t:fu
("the innocent ones").l' "Origenes weiss wohl, dass seine Thexrie nicht
die gemeinkirchliche ist. Er unterseheidet_dioselbe von der seinigen
als die Meinung der Einfaeltigen. Insofern ist er uns ein Zeuge fuer

die Herrschaft der realistischen Anschauung." (Thom. I, 414).

l. Cf. hom. in Lev. IX, 10.
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Whatever we may think of Origen (and it is certain that his
ideas are far removed from any thought of a transubstantiation §),
his influence in the Church, as far as the spirituel interpretation
is concerned, was negligible. The Greek fathers of the Nicene per-
iod still called themselves disciples of Origen, but there is a de-
cided tendency among the New Alexandrians to return to the simnle
literal teachingscof the Church. Kahnis: "7ir bemerken schon bei
den naechsten Schuelern des Origenes ein solches Zurueckszehen in das

Kirchliche Leben." (Kah. pne 206).
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II.
The Trend in_ the Oriental Church after Nicaea

a) Preliminary Remarks.

In order to understand the entire sitnation during this
period, it is well to keep in mind that the Church was engaged in a
battle for 1ife or death against heretics who attacked the very found-
ations of Christianity, especially considering the great controver-
sies concerning the person of, and the two natures in, Christ. T@ere
was as yet no elaborate system of dogma, esp. not in the depart-
ment of the sacraments. "Es hat in der griechischen Kirche ein
Dorma.! vom Abendmehl so wenig gegeben, wie ein 'Dogma' won der
Gnade." {(Harn. IT, hl5). Giesseler correctly sevs: "The passion with
which the auestion of the relation of theSon to the Father was dis-
cussed made this doctrine so much the test of orthodoxy, almost ex-
clusively so, that they never though during the Arian controversy
of limiting freedom of inquiry on other subj=cts...The universally
received articles of the Christdan faith in the beginning of the
hth century were still so simple as to admit of very different modes
of interpretation." (Gie. I, pp. 361-328). -- Hence the entire termi-
nolozy in this field is verpelxing, sinct it is not unoform and not
always carefully chosen, since it was not a matter of controversy.
There is a wide use of allegorical terms and vhrases. Harnack theref
fore rightly remarks: "Eine rein symbolische Auffassung hat es nie
gegeben; denn sie ist immer friedlich verbunden gewesen mit einer
Praxis, der eine sehr realistische Auffassung zu Grunde lag. Was

wir jetzt *3Symbol' nennen, ist etwas ganz anderes als das, was die
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alte Kirche so nannte.” (Harn. II, 429, n. 2). We find that this
"Prexis" is fast becoming, not merely realistic, but materialistic.
The Eucharist more and more gains inportanoc; as the center of worshipn,
and increasingly so in its adapntation as a :_mcrif:lce. This period
then, at least in the Criental Church, is a period of transition,
especially beginning with Cyril of Jerusalem, who introduced the

idea of a /uiﬂ’q‘l.’y' y==-a sort of transformation rather than a trans-
substantiation: Thomasius says: "Um recht stark hervorzuheben, dass
die Irdischen Flemente nach der Consecration nicht mehr gemeines

Gord und "ein sind, sondern Fleisch und Blut Christi, gebrauchten

sie (die Lehrer jener Zeit) den Ausdruck /aehLPo,‘t '7' + der jedoch
keineswegs im strengen Sinne gemeint ist ( Transubstantiation), son-
dern nur sagen will, dass die irdischen Elemente zu etwas anderem
werden, als sie zuvor waren (Transformation). Gewiss hat auch die com-
bination mit der Idee des Opfers dazu gewirkt." (Thom. I, p. 416).
Undoubtedly the growth of thematerislistic conception was also
promoted by the linking up of the doetrine of the Incarnation with
the Eucherist, such as the proposition of Gregory of Nyssa that the
incarnation continuesin the Lord's Sunper. Harnack, however, goes
too far when he claims: "Man ist im Bezug auf das Abendmahl Jahr-
hunderte lang (beginning with this period) appolina.r:l.?tich. mono-

physitisch, nicht dyophysitisch gewesen." (Harn. II, p. 427).
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b) Fluctuating interpretations gradually leaning toward a
materialistic conception.

While we can thus perceive the direction in which the Eastern
Church as such is going, we will asyet look in vain for statements
which expressly describe the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist
as a transubstantiation. Athanasius (d. 373) merely reaffirms the
belief of the Church in the sacramental presence when he savs, Ad
Vaxim, phil. 2: "7ir werden vergoettlicht, indgm wir nicht an dem
Leibe eines Menschen teilnehmen, sondern den Leib des Logzos selbst
empfanzen." (tr.: Harn., II, 420, n.l). There is, of course, the queer
idea as to the effect of the Eucharist, as we find it in the early -
Fathers who spoke of theconsecrated elements as "germs of immor-
tality," but the presence of the body is described simply as sacra-
mental. == At the same time we find that a distinction is mede be-
tween e physical eating of thebody of Christ, and a spiritual, sym-
bolicel, eating in the sense of Origen, or rather in the sense of

John 6. So the Alexandrian Bgsil the Great, bishop of Caesarea

(d. 379), in Epist. 8, 4: Z":fM-L Kol d_‘l;ad tilody oV tod
€Yy /aww-ura,y zm[%aucy w va/ad_o's Ked tyy €K
7Tﬁ(t-tlr7s Kol 1/1}4‘[/!7{ Kel AsoAo dc a’y( a’wvzmruv
St6EhbRAALY 254w fE, fe° 55 tréYstic Yoxy K S
ta,v EBV dVtwV tEuS J,u,ﬂd, ,,.,,,_,,—”,,,‘,423?1:.. Seeb. I,2/i5).

To this Seeberg remarks: "Aehnlich reden auch andere Lehrer von
geistiger Nehrung oder geistigem Genuss des Fleisches Christi. Aber
eine wirkliche Gegenwart Christi soll damit nicht in Abrede gestellt

werden."
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Side by side with this and similar terminology, we find contem-
porary expressions which dangerously bordser on e materialistic con-
ception of the presence of Christ in the Eucharist. And both were
tolérated ! This extreme realism is found especially in writings in-
tended for guides in the instruction of the masses; which gives us
an idea as *o where the life and practise of the Church was drifting.

. Thus it is that the Church of Rome apparently finds it rather easy

to point to Cyril of Jernsalem (d. 386) as one "who taught transab-

stentiation." This, however, without reason or proof, if we keep
in mind the wide use and meaning of the terminology used in his da.y,l'
and if we carefully examine the text. In his Mystag. Catech., Cyril
compares the Eucharist with the miracle of Cana. Ch. 4, 3 he says,

that in the Lord's Sunper the priest implores God: -4 'L/(oy mgyﬂ,[

dito FEEAdl EC ol TPo ke usyd Cva u1 iy -;-p‘/usy .z/rav
copd X ot tov 55 otvoy olti;ud A2166 . %vraJSd.z/ oV
Liv tfdpacte 8 Jé{;av HVsTud tovto 7‘/ ed Feac Kl yuse pipaytac.
(Nuot.: Seeb. T, 246). This he illustrates with themiracle at Cana,

to show the power of Jesus to change (/(f;hlf.{z;lew ) the elements

just as well as he could change (wget F.,;_'ng,y ) the water into

wine. Cyril evidently wishes to illustrate the power of Christ, not

the method of the "change". But he is careless in the choice of illus-

1. Glesseler II, pe 48, n.15: "fe find the exoressions,a;-hl.po;t
€+ Polazes o o VI, U S td stot Xt o o
41(11: e:gn:llar exnressi/ﬁf’ om:-d to he‘consec ated oil and
the baptismal water- Muenscher's Dogmengesch. IV. S. 387-352.
Wundema.nn 11, 1;17.
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trations. In the passage just quoted he nses /Ig-{d P,I:u‘ 1y ‘to-

gether with édciaﬂffv. He.moans e change of character, not. of sub-
stance. In the 3rd and 5th chapter he speaks of theconsecrated bread

as 010""4':'4'" ';l'ff-os (:lL'__"'"i‘_ (common) or 12(,10’5 ( simple), which

shows that,Cyril does not exclude the presence of bread and wine al-
together accordinz to their substance. (Quot.: Kah. p. 211). And

when, in Ch. 4 again, he continues: ’EV +wnrw /,(', o Pron fesotal
Fot +3 CDud Kt ZV tOTW Fbvon Jelotdt goc t4 Aiud,
(va /f"’7 /uz-(-.z;l.c;::v CebscdtoS KLl Riudto§ Xprovéed

/ 2 -~ A
sV TCusS Kl gVvie pro6 dV oD , (Wot.: Seed. I, 216),
we note without a shade of dohbt that Cyril believes bread and wine

to remain after consecration. For bread and wine are pictures as a
type of the body and blood, these elements are received as tyres, and
yet the real body and blood are recéived at the same time, since

the effect is, to make the partaker f-u'(pfw/g_ps and /-UIVd t/p! with
Christ. A strong expression is found in the same book, Catech. V, 9:
"Da. du nun belehrt und ueberzeugt bist, dass deas sichbare Brot nich
Brot ist, obgleich es dem Geschmack so vorkommt, sondern der leib
Christi, und der sichbare Wein nicht Wein ist, obgleich es dgm Ge-
schmack so erscheint, sondern Blut Christi, so stasrke dein Herz.'1°
To this Thomasius remarks: "Man kann den Gedan ken einer Verwand-
lung nicht staerker aussprechen. Dennoch ersieht man aus den ange-

fuehrten Stellen, dass der Ausdruck noch nicht im strengsten Wortsinn

geneint ist; denn Cyril sagt dasselbe von dem Myron der Taufe und

1. Tr.: Harn. II, p. 432. (found correct in Thome I, p. 417).
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der Salbung Aarons, ohne dabei an eine Absorption des iridischen
Elementes zu denken. Indessen, das Wort (/4 thﬁa(ﬂﬂ-f-l” war oin-
mal pgesprochen und wirkte weiter." (Thom. I, 417). And Harnack:
"Dergleichen Ueberschvaenglichkeiten gehoerten damals noech der Litur-
sik und Katechbtik an, nicht der Theologie. Aber das Wunder wvon

Kana vund die Brodvermehrung wurden jetzt, wie auch die Bildwerke des -
liten Jehrhunderts zeigen, den Lehrern wichtig." ( Harn. II, 432). The
miraculous element is emphasized and illustrated with false analo-
gies from Seripture, where a change of substance takes place. It is
evident that in the minds of the uneducated the consecration of the

elements meant a physicel change; end it seems that this notion was

rather encouraged by the clergy, and by the extremely realistic lan-

guare of some theologians.

