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af'tsr the patri.tic ace, the doctrine of the eucharist encuuntered

two periods of controversy; that of lerensarius and thet of the Leform-
ation. .oerengarius (e, 1050 - 1079) wes scecusew of raintaining thot

the bread and wine placed on the sltor, after the cunsecration are only
the sacrament, not the true hody and bloo of our Lord" and was required
to a pree that this Lody and blood were "truly hondled ond broken by the
hands of the priest and touched by the teeth of the fuithlful" (D=3 690).
Later hz wes redquired to swesr that ohe bread and wine "are substentiall
chan~ed into the true,...body znd Dlocd of Christ'; and that aifter the
cons ecration there is the body of Christ "not only by sipgns and virtus
of the sacron:nt, but in the property of its nature and the truth of its
substunce." (ibid 700). e are not here presented with infallible
definitions of faith; bhut we sec the attitude of iiome at 2bout the time
of the schism between Zast und est. 4s is well known, th: term
tronsubstontistion come to be o) lied to the change at consecrotion, and
the officiol lLoman Catlhiolic doctirine is fuund in o canon of Trent: "If
anyonz swoys that in the holv sacromant of the Duchurist there remains
the substonce of breud and wine torether with the body and blood of our
Lord..,.and denies that wonderful and unique conversaon of the whole
substance of the bread into (his) body, and of the whole substance of
wine into (his)blood, which convsrsion tie Catholic Church most fitly
calls trunsubstantiation, anathena sit" ()-8 1652)

This doctrine of the leul lresence is not irrelevant to the gquestion
of the euchuristic sacrifice, since liumen Cotholics belisve that the
latter "occurs " simultoncously with the "eonvercion" of the bread znd
wine, For the doctrine of the Duchuristic scerifice, cf, the canons of
Trent D-3: In the lia ss, a true and proper sacrifice is offered to God,
cnd this ofTerins is not simply the fact that Christ is given to us as
our food (1752); the sacrifice of the liess is not only a sacrifice of
praise nd thavksgivineg, nor a msre commemorction of the sacrifice
accomplished on the Crossj it is propitistory; does not only benefit the
communicont; and may be offered for the living and the dead, for sins
and punisbments satisfuctions and other nszeds (1752). as Trent teaches,
(thoush without anathema): (In the Duchorist is o fered) one and the sa-
me victim (as on the Cross), and it is the sare One who offers It by
the ministry of prissts who then offered h mself on the Crossj only the
ratio offersndi is different (-5 1743)

(Thus the derined doctrine of the lomen Catholic Church on the
Tuchieristic sacrifice seems to be rather exiguous. I have not found it
derined, for instunce, that the llass-sserifice is actucted preciscly I
the consscration, ti:cush I think everycne amons us hold this to e so -
anyhow I don't_see ho+ we could associote the socrifice moerely with the
reception of L.o0ly Communion, %hethor by the officiating priest or
merbers of the congrerotion). =~ For theplomical elaboration, cf. the
article by Leo Schefiezyk, Ducharistic Sacrifice in Sacramentum :fundi 2.