So also the great catechist, Gresorv of Nvwssa (d. 394), in his

"Great Catechetics,” C. 37: KAASS o¥V NdL VDY tov €&
/ € / 4 2 [} A -
2 iy A V &4 to gwud v
20{7:7_) toD AdioV dﬂfd?’o/lf«l/ﬂl/ Pro 7
)61 }"yw ctdiroc S/ WiftsvopehkWote: Seeb. I, 26). Although en

ardent Origenist, he clearly &eaches the real presence, in words,

however, which are subject to misunderstanding. But we do not be-
lieve that M5+ IO §cfa%¢ can be construed to mean a change of
substance. Bﬁt throughout the argumentation of Gregory we notice
that Seripture recedes into the background, and speculative proof
based on Aristotle is drawn into theology: "Hier musste bereits
Aristoteles herhalten, um den Beweiss zu liefern."” (Harn. II, p.433).
The folléwing quotation shows how far Gregory of Nyssa is led away

by his speculation. He pictures the distribution of the body of Christ
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in the bodies of the believers as a continuation of the nrocess of
incarnation: Ezil odv Ut 48 /u;_fos 7" AJso' Sox oS
ERSlvy odps TpoS tgv IV red sty {Avta‘fg roApelif dto,

o' 45 ydvsfwﬂﬁj 268 ek +oUto kdf'z;utfzv PTUTAY
taq z‘mmw-u 1By AvIpbrtwy Yiree, (vd ty tyS dzatyivs
ﬁuvww.m J"Uvdr/-onpzwnﬂ‘l( 0 a“M’/wN'IVaV/ toDrey Xdu

ot {8E8 WEN 1557 Ko b€ t1{ a:/rah,az.z ty; ;(uzpncﬂs EAVIBY

zvmym ded t—7: TepHES 3; 1, 7 27tdorS ff GV o 15 Wl dffo'u if'H
(Ouot.: Harn IT, /33.434). The substance ( /% 744075 of the body

in the Eucharist is derived from the breesd and wine, to bs distrib-
nted or dispersed throughout the believers, and thus Christ incar-
nates himself again. As weird as this picture may be, yet in reality
it elaims nothing more than the presence of the true substance of
Christ's body and blood in the bresd and wine. Harnack interprets
this passage as describing theconsecration nrover as a continuation

of the incarnation (but then it would be an impanation !); ( Harn.

"II, pe 433) however, the words plainly show that the distiibution

of the body of Christ through those of the believers is compared

with the incarnation (T§H/rtEDKeT( LaVEOV fVgreifsc )

-= Still, we are impressed with the fact that there is a steady ad-
vance in the materialistic presentation of the doctrine of the real
presence. Hand in handwith this goes the realistic conception of

an "unbloody sacrifice." Gregory of Nazianzen (d. 390), next to the
oth;r Gregory the main representative of the Cappadocian School, in

his letter to 'b:lsh‘op Amphilochus, begs his friend to pray for him

0tV X VAL ud it tous T rat Alpd tt:,'ay7< Je 5o -
LKoY, Afuwvay ;.;‘Yull +0 ;(’)’JS . (Kah. p. 208). And yet he calls
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the bread and wine /ol , Aytievrtd (Orate VIII, 17.18) —-
clearly showing how innocently such terms were used by the Fathers.
== But if the Catechists, in their guide-books for the instruction of
Catechumens, expressed themselves so nrofusely and carelessly, how

much more so the orators in their sermons. Thus Chrysosthom (d. 407)

@.g. in Homil. in Johenn. 46: ‘Oun Z{i‘;y dilto‘v /ao'wv
-rr.tff,r;zs '/-o‘DS £tf¢49'll/lo1)r( Zard Kl Qapdradde, Jeae
PLrsiv, Ndi § ol 4pUS bdFovEdS ty g-.epm Kl
f/trfildlr-l'vd-c Kal Wﬂvylmh,ﬂl Ww-'.?wt" Thom. I, 418, n.2).

It is hard to speak more realistically without becoming vulgar.

In Homil. in Matth. 82, L, Chrysosthom speaks of a./,;.f,g_f/'un}ac}lzv

{ transform, umgestalten) and a.//f.ﬁ,g_(/ri-ugt?ﬂf;[/ ( change, turn

something into a different form). {(Quot.: Harn. II, p. 434). In

regard to these terms, Thomasius says: "forunter auch nich keineTrans-

ubstantiation im roemischen Sinne, sondern eine Transformation zu

verstehen ist." (Thom. I, pe 419). (It is interesting to note that

Chrysostom strongly coridemns the withdrawing of the cup: Epist. II

ad Cor. home 18: Plyts8 AScodpsdd +3v AVESV. DV Km-t'rsf
fer f'y; LA S ¢A /afa (€ /LD 4/[4!“: -t-d JE & LPx-
o,usvos, Hal sl odie L t-? ,tdga/urz;nw Sy /azrzz,zzv o
(‘iﬂ'u's: dA2’ 0% vV 2rd MEEY £V /u;u-t #/o/rsma,)_gg_t v ;ra'cyﬂw:

In the Church of the New Testament both clergy andlaity receive the

same, both body and blood). (Quot.: Gie II, p. 48-50, n. 15).
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c) Stagnation and deterioration.

From the 5th century on, the Orientel Church produced
nothing new in the way of research. It was at a stand-still as far
2s the development of a system of dogma is concerned. While in its
theoretical theology it had arrived at no such thing as a "doctrine
of transubstantiation," yet it had so impressed upon the minds of
the masses the mystery of th@,uf;hl Poﬂ -7' in the Eucharist, thenower

of the priest in completing the "sacrifice," that in time to coms

theology almost automatically adapted itself to the popular opinion.

worshin on the basis that in the Lord's Supper Christ left in the

elements the only true "nicture"of Himself': "he instituted the Euchar-
ist as a _1:1)’#‘0.5 and remembrance of himself" (Mansi XIII, p. 261ff).
Now the Council undoubtedly did not mean to deny the real presence.
It was not speaking about that. But already in 787 the s=cond Nicene
Council condemned even the use of this term: "Keineswegs habe Chris-
tus, die Apostel, nder die Vaeter das durch dem Priester dargebrachte

s
unblutice Onfer ein Bild genamnt ( £(A O Vo ), sondern Leib und Blut

Christi selbst. Vor der Welhe heissen die Elemente o ve(tUttd »
nach derselben Leib und Blut Christi, was sie au_ch wirklich sind."
( Xah. p. 216). There is nothing wrong with this statement, but it
may well be understood in the light of the teaching of John of
Damascus {(c. ca 760), the last great authority in Greek theology,
the Eastern Exponent of Scholasticism, whose word became law in the
Church of the Orient. It is evident that he has laft the truth of

the sacramental presence, for he clearly teaches that the body in
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the Lord's Suoper is not the body of Christ which is in heaven, but

that the elements are changed and the body of Christ created for the
purrose. In his Orthod. Fid. IV, 13 he first denies that the elements

are merely tuno$ fumares Kt pc':’,a.ms » but affirms

that: dTu:ua{ Erety :l;\q/,f;).( 7 w/liuov A7£a7"7f-( +o' ilr t1[$
-L:7¢'.u m:(fdg’wv fa'}'/u' o"ux oL+ dv.z;tqfﬂz.u gl £K Yo
o'u/.zvo—u Kdti/’;{i'hl(, R22Ar bFc alnlhs o d/fos Kolt aluos AEtd-

HocoDVEdL E16 Flomud Kt alt/ut AJs0 .

(Nuot.: Seeb. I, pe 246). This is neither the transubstantiation

in the Roman sense, nor is it a sacramental presence. Harnack cor-
rectly says: "Der Eucharistische Leilb ist der von der Jungfrau geborene
selbst, aber nicht durch eine Transubstantiation, als ob der lLeibd

Christi aus dem Himmel ploetzlich herabfahre und in dem Raum der

Zlemente trete, sondern durch Transformation und Assumption, ashnlich

wie es hei der Incarnation zugegangen ist. Der Brot-leib wird in
den wshrhaftigen Leib aufgenommen und so mit ihm identisch."” (Rernm.
II, p. 438). This interpretation seems,to me, more adeguate and cor-
rect than the opinion of Thomasius, who takes pEte Hocoy VL in
the severest meaning and accuses John of Damascus of teaching a pure
and complete Transubstantiation: "Hier haben wir eine Verwandlung

im eigentlichsten Sinne...es ist dies der Penkt, an welchem éie
bisherize Vorstellung in die Mittelalterliche Transubstantiation
uebergeht." (Thom. I, p. 421)s The doctrine of John of D., in short, °
seems to be an identification of the body and blood with the bread
and wine, rather than a transubstantjational conception. The small

difference in theory, of course, is no difference in practiss. It
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is significant that the idea of a transubstantiation made its presence
felt in the Wastern Church only a few decades later ( the delay being

due to theinfluence of Augustine)..

d) Stebilization of the Greek doctrine.

As the development of doctrine in general, in the East,
8o the eveolution of the Greek dogma on the Eucharist, ‘if one may

speak of such a thing at all), comes to its close in John of Dams-

cus. Although the Damascene himself did not teach an absolute Trans-
vbgtnatiation in the Roman Catholie sense, the Greek Church itself
found no difference. During the ¥iddle Ages the Greek "thologians”
made no alterations, attempted no further dogmatical definition of
this mystery. Nicolas of Methone (ca 1200) alone sought to explain
what is lef't of the natural elements after consecration: "Merely
the outward form or anpearancs, for the sake of %he human weakness
of those who partake." (Kah. p. 217). After the Reformation, the
Greek Church cest its vote for the Roman doctrine: "Das Bekenntniss
des Dositheus, 1629 A.D. (decret. XVII), kann nicht zenug Worte
finden, um im Gezensatz zu der Unwissenheit der Lutheraner und Ref-

’ ~
ormierten die Verwandlung einzupraegen f/(eﬂpalﬂ.zflll ,/{{fo‘UKlavv,
~ 2 7 /
,H{Hrrunv,/uzﬁffvd,u t)ﬂﬂv )t (Kah. p. 217).

(The Greek Church differs from the Roman in this (i.e. the
doctrine of..), that the change in the consecration is ascribed,
not to the power of the priest, but to the power of the Holy Ghost;
the sacrament is given in both forms; children are admitted, yea,

they mist commune; unleavened bread must be used).
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III.

The trend in the Western Church after Nicaea

325=-850 A.D.

a) Preliminary remarks.

‘While the Eastern Church thus rapidly moved toward a

coarse stagnation of individual thought, buryiﬁg its theology in a
maze of superstitious ideas, and its practise in superstitious cus-
toms, interpreting Christian doctrine, after its decline, to fit the
mentality of ipnorant masses; the Oceidental Church, though steeped
in almost eqﬁally superstitious practises, was blessed with teachers
who succeeded in stemming the tide for awhile, long after the East
had given way before it. Special credit is due to men like Hilary,
Jerome, Ambrose, bhut especially to St. Augustine, whose influence

in western theology remained supreme for almost a thousand yenrs.l'
It is through his influence also, that the doctrine of transubstan-
tintion found no entrance into the leading theologicel thought un-
til the 11th century. On the contrary, St. Augustine and many of
his disciples went to the other extreme and practically gave up the

belief in the real substantial presence.

1. Seeberg: "Die beherrschende theol. Autoritaet des Mittelalters
ist Augustin...Indessen, Augustinus Formeln beherrschen wohl die
Theologie, aber die Theologén beherrschen nicht die Formeln"

(1, 2).
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b) Hilary and Ambrose--sacramental.

Hilary of Poitiers (d. 366) gives us an interesting sxpla-
nation of the effect of the consecration in De Imitandis, c¢. 8:

"Ante benedictionem verborum coelestium ( the consecration) species

nominatur (the bread): post consecrationem corpus Christi siznifica-
tur."” (NQuot.: Kah. P. 219). In other words, the bread bafore con-
secration is called a "specles," that is a picture or type of the
body of Christ; but after the consecration it is : more <than a
mers "species" or figura: 'corpus Christi significatur'. This 1l-
lustrates the use of 'significare' in the patristic literature. With 1
it, Hilary does not deny that the bread really is the body of Christ,
but rether affirms it. He expresses his faith in the real pressne=s
2lso elsewhere, e.g in ﬁe Trinitate, VII, c¢. 13: "Verum nos verbun
carnem cibo dominico sumimis...Oul naturam carnis noat{ae Jam in-
separabilem sibi homo natus assumsit et nafuram carnis suae ad nat-
uram aeternitatis sub sacramento nobis communicandae sdmiscuit; ita
omes unum sumus."” (Ouot.: Thom. I, 422, n. 1 or Kah. p. 219). From
the fact of the real and substantial presence Hilarius proves that
| our communion with Christ is indeed more than ordinary: that it is
| an "unitas naturase," as the context shows ( Thom. I, 422), just as
Tonatius used it as a proof for theresurrection. Now, as then,
the real presence is a commonly accepted faet, since it serves as

a basis for argument. In Hilarius we find no trace or dndication

of any idea approaching transubstantiation.
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Ambrose (bisho of Milan in 31}) taught the real presence in
terms so vigorous and realistic, th;t we are almost reminded of,
for instance, Chrysostom. So in De Fide IV, C. 10, 5: "Nos autem
quotiescumque sacramenta sumimus, gua per sacrae orationis mysterium
in carnem transficurantur et sanguinem.” (%uot.: Hifbt, Pe 57, 31).
Similarly also in Lib, de Mysteriis, C. 2, 50: "Ouod si tantum

valuit sermo Eliae, ut ignem de coelo deponerst, non balebit Christi

sermo, nt snecies mtet elementorum,? De totins mundi operibus

legisti: '"Muia inse dixit, et facta, sunt; ipse mandavit, et creata
'sunt' (Ps. 148, 5). Sermo ergo Christi aqui potuit ex nihilo facere
ouod non erat, non potest ea quae‘sung in id mutare, quod non erant?®
Non enim minus est novas rebus dare guam mutare naturas?" (Onot.:
Mirbt, p. 57, 37). We have here three terms: figura, species,
naturae, to denote that which, according toAmbrose, is changed. All
these are but rarely used to denote susbtance, essence. More of'ten
they express the idea of form, character, content. Thomasius says:
"So bestimmt hier Ambrosius von einer 'Umwandlung' (mutare naturas,
transfigurare) redet, eine Absorbirung der irdischen Elemente scheint
er doch nicht zu meinen." (Thom. I, 423). This is substantiated
by statements in De Saeram,, e.g. in 1lib. IV, C. 1, 3: "Ne veluti
guidam qsset'horror eruoris (blood) sed maneret gratia redemptionis,
idea in similitudinem guidem accipis sacramentum, sed vere naturae
gratiam virtutemque consequeris.” (Quot.: Mirbt p. 58, 8). This
almost suggests the other extreme. Considering the quotations com-
bined, it is most natural to assume that Ambnqse denied neither the

real presence of bread and wine nor the substantial presence of body
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and blood, but believed simply that: "Antequam consecretur, peanis
est; ubl autem verba Christi accesserint, corpus est Christi."

(DH Sacram. IV, Ce 5' 23! .Mirbt' Pe 58' Te

¢) Augustine--symbolical.

It is different with Augustine. To him the sacrament as
such is merely a '"sacred sign' which bears a certain resemblance to
the spiritual things which it typifies. This definition is brought
out with specinl clearness in his Epist. 98 ad Bonifacium, Par. 9:
"Nermne sgpepe ita loguimur ut, Pascha propinaquante, dicamus crastinam
vel verendinam Domini passionem, cum ille ante tam multos annos
passus sit, nec omnino nisi semel illa passio facta sit. Nonne
semel immolatus est Christus in se ipso, et tamen in sacramento non
solum per omnes Paschae solemnitatis, sed oommi die populis immo-
latur? Nec utique mentifur, qul interrogatus eum responderit im-

.molari. Si enim sacramenta quandam similitudinem earum rerum,
auarum sacramenta sunt, non haberent, ommino sacramentea non essent.

Ex hac autem similitudine nlerumgue etiam ipsarum rerum nomina acein-

iunt. Sicut ergo secundum guendam modum sacramatum cordoris Christi

corpus Christi est, sacramentum ( sacred sign !) sanguinis Christi

sanguis Christi est, ita sacramentum fidei fides est."” (9Quot.:

Gie. II, p. 48, n.15). A eacrament, then, is merely a name given
to a sacred institution, which contains a certain similarity to
those things of which they are sacraments, just as the Easter cycle

is called the "Passion of Christ," although in fact it is only the
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celebration of His passion, a memorial i In this sense Jesus could
oall the bread and wine ﬁis body and blood: "Non enim Dominus dubi-
tavit dicere 'hoc est corpus meum,' cum signum daret corporis suir
(Contra Adimantum Manich. C. 12). (Duot.: Gie. IT, p. 49, n. 15).
The elements are "signacula ( symbols) quidem rerum divinarum visi-
bilia" (De Cat. rud. 26, 50). (Nuot.: Seeb. T, 294). Ad Ps. III
he calls the bread and wine: "figuram corporis et sanguinis sui."
(7uot.: Bie. II, pe 49, n.15). While others used similar expres-
sions without the least indication of a symbolicel internraetation
{ef. Hilarions, De ): vet, in the case of Auvesustine the use of
these terms becomes susplicious when we céonsider his erroneous con-
ception of the sacraments in general. And especially so’when vie
dirsct onr attention to that peculiar view of Aupustine, which
nractically stamps him as the forerunner of Calvinism: the doctrine
accordinz to which the human nature of Christ is loealized in heaven.
We find 1t exnressed in Ep.'187, 12, 31: "Ubigue totum praesentem
esse non dubites tanquam deum...et in loco coell propter veri cor-
poris modum." (Nuot.: Seeb. II, p. 296). So also in Tract. in Joh.
26: "Mando caro domini erat in terras, cer#e non erat in coelo; ot
nunc eum sit in coelo, .non est in terra." (7Quot.: Thom. I, 585, 2).
From this clear evidence, Thomasius draws the fdal conclusion: "Er
ist sbso Symboliker im eigentlichsten Sinne." -- The true eating

of the body and drinking of the blood is, according to Augustine,

l. Cf. Ayer, ». }50: "Augustine's general definition of a sacras
ment is, that it is a sign of a sacred thing, a "sacrum sig-
num": De Civit. Dei, 1ib. X."
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the spiritual ?ommunion with Christ: "in Christo manere et illum
manentem in se habere" (In Joh. tr. 26, 18; De Civit. Dei XXI, 25;4).
(Ouot.: Seeb, TI, 296). Thus Augustine, in his interpretation of

the nature of the presence of Christ in the Eucharist, svidently
follows John 6, which does not speak of the Lord's Suvper. In
another place (De Doctr. Christ. III, 16, 24) he explains hisidea

of a sniritual eating, as rollowa=‘“suav1ter atgue utiliter reconden-
dum in memoria quod pro nobis caro ejus crucifixa et vulnerata sit."
(Nuot.: Seeb. TI, 296). That this spiritual eating is, to him, the
essence of the Eucharist, is evident from his denial of the fact th at
even the unbeliever receives the true body and blood of Jesus: "Qui
non manet in Christo, et in quo non manet Christus, procul dubio

nec manducate carnem ejus, nec bibit ejus sanguinem, etiamsi ten-
tare rei sacramentum (-"sacrum signum tantae rei” !)) ad judicium sibi
manducat et bibat." (in Joh. tract. 26, 18. OQuot.: Gie.-II. De

49, n. 1;). However, the very fact that Augustine speaks of an
"eating and drinking to damhati on," that he speaks of the Lord's
Supper as of a "salubris refectio” ( Sermo 131, 1);the fact that he
spoke of the lord's Bupper in the very highest terms and wishes to
detract in no way from their glessed significenct to the devout
partakar.l' seems, in a way, to justify the opinion of Kahnis, who

says: "Augustinus war ohne Zweifel in der Abendmahlslehre sich nicht

"klar. Ohne festen Standpunkt hat er verschiedenartige Auffassungen

1. De Peccat. Merit, et rem. II, 26 (Thom. I, 584, 3): "Quod accip-
Tunt (catechumeni), quamvis non sit:corpus Christi, sanctum tamen
est, quoniam sacramentum est." .
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angestreift." But then he cannot escape the conclusion: "Im Ganzen
miss Aupustin fuer einen Vorgeenger Calvins erklaert werden." ( Kah.
Pe 221). So also Thomasius, aa we have seen above, although he too
finds many expressions which he calls "Anklesenge an seinen-Lshrer
Ambrosins." (Thom. I, 585, n.3). But that is ell they are, too.
The bulk of Augustine's statements on this question make it imper-

dtive to classify him as a mild "spiritumalist" as far as his doctrine

on the lLord*'s Supper is concerned.

d) Theological thourht divided--peacefullv.

e T e ——T

It is noteworthy that expressions denying the real pres-

ence, as those of Augustine were as far as we know, never attaclked

or controvertad. The Church waa engaged in controversies which made
dubdous statements such.as these seem insignificant, especially |
since they were spoken by the foremost theologian of the Church,

vhose orthodoxy was never nuestioned and his sincerity beyond sus-

ricion. For Augustine never spoke of the Holy Sacrament except in

terms of the highest oraise and piety. Furthermore, The Church was

unsed to the terminologzy in which Augustine moved, without, however,

attaching to it the meaning in which Augustine used it.

Besides, he did ndt stand alone in his interpretation of
the doctrine of Christ's presence in the Eucharist. There were
others who followed him blindly. Chrysologus, the "Latin Chrysos-
tom," bishop of Ravenna (d. 450), says in his Epist. ad Caesarium

(directed sgainst Eutyches) "Antequam sanctificetur panis, panem

l
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niminams, divina autem illum sanctificente gratia, mediante sacer-
dote, liberatus est quidem appelatione panis, dignum antem habitus

est dominici corroris anpellatione, etiamsi natura panis in ipso

permansit.“}'ﬂbre. however, the foresful expvression, the emnhasis

on a certain new element which enters after consecration through

=7

ivine grace, would point to the fact that Chrysologus considers it

a8 something more than a mere change of "names". Whatever he means,
and it seems as thougﬁ ha retains the conception of a sacramental
Presence, one ﬁhing is certain: he does not deny the real presence
of the bread and wine. Apain, and much more certainly and strongly,
the Aupustinjan interpretation is foundin the writings of a Pope,
Gelasins I (492-)496). In his 'De Duabus in Christo Naturis,' III,
1, ve read: "Certe sacramenta quae sumimis corporis et sangqinis
Christi divine res est nropter quod.et per eadem divinae efficimuf
consortes naturse, et tamen esse non desinit substantia vel natura

panis et vini.a'

Et certe imago et similitudo corporis et sanguinis
Christi in actione mysteriorum celebrantur." (%uot.: Gie. II, 147,
Nn.22 or Mirbt, n. 86, 32). The Roman Church, in Canon 2 of the 13th
Session of its Tridentine Council, anathematized its own Pope, for

surely the denial of the doctrine of transubstantiation cannot be

couched in stronger terms than these ! How Gelasius, however, can

1, Quot.: Gie. II, 50, n.l5.

2, Thomasius, I, 586: "Dass der Ausdruck 'Vervandlung' uebrigens
damals schon haeufig in dem spaeteren Sinne genommen wurde, er-
sieht man dareus, dass Bishof Gelasius I von Rom es fuer noetig
haelt, sich ausdruecklich dagegen zu erkleeren.”
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in one breath call the consecrated elements a "picture and semblance
of the Body of Christ," and yet affirm that by eatingthem we are
made "consortes naturae divinae," is hard to conprehend, and here
azein it would not be impossible to as;ume that to him the terms
'imago' and similitudo' conveyed a higher meaning than they would
to ns, who are by necessity bound to gnard against vague terms and

rhrases, since emong us these terms are theobject of controversy.

Shortly before the time of Gelasins, his predecessor Leo the Great
(440-161) left no doubt as to his belief in the real presence, say-
ing: "Hoc enim ore sumitur quod fide creditur"™ Sermo 91, 3 on

Joh. 6, 53). (Nuot.: Thom. I, 585). During the 6th centurvy we still

find the realistic and symbolical.1nterpretation side by side.
Caesarius of Arles (d. 543), otherwise one of the most ardent stud-
dnte of Angustine, teaches the real presence of the ﬁody and bloecd
in the very strongest terms: "Muid autem m{rum est, sie ea, quae
verbe potuit creare, possit verbo create gonvertere?" (Ouot.:

Kah. pe. 220). This convertere need not be teken as meaning a con-
version or change of substance; it is more natural to interpret

it as a mere change from unconsecrated elements to the sacramental
host in the scriptural gense. -- One of Caesarius' contemporaries
and a fellow student of Augustine, Facundus of Hermiane (No. Africa),
again anproaches the ideas of the master: "Sicut sacramsntum corvor-
is et sanguinis ejus, quod est in pane et poeculo consecrato, corpus
ejus et sanguinem dicimus: non quod propiie corpus ejus sit panis,

et poculum sanghis, sed quod in se mysterium corporis ejus et san-

guinis contineant. (Pro Defens. III, Ce 9, 5)s (Quot.: Gie. IT,
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Pe 147, n.22). Just how much "proprie" oxéludes. end "mysterium"
includes, is unclear. Very likely 28 much as with the spiritual
teacher of Facundus, Augustine. At any rate, the idea of a trans-
ubstantiation finds no place in thehigher class of theology even
during the 6th century, while the symbolical and realistic ( sacra-

mental) interpretations live together in apparent harmony.

e) Practise and Ljfe of the Church; influence of Gregory the Great.

Beginning with the 7th eentury we note that things are bes-

ginning to change. (The period between the 7th and 1lth cent. may
b2 classifidd as a period of transition). A ‘spirit of gross mater-
ialism seems to take hold of the Wastern Church as it did, somewhat
earlier, of the Eastern branch. While the theologiansof the follow-

ing neriod endeavored to follow Augustine, they were of'ten incanable

.of‘ understanding him, and gradually fell victims to the general trend
which waa already painfully evident among the uneducated clergy and
the masses, namely the appetite for the sensvous, the superstitious,
the merveldous. Long before this time, suporslti'bion had taken

hold to the religious lives of the devout. Ambrose already relates
a story of his brother Satyrus who, being ceught in a shipwreck,
tied the holy bread together with his prayerbook around. his neck,
‘craving for no other protection' (De Obitu ffatris sui Satyri, C.
13). And Augustine tells similar miracrouls stories concerning the
sacred host. (Cf. Gke. II, p. 50, n.17). Such tales did not in-
fluence their teaching, while they filled the minds of the simple.

"How ﬁmch the sensuous tendency of public worship was fa.rther' de-
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veloped in this period says Giesseler, and how many new superstiti-
ous notions sprung from2it, is best see; in the writings of Gregory
the Great (590-604), a man who, with much real piety, hai also very
many monkish prejudices and great credulity...It waa an age which
longed for the marvellous." (Gie. II, p. 1j1). Gregory, next to
Augustine, exerted the greatest influence on eerly Medieval thought. .
His theology differed from that of Augustine in its greater realis-
tie and less speculative tendency. "In his Sacramentarium, he gave
that form to the Roman liturgy relative to the lLord's Supnper, which
it has substantially retained ever sine," showing how easgily it

conld be adapted to the ultra-realistic conception of the Roman
dictrube if trehsubstnatiation. But although Gregory upholds the
real presence in the very strongest terms, it is difficult to point
to any clear expression of the idea of a transubstantiation, whereas
we cen readilv see thedoctrine of the sacrifice of the lass looming
up in large proportions, as for instance in the prayer recorded in
Libr. Sacr. Praef., Ve : "Vere dignum et justum estecotibi hanc immo-

lationis hostiam offerre, quae offertur a plurimis et unum Christi

cormue sancti spiritus infusione nerficitur: singuli accipiung
Christum Dominum: et in singulis portionibus totus est, nec per sing-
ulds minuitur, sed integrum se prasbet in singulis...unum Christi
corpnus efficimr."le The priests tkroughont the Chruch effect the
same one body of Christ; we note the extreme realism, the strong

emphasis on the power of the priest, the sacrificial character

1. Quot. Kehnis, P. 220,
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ascribed to the act of consecration, and we can well see how the
masses were influenced by a liturgy of this sort. If we study the
following massage, we will find how the sacrificial character of
the Eucharist begins to take the place of its character as a sacra-
ment, the true benefit of the lord's Supper is found in the Maes,
the immoletion, rather than in the eating and drinking. MNote alse
the strong emphasis on the nower of the priest: Dialogi IV, 58:

"Pro nobis iterum in hoc mysterio oblationis immolatur. Ejus

quivpe ibi cormus sumitur, ejus caro in ponuli salutem nartitur,
ejeus sanpguis non jam in manus fidelinm, sed in ora fidelinm fund-
itur...0uis enim fidelium habsre dubium possit in #nsa immolationis

hora ad sacerdotis vocem caelos aperiri, summis ima sociari, terrena

coelestibus jungi, unumgue ex visibilibus atque invisibilibus fieri?"

{Nuot.: “;rbt, 101, 13). Azain, it ssems doubtful whether Gragory,
with all these grossly realistic phrases, really thinks of a change
of substance in the Eucharist; he uses the terms sociari, jungi,
unum. .fieri (ex duobus) to denote the miracle thet takes nlace
during the consecration. And yet, Gregory did much, not only to con-
firm the falss notions of a sacrifice in the Mass, of priestly nower,
and of the purgatory (Gie. II, p. 15), but also to promote the
wrong conception of the doctrine of the reel presence. For all these

suverstitions went hand in hand, one supporting the other. They

are the earmarks of a growing materialistic, sensuous concention of

the Christian religion. We can well see the point of Seeberg's
conclusion: "Die Theologen der K;rolingischen Zeit haben zwar als

Augustines gern den sinnbildlichen Character des Abendmahls hervor-

..
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gehoben. Andererseits bewirkte des zunehmende religioese Material-
ismus, der am sinnlich Wunderbaren das Merkmal der Religion fand,
sowie die Steigerun,e; des Opfergedankens, dass die Vorstellung wvon
einer Vervwandlung immer festere Umrisse erhielt. In der Volks-
idee war es so, und auch in deor Sprache der Theologen redete man von
einem "consecrare in substantium corporis ot sanguinis Christi
(Alcuin, Ep. 41, 163.90)." (Seeb. II, 20.21)s =-- This then

takes us to the 9th century, which marks the real turning-point in

the doctrine of the lord's Sunper, to the Paschasian Controversy.

Eni of Chanter One.
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Cha r Two

The Eucharist in Controversv.

850-_1500 AnDu

I.

Orizin of the modern Roman doctrine of Transubstantiation--

The Faschasian Controversv

a) Introduction.

The 9th century brought a new phase into the history of
the develooment of doctrine: A controversy on the Lord's Supper,

whiech hereto fore had been an uncontroverted institution of the

Church. Dogmas, in the strict sense of the word, were produced or
developed by the Church only upon pfovooation, so to speank, as the
result of great controversies. Seeberg correctly says: "Dogmen im
vollen Sinne waren doch auch fuer das Mittelalter nur die Trinitaets-
und Zweinaturen lehre. Zu diesen Dogmen hat das spaetere Mittelalter
nur den Gehorsam gegen die Kirche, das Sakramentsdogma, speziell

die Bysse und das Abendmahlsdogma gefuegt." (Seeb. II..p. 1, nots 1).
And again: "Die ate Kirche hat kein Dogma vom Abendmahl hervorge-
bracht. Uhgeschieden'gingen zwei Vorstellungen nebeneindander her,
die man als metabolische und symbolische zu bezeichnen pflegt." 1In
the preceding chapters we concluded that this classification is
almo;t koo general, hence inaccurate. The most that can be said is,

that we can distinguish between two tendencies in opposite directions;
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we find ‘leaninzs (we are now spsaking about the Church in the West)

toward the metabolical interpretation, and an outspoken symbolical
interpretation only in Avrustine and several of his pupils, while

the greater nart of the theolgians took to the simple Seritnure
doctrine ;f a sacramental presence. Now, huwever.'while the Pasch-
asian Controversy did not as yet result in the fixation of an

actual dogma, it at least brought the entire ouestion of the presence
of Christ in the Eucharist to the foreground, and revealed strong
leanings toward thet interpretation, which was soon destined to be-

come the officiel Roman Catholic doctrine.

b) Paschasgins Radbertus.

The controversy vas provoked by Paschasius Radbertus,
Abbot of Corbey (d. 865), himself, when in his book "De Corpore et
Sanguine Domini," the first monograph on the Lord's Supper, written
in 831 and presented to Charles bhe Bald in 8)j A.D., he developed
almost completely the doctrine of transubstantiation., as it is
now kmovm. Simond, in his "Vita Paschacii," confesses: "Genuinem
ecclesine cetholicae sensum ita primus explicuit (Radbertus), ut
viam caeteris aperuit, qui eodem arsumento multa postea scripserunt.”
{Qnot.: Gie. II, pe 285, n.4). What this aigument was, we shall see
in the following. Basing his entire proposition on Ps. 135, 6, he
states his doctrine clearly in these words: "Omis enim guaecumque
wvoluit fecit in caslo et in terra: et guia voluit, licet in figura

panis et vini maneat, haec sie esse ormmino, nihiloue aliud guam caro
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Christi et sanguis nost consecrationem credenda sunt"” (Che 1).

(Quot.: Gie. TI, p. 295, n.hi). Nothinz remains of the bread and

wine but the outward appearance, and these only "um den Unglaeubigen
nicht das Heiligste preiszugeben, um Schaunder zu verhueten, um den
Glanben zu ueben" (C. 13). (Kah. p. 226). Furthermore: "Quie Christ-

vm worari fas dentibus non est, voluit in mysterio hunc panem et

vinum vere carnem suam et sanguinem consecratione Spiritus Sancti

potentialiter greari, creando vero quotidie pro mundi vita mystice

immolari, ut sicut de Virgine per Spiritum véra caro sins coitu

e oot S

creatur, its per eundem ex substantia panis ac vini mystice idem
Christi corpuset sangnis consecretur." (C. 4). (2uot.: Bie. IT,
295, n.Xt). The possibility of the creation of Christ's body in the

sacrament is thus based on the fact of the Virgin-birth, and the

necessity of the change of substence is shown from the purpose which
Paschasins asaribes to tihis change: to establish a basis for the
sacrificinl character of the Eucharist. Here alreedy we have an
indication of the imooritance of the doctrineof transubstantietion

in the Roman system; (and the Roman Scholastics soon began -to
renlize the necessity of such a doctrine as a foundation for the
central institution of the Church, the Mass). Paschasins is still
moderate in his estimate of the process of consecration. From the
12th chapter we gather bhat "The priest is not as yet pictured as
the creator of the body and blood of Christ. Theclhange is effected
by the creative Word of God and the power of the Holy Spirit alone."
( Kah. p. 226). But that it is, beyond all doubt, a change of sub-

stance, is evident from the words qﬁoted above from chapter 1,

TSR e
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elso from the following, in Ch. B: "Substantia panis et vini in
Christi carnem et sanguinenm effioacitpr interius commtatur.”

(Quot.: Gie. II, 295, n.4). Radbertus even goes so far as to declare,
in Che. 1)j, "thet the body and blood of Christ in several instances
were ectually revealed to doubters or to speciel favorites of God

in their true form," without even the anpnearance of bread and wine.
(:Kah. pe 22A). Seeberg points out that Radbert is not an absolute
transubstantiationalist. He seys: "So realistisch das klingt, so

bewegt sich doch Radbertus in dem Gedankenkreise Augustins, wenn er

den Genuss des Abendmahls behendelt. Da ist ‘es ein "spirituale®,
das "in spiritu" verstanden werden will." ( Seeb. II, p. 22). Pas-
chasius indeed mekes this statement (in Ch. 5, 1), but his on;y
purnose is, to exclude unbelievers from receiving the Lord's body

and blood: "Nisi per fidem et intelligentiam quid praeter panem

et vinum in eis gustantibus supit" (c. 8, 2). (OQuot.: Seeb. II, 22).
tt-is probable that Redbert supposes that the consecrated elements
return to their original substance when they come in contact with
unbelieving lips. For he undoubtedly teaches the rotrine of trans-
ubstantiation in its almost fully developed form. At the same time,
it seems that he wishes to reconcile the Augustinian view with the
oninion which is prevelent among the lower clergy and the laity and
which is slowly making itspresence felt also in the ranks of the
teachers of the Church. Thomasius says: "So sucht Paschasius die

2 bisher nebeneinander hergehenden Auffassungen zu vefbinden, ohne
sie jedoch wirklich zu vermitteln, denn die beiden Seiten seines

Systems willen sich nécht recht decken. Die Realitaet der lLeiblich-
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keit Christi im Abondymhl wird in Krasser Weise behamptet, und doch
wird an entscheidenden Punkten, wie dort, wo es sich nun den Ge-
nuss der Unglaeubigen handelt, von jener Grundlage abgewichen."

( Thom. IT, 38). With all his good intentions, his attempt was a
dismal failure, and served only to hasten the development of an

ultra-materinlistic conception of the real presence.

¢) Ratramus.

But as yet the Paschasian doctrine was merely a theory
on a question in which the Church as such had as yet taken no offic-
in)l stand. Radbertus was soon put on the defensive. His main op-

nonent vas Ratramnus, & monk in the cloister of Corbey ( over which

Paschasius presided), who waa ever ready to attack hisabbot. Being

i commanded by the Emperor Charles the Bald to state his opinion on

the doctrine set forth by Rgdbert.l' R&tramnus, in his reply, brought
out the symbolical interpretation of Augustine in its extreme form.
(This book, "De Corpore et Sanguine Domini liber ad Carolum Regem",

was, 200 years later, erroneously attributed by Berengarius to the

L e R me— o R W e R e e gl S e —

ven of John Scotus Erigena, and waa condemmed as the work of the
first great Sclolastic by the Council of Vercelli in 1050.2° It stands
in the index librorum prohibitorum of 1559). Ratramnus cites Am-

brose, Jerome, and Augustine as witnesses to the 'fact' that the

l. This shows that the Church as yet took a neutral stand in the
debate. It was a prdvate, academic controversy.

2, Gie. II, P. 287, n.6, or Kah. p. 228.

e
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the body of theEuchar?st'is not the same in which Christ was
clothed: "Est quidem corpus Christi, sed non corporale sed svirituale;
est sanguis Christi, sed non corporalis sed spiritualis." (7uot.:
Gie. T, p. 287, m6). Or stroncer still: "De ®ero cornore Ghristi
dicitur, quod sit verus Deus et verus homo, qui in fine saeculi

ex liaria virgine genitus haec sutem de corvore Christi, quod in

Ecclesia per mysterium genitur, dieci non nossunt, secundum quen-

dam modum corpus Christi esse cognoxeitur. Et modus iste in ficura
est et imagine, ut veritas res nisa sentiatur."” (2uot.: Ibid).

Tn other words, we have the plain Calvinistic view (Angnstingsn)

of +the anﬂ'é body and blood as a mere spiritual hody. 'Ratramus
doas not wish to deny the "presence" of body and blood, but they

ara nresent only according to their strength and efficacy: He says
in Par, 2: "Verum unam eademque res secundum alied species panis

et vini consistit, secundum alind autem corpus et sanguis Christi.
Secundum namque, quod utrumque corporaliter contingitur, spsciés
suht creaturae corporea, secundum potentiam vero, cuod Spiritualiter
factae snné, nysteria sund corporis et sanguinis Chriéti.“l'ﬂénce

we have the presence of body and blood, but not the real presence;

we have, as Augustine would say, the "virtus sacramenti" !potentiam),
but not the "res sacramenti" (quod.corporaliter contingitur), the

latter being merely earthly elements. So far Ratramnus.

1. 2uot,.: Tbid.
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anus ¥aurug of FMulda, the most distinguished scholar of his age. He
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d) Scone of their (resvective) influencs.

Thile fhe doctrine of Paschasius Radbertus may have appeal-’
ed to the minds of the ordinary, more or less 1gnorant,,moﬁks. vriests,
and laymen, who undoubtedly had long regzarded the elements in the
Lord's Sunper in the same sunerstitious 1lizht; stiil among;, the

learned theologlans of bthis period the Paschasian thewy foundas vet .

very little support, ard we find the "greater lishts" falling in
line with Ratramms (with a few glaring excentions), and onposing

the Abbot of Corbey. REspecially noteworthy emong these is Rab-

diseusses the subject in controversy especially in his essay "De

Inatitutione Clericorum". Ounoting from Augustine's 'De Doctr.

Christ.' (11T, c. 16), he says: "Figurata ergo est, praecipiens

passioni Domini esse communicandumi ot suaviter atque utiliter recol- : .

endum in memoria, quod pro nobis caro ejus crucifixa sit," (Lib.

ITT, 6. 13)s (Ouot.: 0ie. II, pe 286, n.5). This spiritaal eating
of the bodv and blood of the lord is the essence of the Eucharist: .

"Muin penis corpus confirmat (in the sense of "typifies"), ideo

ille corpus Christi congruenter nuncfpatur (it is "desiznated" as the
body of Christ); vinum autem, quia sanguinem operatur in carne, ideo
ad sanguinem Christi refertur: haec autem dum sunt visibilia, sanct-
ificata tamen per Spiritum Spnotum in sacramsntum divini corporis
transeunt.” (Lib. I, 3. 31). (Quot.: Ibid.). This is a restate=-
ment of Autustinianism, in a way; but it is éuestionablewhether ;
Rabanus meant to deny absolutely the real presence of the body and

blood (note the words: "dum sung visibilia...tamen...,sanctificate,...




e

SERE T

L7

transeunt in sacrementum"). In an Epistle to the Abbot Eigil of

Prueen he attacks merely the Paschasian doctrine of the presence of

the historical body and blood of Christ, mt admits that in the
Eucharist the body of Christ is "potentianlly created;" only the
Eucharistic body differs from the historical, not in essence, but

in species: "non naturaliter, sed’'specialiter aliud esse,” (Seeberg).
(Nuot.: Enist. ad Egiionem, Seeb, II, . 2h). But it is an atkack

upon the transubstantiantional idea.

In general, the opponents of the Paschasian doctrine gave ample
evidence of the augustinian influence, which still dominated the

theoloegy of this age. With but few exceptions, the purely spiritual

interpretation nrevailed in the anti-Paschasian camp. Florus Magis-
ter, for instance, "De Expositione Missae": "Prorsus panis ille
sacrosanctee oblationis est Christi corpus, non materie vel specie

visibili, sed virtute et notentia spirituali."” (OQuot.: Gie. II, |

289, n.8). Thus we could continue to quote statements in opposition
to the theory of Radbert, from the ven of the foremost men of this
pierod: Scotus Erigena, Christian Druthmar, Walafried Strabo.l® Tt-
is evident that the doctrine of transubstantiation, in this contro-
versy, had merely asserted its pnresence, but hadas vet found 1little

supnort among the educated. But it could not fail to gain a foot-

hold ever there. Thequestion relation to the presence of Christ in

l.(Cf. Gie. TI, 289, note 8). FKahnis, p. 230: "Paschasius bekennt
selbst in dem Brief an Grudegerd, dass visele nicht eine wirkliche
Gegenwart des Leibes Christi annashmen....Er nennt sehr bsdeutende
Namen: Scotus Erigena, Rabanus Maurus, Strabo, Florus Magister," etc.
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the Eucharist had been brought to the foreground, had become the
subject of discussion.l' And very soon Paschasius no longer stood
alone, There ware those who clearly spoke for the doctrine which

we now call "transubstantiation." Thus, for instance, the famous
Hincmar, bishop of Rheims (d. 882)2;nd his learned contemnorary

Haimo of Halberstadt. Hothiné could be stronger than this state-
ment of HaimB: "Substantia, id est natura panis et wini substantial-
iter convertatur in aliam substantiam, id est in cermen et sanguinem".

{ Mot. Seeb. T, p. 25).

We conelude: The great majority of the learned thedogiens in-
deed were not ready to accept e doctrine such as this, but "Red-
bertns had spoken the word which gave clear utterance to the eccles-
instical feeling of the age; the protest of so many great authori-

ties might delay, but could not destroy its effect." (EKurtz I,

Pe 545, Par. 3). Thetrend of the times lay in the direction to
which all the sunerstitious practises and notions rointed, which

ﬂ were slowly creeping into the Church, especially in connection with
the TLord's Sunper. "It was easy to see, says Glesseler, that it

{ "this mystical and anparently pious doctrine of Pasohasium').only
needed times of darlness, such as soon followed, to become general.”

(Giee IT, DP. 290)s And such times of darkness were indeed in the

1, Seeberg (II, p. 25): "Das Apendmahl war Gegenstand der theolog-
ischen Betrachtung geworden, ohne dass man ueber die noch un-
klare Position Radberts hinauskam."

2. Cfe Gie. II, D. 290' ne9.

T




b9 :

offingze A mere sample to illustrate the religious ignorance of

the times, is the crude anthropomorphism of the clergy of Vicenza,

~ during thelOth century: "Ratherius relates how these ienorant niegh-

bors of his believed CGod to be a corporeal being, because the Bible
speaks of him as possessing eyes, ears, hands, feet, etc." (Gie.
TI, e 391, Note 8). It is easy to ;ee, that a superstitious doc-
trine such as the theory of transubstantiation found the zround upon
which it fell ready and prepared for a promising seeding, and an
eagy harvest two centuries later. Indeed, as Kahnis remarks: "Die
Kraft der paschagischen Lehre lapg in ihrer Volkstuemlichkeit., In
Jehrhunderten, wie den 10ten und llten war dies die Entscheidende
Macht...Diese Lehre sollte siegen im Berengarischen Streit;'

{_Kﬂ.h- De ?30).
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II.

The Doctrine of Transubstantiation Victorious--

The Berengarien Controversy.

a) Tntroduction.

"Tn the next two centuries /the 10th and the 11th) there
waa no material change in the status of thecontroversy. About the

middle of the:l2th century the concent of Paschasius had not yet

been accented generally" (Kretzmenn, Theol. Onart. XI¥, p. 9).
But the enntroversy again flared up when Berengarius practically
challenged the Church to decide on its positicn, by developinga
doctrine %o contrary to the view of Radbert, which at this time

emjoyed wide-spread acceptance, that the Church was practically

forced to a fixation ofits teaching on the Iord®'s Sunper. This
finally resulted in the deicsions of the /ith Lateran Counecil, where
the doctrineof transubstantiation becams theofficial, established
dogma of Roman Catholicism. Seeberg antly sums up the consequences
of the Berengarian Controversy: "Die Lehre vom Abendmahl hat ihre
scholastische fNestalt empfangen in Folge der Angriffe, welche ein
Vorlaeufer der Scholastik wider die Kirchlich werdende (radbertische)
Theorie richtete,--Berengar von Tours. Das Abendmahl ist durch
diese Keoemnfe zu einem theologischeﬁ Lieblingstoff, und die Lehre
Radberts--in noch vergoeberter Form--zur Kirchenlehre gewoeden."

(Sgebo II| DPe 58-60)0

s
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b) Berengarius.

Ay the time of the cortroversy, sccording to Giesseler,
"theological opinion was divided into three camps: 1) the'fbllawsrs
of Paschasius; 2 ) others who taught at least the cormoreal presence
of Christ, Qithout entering into a more subtle development of the
subject; snd 3) those who still maintained = merely spiritual pres-
enca." (G;s. IT, 397f). Of tﬁe latter, Berengarius, a teacher at
the cathedral school of Tourﬁ. in 1050 A.D. engaged in a dialectic
dispute concerning theBucharist with Lanfranc, at that time a monk
in Beec, 1atgr Archbishopof Camterbury. In his Enist. ad Lanfr.,
Barengarious declared against Paschasius, in favor of the alleged
John Scotus Erigena (whom he confused with Ratramnus): "Si haeret-
icus habes Joannem ( Secotum), cujus sententims de Eucharistia proba-
mus, habendus tibi est heer#ticus Ambrosius, Hieronymus, Augustinus,
ut de caeteris taceam." (Gie. II, p. 400, n.9). Basing his argu-
men= especially on John 6 and Augustine, he emphatically denied: any
cornorahl presence of the body and blood of Christ, in unmistakable
terms, such as 'significant,' 'similitudo’, ‘’signum, figure, prig-
nnus,! rejectinzg the Paschasien doctrine on the basis "Dass die Lehre
der Gegener auf 'duae cernes' fuehre, einen himmlischen und einen
sakramentalen.," ( Seeb. TI, p. 52). On the strength of this letter,
which Lanfranc submitted to a Council held in Rome in 1050, Beren-
garious was condemned without a hearind by this council. This sen-
tence was repeated during th; same year by the council of Vercelli,
which wlso publicly condemmed the writings of Ratramnus, defended by

Berengarious as the work of John Scotus. This indicates the wide-
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spread , almost general leaning toward the Radbertain doctrine,--
so general indeed, thet }Milo Crispinus in his "Life of Lanfranc,"
could say "that he journed to Rome in the causs of a certain clergy-
man named Berengarius, who taught, on the Sacrament of the Altar,

other than the Ghurech holds." (OQuot.: Gie. II, p. 400, n.9). As

a result of thedécisions of the two councils, public opinion ﬁns
turned against Berengarious, although he still had many individuel
friends who, however, were afraid of ;ending their sunport ton so
dangerous a caunse. Berengarius fora while succeeded in convincing
his friend Hildebrand, then a napal lezate at the Synod of Tours in
105}, of his orthodoxy, by making an oral and written confessdon:
"Panis atque vinum altaris vost consecrationem sung, corpus Christi
et sanguis." ("uot.: Gie. II, 402, n.12). But to this he evid-
entlyv did not subscribe without a mental reservation, as we shall

shortly see,

“Then Bérenrarious, reflying on the nowerful aid of Hildebrand
(who himself came under the suspicion of 'heresy'), ventured to
appear before the svnod of Rome, in 1059, and was there forced, by
the rouch violence of Cardinal Humbert, to subscribe to a creed

1.

truly hcanernnitic". he denounced the entire nrocedure bitterly

unon his return to France. (Bernaldus guotes him as follows:

1. The confession runs thus: "Consentio Romanae Ecclesiame,--scilicet
panem et vinum, guae in altari ponuntur, post consecrationem
non solum Spcramentum, sed etiam verum corpus et sanguinem Dom-
ini nostri esse, et sensualiter non solum Sacramento, sed in
veritate manibns sacerdotum tractari, frangi, et fidelium denti-
bug atteri.”
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"Pope leo were not = poitifes, but a vomifex end nulpifex (flesh-
monger), the Holy Roman Church a council of vanity and a church of

paligners. and the Holy See not apostolic, but a seat of Satan.).

( Ouot.: Gie. IT, n. LOh, n;lh). A heated correspondence followed ;
hoth sides developed their doctrine still mors fully and clearly.
Continuing his debate against Lenfranc in his book "De Saoraicoena.'
Berengarins exnlains how he understood his confession at Tours and

Rome: "Won minus tronica locutions dicitur: panis, qui ponitur in

altari, nost consscrationem est corpus Christi, ot vinum sanguis;

quanm dicitur: Christus est leo, Christus est amnus; Christus est

summs ancularis lapis." (Quot.: 0ie., IT, n..405, n.16). Thechange
which tekes place in the Eucharist is merely a chenge in efficacy,

in wvirtue, in A power imparted by divine sanctification: "Panis con-

secratus in sltari eamisit vilitatem, amisit inefficaciam, non amisit

:

! naturne nronrietatem...Fit nanis quod nunquam ante consecrationem

l fuerat, commune quidam, beatificum-corpus Christi, sed non ut cor-

: vns Christi esse nunc incipiat per generationem." -- but as man be-

f comes a "nova creatura® from a "Vetus creatura,® and a 'filius fid-
élio' from a 'filius perditionis'." (Ouot.: Gie. II, p. 405, n.16).

His main purpose, according to this, is to defend the real presence

of bread snd wine, but unheppily he goes too far in the other dir-

ection, ascribing to the consecration merely a power to change the

spiritual value and quality of the elements bjix adding a spiritual

body and blood of Christ.l' It is Calvinism pure and simpla, based,

1. Dr. Kretzmann ( Theol. Que. XIY, P. 9): "Berengarius opposed only
the idea of transubstantiation, but did not deny the real pres-
ence." This, I believe, is too conservative. Better with Thom-
asius (II, p. 4h4): "Berengar leugnete in der That nicht blos die
Vorstellung von einer Brotverwandlung, sondern von Jjeder leiblichen
Gegenwart Christi im Abendmahl."
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also, on the same arpguments used by Auzustine and later on, by the
Reformed theologians: "Ist er (der Leib Christi) da (zur Rechten
Gottes), so kann er nicht zugleich suf Erden sein.. Tie karn man von
Gott denken, er lasse den ewigen Leib Christi immer von mneuem ent-
stehan, den unvergaenglichen verzehrt werden, da es ja etwas Schaend-

liches ist, Wenschenflesich zu sssen." (Quot. tr. Kah. p. 237).

c) Lenfranc and the Church.

The strangth in the Roman opnosition against Bsrengarious
ley in this wvery fact that he took refuge to dialectics and rational
argumentation. ( Seeberg: "Die Schaerfe, mit der Berengarius das
Ahendmahl zu einer 'figura' machte, die rationalistische Hetﬁode

seiner Begruendung empoerten"). ( Seeb. II, p. 59). His opponents

made the most of this error of hhe heretic. Lanfranc was especially
commanded "ut plus sacris aunctoritatibus, guam argumentis probaret."
(Gie. IT, pe 399, n.9). This he did in a rather flimsy fashion, but

at least he could, with much pomp and rhetoriecal eclat point out:
"Relictis sacris auctoritatibus, ad dialecticam confagium facis..ﬂ

sed testis mihi Deus est." (De Euch. C. 7). (AQuot.: Gie., II, D.

406, n.17)s. To the rational interpretation of Berenzarius, Lanfranc,
ag the champion of the ultra-conservative party, replied in typical
realistic "transubstantiational" language. In his essay "De Eucharist-
ia" we read statements such as these oulled from Ch. ¥8: "Credimus®

terrenas substantias converti in essentiam Domini cornoris, reser-

vetis ipsarum merum sveciebus (i.e. 'appearances, Scheinleib'), et

quibnsdam eliis qualitatibus, ne percipipientes cruda et cruenda

k.
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horrerent, et ut credentes fidei npraemia ampliora perciperent,...

ut vere diei nossit, et ipsam corpus, quod de Virgine sumptum est,

nos sumere, et tamen non ipsum; #nsum guidem, gquantum ad essentiam
veraeque naturae proprietatem atque naturam: noh insum attem, si :
spectis nanis vinisque speciem, ceeterague superins comprehensa,"
{Ouot,.: Gie. TT, pe 405, n. 16). This then is, according to lan-
franc, the teaching of the Church (and he claims in the sams chepter
that ths Church has taught thus "e priscis temporibus") ( Seeb. II,
Pe 60): 1)After the consecration there is nothing left of the ele-
ments but the anpearance, and certein cualities ( taste, etc); 2)
These remain only in order to make eating and drinking pleasant, and
to test the faith of the partakers; 3) The substance is changed
into the essence of Christ's body; /) The sacramental body differs

from the virgin-born body only in thies that the former is clothed in

the outward anpearance of bread end wine. Lanfranc went even beyond
the doctrine cf Paschasiusy by drawing the logical consequence that
even unbelievers receive the true body and blood of Christ, not to
salvation, but to damation, ( for he makes a distinction between

oral and spiritual eating): "Est gquidem etiam peccatoribus et indiczme
sumentibus vera Christi caro verusque sanguis, sed essentia non
salubri effieientia" (Ch. 20). (Thom. II, pe 50, n.2). And this

is the doctrine which the councils of this period upheld, whild con-
demning the doctrine of Berengarious. It was Berenzarios' own fault
that he lost his battle. Whether it was wincere or not the Catholic
party at least outwardly showed evidences of more piety and apparent-

ly greater orthodoxy; which could not help but impress the "innocent

TS



56

bystanders,” the unexnerienced, and influence them against the
'heretic'. Berengar lacked moral strength., In danger, he retracted;
ont of danger, he wvas bold, hurling bitter imvective against any and
all of his opponents. At the synod of Rome (1078) Gregory VII attem-
pted to restore Bereugér's orthodoxy and his standing-in the Church
by means of a confession couched in ﬁeneral terms; but at a second
synod held the following year, also at Rome, he was compleeld (in
order to save his owvm reputation from the taint of protecting heresy)
to demand of his former friend a confession of faith similar.+o the
on¥ forced upon Berengarims in 1059, and escceptable to the stricter
party, which by now had gained full control over the Church. The
Catholie Tneyclopaedia is wrong, however, when it says: "Berengar
repairad the public scandal he had given by a sincere retraction

made in the presence of Fope Gregzory VII at a Synod held in Rome

in 1079, and died reconciled to the Church."l' for Berengarius |

SR
"jmmedintely racelled his forced confession" and died in exile on

the island St. Come, near Tours, in the year 1088. He died of a

broken heart.

d) The doctrine of trensubstantiation an established dogma,

While Lanfrancy as the spokesmen of the Church, backed
bv councils and a half-hearted Pope, championed bhe doctrine of trans-

ubstantietion against the rational denial of the real presence, there

.

1. ce_t}l- E:ne!'c].. Vol. V., P. 5.?7.
20 Gie. II, Ds l}09o
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were some, friends of Berengar and otherwlise, who gave expression
to views which sought to find an intermediary position avoiding
both extremes. Soms of these were ss erroneous as the docAtrines
which they tried to avoid, others again gave evidence to the fact
that the simple biblical view of 2 sacramentel presence had not ama
yet died out. Thus, for instance, we note the touching anpesl of
Fusebius Brunonis, who in his 1¢tbs.r to his friendBerengar de-
clares: "Mann solle .einfach an die Schrift sich halten, nicht die
Vaeter, sondern das Evangelium muesse entscheiden:" (Tr. Kah. p.

239) "Relictis turbulentis disputationum rivulis de ipsc fonte

necessarinvm hanrire. 0Ouod est: Dominus Jesus, pridie guem nocte
neteretur, etc.? Panem post consecrantis in haec verba sacerdotis

sacrationem verum corpus Christi, et vinum sodem modo verum sanguinem

esse credims et confitemur. Quod si quis hoc gualiter fieri possit

inouirat, non ei secundum naturae ordimem, sed secundum Dei omnip-

otentiam respondems." (2uot.: Gie. II, 408, n.20). He sneaks
neither for transubstentistion, nor for hke spiritual internreta-
tion. All he cares for ig only this that he can believe the true
hody of Christ to be present in'the Eucharist. According to CGuit-

mund~ ° there were others who depnarted from the accepted teaching

in various ways; he says, De Corpore et sanguine Christi, 1lib. 1: "
"Some of the 'Berengariani' hold that bread and wine are 'some-

how, so to speak immanated'; others, that bread and wine are partly

decomposed, partly remain; others, that bread and wineare changed to

l. Guitmund himself was a disciple of Lanfranc.
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body and blood but that, when it comes to imating and drinking, they

are rechanred."” (Cf. Gie. Ibid., also Sseb, II, 59, n.l). FHowever,
we find that the friends of Berengar gave him little sunnort. They
kent their hands okt of the controversy, some .(Eusebius Bruno)
cautioned him to he moderate. The narty which stood for the doc-
trine of transubstantiation had the hierarchy on its side, and
very likely also the large majority of theologians. In view of the
action of the councils, it is correct to say that with the close

of the 1lth century transubstantiation was the accepted doctrine.
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III.

The doctrine of Transubstantiation durine the reign of Scholasticism.

a) The doctrine of transubstantiation received its first con-

firmation under Innocent ITI by the fourth Lateran Council, of 1215

A.De, in its "Confession of Faith," Cap. 1l: "Corpus et sanguis in
sacramento altaris sub speciebus (appearances) panis et vini con-

tinentur, transubstantiatis pane in corpus et vino in sanguinem

potestate divina." (2uot.: Gie, ITI, 316, n.7). Thus, in terse
clear terms, the Church expressed its faith in this doctrine once
and for all. But while the Church thus declared its stand, the.doc-
trine developed by Paschasius, Lanfranc, and others, went through
the hands of the Scholastics, where it received its finishing

1.

touches. "Yas em Ende des llten Jahrhunderts zesiegt hat, das

wird im Zeitalter der Scholastik durchgefuehrt...Die hoechste kirch-

liche Auktoritanet, die hierarchische Praxis, die scholastische Wissen- i
schaft, der Volksgeist, die Kunst reichen sich die Haende, um jene »
Lehren festzusetzen, weiter zu fuehren, dem kirchlichen Lebem ein-

zupraegen.” (Kah. pe 250.251). Thedoctrine was delved into and

viewed from all anrzles. For it was a doctrine which appealed to

the Scholastics, "with whose nurely intellectual cast of mind that

material explanation of the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist

corresnonded better than the mystic view." (Gie. ITI, 1. 315, n.5).

1. Seeberg defines Scholasticism as "die logische und dialektische
Verarbeitung des ueberkommenen Dogmas...um seine Vernuenftig-
keit nachzuveisen (IT, 32).
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b) The word "transubstantiation,” which was used by the Lth

Lateran Council, vms not coined till the latter nart of the 1lth
century. As far as we can tell, Peter Damianus first used it in
his FExpositio can. Missae. Also Hildebert, Archbishon of Tours,
in his serme XCTT; the verb "transmbstantiare®” is first found in
the "trart. de Sacram, Altaris," can. 1ll, of Stenhen of Auiun
f1113-1129), "whera the words, hoc est corpus meum, are exnlained:
panem, anem accepi, in corpus meum transubstantiari." (nNuot. Zie.

ITI, 315, n.h).

¢) But thera werz other auestions which heran to agitate the

minis of some Spgholastics. As to the mode of Christ's nresencs:

"in +the hands of the Scholastics, the doctrine (of trananbatantia-
tion) was made to define more closely that the whole Christ was nres-

ent in both kinds. Already Poter Damianus...declares himself to

was Anselm of Canterbury (4. 1109)." (Gie., IIY, 316, n.6). He says

|

|

|

|

this effect, but not decidedly, The first to assert it with certainty
in Epist. 1ib. IV, Ep. 107: "In utrague specie totum Christum sumi.”

|

{Nuot.: Ibid.). (This, together with the doctrine of conoomitancy.l'

’ finally lead to the withdrawing of the cup. "The nniversal accent-

:

‘ ance of this idea--alresdy advocated by Anselm, Robert Tulleyn, 2.0.--
:

i ‘1. Seeberg (IT, 115): "Vorhandén sind {nach Thomas Aquinas) wahrer

| Leib und Blut Christi, wobei die Seele Christi und seins Cott-
heit nicht ex vi sacramentali, sondern ex reali concomitantia
de. sind....Hieraus hat man die sich immer mehr verbreitende
Kelchdntziehung fuer die Laien gerechitfertigt (Th. Acqu. au.
76&| ].i On. 80 a. 12)'
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did not take place, however, till after the time of Thomas Acgquinas
(d. 127k), whose influence was almost decisive.") (EKretzm. Theol.

Ql'l- XIX. Pe 12).

d) Even after the confirmation bv the 4th Lateran Council, a
manifold controver sy rose up, especielly the controversy on the

mathod of the change. "In regard to this," says Giesseler, "Peter

Lombard lists two opinions: 1. that substance is chanzed into sub-
stance in such a manner, that the one essentially becomes ( fiat)

the other, or, (as Tnnocnet III wrote in 'de sacro altaris mysterio')
that the substance of bread and wine is either resolved into nristine
matter ( praejecentem materiam) or reverts into nothing; 2. that
under hbhe accidentals under which before was the substance of bread
and wine, after consecration is found the substance of body and blood,
esethet the bread goes over (transit) into the body of Christ; for
where the breed is, there is now the body of Christ." (Gie. ITI,

Pe 316, n.8). The second view was especially advocated by Thomas
Acquinasg: "Die Substanz des Brotes hoert auf zu bestehen, und die
Accidenzien desselben bleiben zurueck: et ideo relinquitur, oguod
accidentia in hoc sacramento manent sine subjecto ( Summa ITII, qu.
77, art. 1) ( Thom. II, p. 230). This explanation remained supreme

and was commonly accepted, since Thomas Acquinas had spoken.

e) As regards the ouestion of the duration of the chanrse,
it would be bewildering to enter into all the minute, often child-

ish, details and difficulties sugzested by scholastic ingenuity.
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"Robert Pulleyn met with no assent to his assertion that only the
bread which was actually received in the lord's Suvper was the

body of Christ; but in the 12th century the opinion of Peter Lombard
was still generally received "Yuod a brutis ;nimalibus cornus
Christi non sumitur, etsi videatur" fLib. IV, dist. 13). (0Gie. III,
317, n.8)s The qguestion of what wonld happen if a mouse eats the
consecrated bread, was discussed widely. Innocent IIT held "that in
such eases, in the nlace nof the substance of the body 'alianid
miraenlose creatur,' and Bonaventura abhorred to think that 'in
ventre muris wvel closcsa sit corpus Christi.'" (Gie., Ibid.).

Thomas Acquinas decided the quéstion thronzh his influence by
nfPirming that the host is the body of Christ even in the stomach
of a monse, but that this 'would not be a sacramental eating:

"Wec hoe vergit in detrimuntum dignitatis corporis Christi...
preesentis gquum mus aut canis non tang_-a.t ipsum corpus Christi secun-
dum propriam sreciem, sed solum secundum épecies sacramentales."

(Thomase TI, . 235, n.3).

f) But this question of the duration of the change had a very
importent practical application, even as the entire doctone of trans-
uhstentiation is e .foundation stone of the entire Roman system. The

nraetisa of sdoring the consecrated host even outside of the commun-

ion-celebration is naturally based on the doctrine that the body
of Christ is there present at all times. And this practise was
coming into its ovm just at this time, esp. begimning with the

13th century. "Gregory X was the first to definitely command such
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adoration, in his Greremoniale Romanum: "In elevatione vero cornoris
Chri sti--prosternant se ad terram, et adorent reverenter in facies
cadendo." (Gie, ITT, 325, n. 1k). Hand in handwith thisdoetrine
and nractise went the miraculous stories, wit@ which the Roman clergy
fired the imegination of the ignorant, driving them into the grossest
kind of superstition. Fradulent miracles of bleeding hosts were
of'ten repeated before the eyes of the common people.” These frauds,
says Giesseler, continued to bs not only tolerated, but even en-
courared by the Popes," (Gie. ¥, p. 64, n.10), by the granting of
indnlgences for nilgrimage to places where such frauds were perpe-

trated.

g) And finally, the establishment of the Corpus Christi Festi-
val (festum cornoris domini) by Pope Urban IV in the "Bulle Transi-
turus," in 126} A.D. was an evident aoutzrowth of the desire of
the Roman Church to establish the doctrine of transubstantiation.

Dr. Kretzmenn aptly says: "The doctrine...was the center, the very

core, of the Roman Catholic doctrine. It wes a stronghold which had
to be held at all costs, how that it had been established and its
importance recognized. The object of the special unusually high
pardon (60 days) was to make the festival as attractive as possible
to the great mass, to get thelaity interested, and slso to impress
them with the greatnass of the power of the pope and the priest.”

(Thﬂolo Qu- XIX. P. 82-83).
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Conclusion

The doectrine of transuﬁntantiation was therefore, alreedy
during the 12th and 13th709nturies, so well established, in the‘life
of the Church by the hierarchy, in the theology of the Widdle Ages
by Scholasticism, that neither the sceptical attitude of the modern-
ists among the Scholastics {Duns Scotus, Occam, D Ailly, and
nthers).l' nor the direct denial of 'heretics' and 'heratical' gsects
(Wyeliff, Valdenses, Bekhards)g' could nproot the superstition, which
had gained mastery over the Vediaeval Church. Andwhen the Reforma-
tion sounded forkh its warning ssainst this unbibliecal doctrine, the
Roman Church was but driven deeper into its obstinate determination
to hold to that which vms the very heart and life of its anti-Christ-

ian system. The Mediseval doctrine of the Eucharist was accepted

1. Seeberpg: "Die Transubstantiation stand Kirchenrechtlich fest,
die Theologie des ausgehenden Mittelalters hat an ihr keine
Frende gehabt," (IT, p. 190) "Der scotischen Anschauung von
flen Sakramenten kann die Transubstantiation nur muehsam ein-
gegliedert werden. Duns hat an der T, nur festhehalten, weil
sie Dogma war,"” (I, p. 114, n.l). "Occam macht darauf auf-
merksam, doass die Ansicht, dess die Substanzen wvon Brot und'Tein
erhalten hleiben, "multum rationabilis ist: nec contrarium
illius habetur in canone bibliae, nec includit aliguam contra-
dictionem corpus Christi plus coexistere substantise panis!
‘Quod 1ib. IV, 35). Trotzdem will.er im Hinblick auf die 'rom-
ana ecclesia' hei der Tr. bleiben (sacr. alt. 1, 5)." -- "Fuer
Voeglichkeit der Erhaltuns der irdischen Substanzen treten viele
ein, z.B. Durand, Biel, Thomas von Strasburg, Johann von Wesel,
d'Ailly, Wessel." (II| Pe 188.189)0

2. Wyeliff considers tr. as "a new, pagan doctrine." He says:
"Hostia consecrate, qguam videmus in altari, nec est Christus, .nec
aliqua sui pars, sed efficas mui signum ." (Cf. his 12 conclu-
sions on Tr., I)s (Gle. IV, pP. 246, n.17). :

The Waldensians only partially contradicted Rome: "Dicunt
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"in toto et in fike" by the Council of Trent in its 13th session.

It bases its claim on divine, and especially human authority. But;
"Die Abehdmahlslehre, die das Tridentinum bekennt, ist allerdings
aus der Tradition genommen, aber ens der Tradition des Mittel-
alters. Von einer die Substanz der Elemente aufloesenden'Vbrwand-
lung wéiss die ganze alte Kirche nichts, wussten im 9ten Jahrhund-
ert noch die erlenchtedsten Kirchenlehrer nichts." ¢RKahnis, p. 265).
The .étudent of the historv of the doctrine of the Eucharist will,

if unbiased, invariably come to this conclusion. %With Berengar

and Seeberg we close with this conviction: "Die 'multitudo inept-
orum', die Lorik der (mittelalterlichen Theologen und die Hierarchie

haben dieses Dogma hervorgebracht." (Seeberg, II, p. 62).

% The End.

(Waldensii) quod transubstantiatio non fiat in manu indigne con-
ficientis, sed in ore digne sumentis..item, auod Missa hihil sit,
quia Apostoli canu non habebant. " ( Pseunde-Rainerius, "Summa," c.
3, Of. Gie. ITI, De 463, n.28). The pantheistic Beghards taught
"Ouod corpus Christi seoualiter est in guolibet nane, sicut in
nane sacramentali."” (John of Strasburn (Mysh. 1, »n. 225) aquot.:
Gie., III, D. ll"?o' n.3_5)-
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