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The Fresence of. the uO(‘_‘[ and Bloo of the Lord

Sbhy J.nI, AL Tillard, op

The positions of the Roraan Cathelic Church and the Anglican Communion

- wiih regarc to the "Sucharistic sacrifice' are connected wifh another

problerm, also a difficult one, naraely, the manner in which we understand
the presence oi the Lord's Body and Blood in the signs of the memodrial,

‘e 21l adizit that this Body and Blood are siven to us.. /¢ all otate that
they arc(l iven.to us as spiritual food and drink, received:in 2 spiritual
raanner . Wone of us lLesd tates to affiry: that the Lord is truly present

he sacrament of me Lord's Supper. But do we posit an identical content
for the same terms? This question harks back to the question of sacrifice,
and unless we have first clarified this latter &l)mstion we cannot say that
we are in complete agreenient on the former: '. et e

It is no easy matter to unravel tuis tangled. problern, 'and th1., is-true foxr
botl: Churches, It is well known that ari 1c1e e AVIII of the Arucleu on (3)
-.ehrfwn apf:oears Lo remtroduce whc.t v.re mw ht cg.ll a coa__npr,om;.l,_e_‘_tgacning :

The m_:mer of the .-aord is "J.Ot on-y 3imn of dle love t..].r_l, Christians
ought to have among themselves one to anorhcr, but rather a
Sacrament of our ‘leden nption by Christ's death 1nso-auch that

to such as rightly, worthzly and with faith, receive the same,
“the Dread which we break is a partaking of the ‘Body of Charist;

and likewise the Cup of Blessmfr is a partaking of LIIQ:BIQO..I of
Chr:.st : .

frapssubstantiation (or the change of the substance of Bread and
Vine) in the Supper of the Lord cannot he proved by Holy Vrit;
but is repugnant to the plain words of Scripture, overthroweth
the nature of a Sacrament, and hath given occasion to many
-superstitions. : : Lo :

"The Body of Christ is given, talien and eaten, in the Supper, only
after a heavenly and spiritual manner, &nd the mean whereby
the ...wody of Clu ist is received and eaten in ‘the ut_pper is Iaith,

The uacra.m.cm of the Lord's Cupper was not by Christ's ordinance
.reserved, carvied about, 11fted.up, or worshipped.

Cn the par t of the Lord the;e is the offering and gift of his Body and Blood,

The signs arc not empty. /e are therefore far from a Zwinglian point of

view. And yet it is also stated that this offering only actualizes itself in the
Christian through the latter's faith. Article 1L -says this in so many words:

The wicked and such as be void of a hvel r faith, although they do
carnally and visibly press with their teeth (as Saint Augustine
“saith) the Sacrament of. the Body - and Blood of Christ, yet in no
wise are t! liey partakers of Christ: but rather, to their conderna-
i:.on, do cat and drmh the sipn or .ua,cra:nent of so great a thing.

Cne has to ask whether this web of trad1t1ora1 a.ffxrmatmns conceals - at
lea.t*t as far ag essentials are concerned - w.1aL Cat holic tradition (in the

bro sense) olds to be the necessary trutn., t;orre;;pond;ng to a correct

1

1nterpleta..10n of tne data of fanh.

‘.u'

Tarticularly since the renewal of Txiurvlcal and pat;latlc studies, .loman
Catholic thourht hias seriously questioned itself on the true nature of the
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Eucharistic presence, trying to see it from a broader viewpoint' /. Thanks
above all to a profound contact with the tradition of the Churches of the Last,
and also to the renewed stress upon the primary role of the sign in the
sacramental reality, loman Catholic thought has gradually come to perceive
more closely the genuine sense of its faith in the true presence of the Lord
in the Sacrament of the Last Supper, Several aspects of this resecarch,
which have removed numerous misunderstandings.of which the Roman'
Catholic, not appreciating properly the true ihpiicéxtidns of the traditional
vocabulary, was unaware, but which offended other Christians, have been
incorporated-into the Conciliar texts or the pastoral decisions of the official
Magisterium. e must refrain from following up several attractive lines

of thought, which still have the status of personal positions which will have
to stand up to the test of critical examination and develop properly in
dialogue. Instead we must present the essential features of what one may
term the enlightened faith of the Roman tradition today. By reason of
certain difficulties encountered in our dialogue, we shall take the 11berty

of speaking in sorne detail of this Roman Catholic view.,

A sacramental presence.

W e would state first that the presence of the Dody and Blood is for the full
actualization of the Eucharistic sacrifice and in order that this latter may
be effective in the life of believers. The most essential term to be } cept

in mind in this regard is that of ""sacramental being"." The real and true
presence. of the Lord in the memorial is therefore not to be confused with a
physical type of presence, he presence with which we are dealing belongs
to a very specific order of reality, one which cannot be confused with the
manner in which natural realities are present. It is the reality of the new
world made accessible b y the Resurrection and through the action of the
Holy Spirit, It should be stressed that this recourse to a 'sacramental’ and
not "natural" manner of presence in no way betrays a desire to juggle with
the texts of Trent. In Session XIII, in the first chapter of the Decree on the
Eucharist, we find the followi ng lines (often quoted in abbrewated form):

The Sacred Council teaches and openly and simply professes that
in the venerable sacrament of the holy Zucharist, after the con-
secration of the bread and wine, our Lord Jesus Christ, true God
and true man, is really, truly and substantially present undesr the
appearances of these sensible realities, Nor is there any contra-
diction between the fact that our Saviour is himself always seated
at the right hand of the Father in heaven according to a mode of
presence which is natural to him, and the fact that nevertheless
he is sacramentally present to us in many other places in his
substance, in a manner of being which our words can scarcely
express and yet which our minds, enhghtened by faith, can
recognize and which we must f1rm1y believe as a thing possible
to God(3),

: Prnmp:l.o docet Sancta Synodus et aperte ac simpliciter profitetur,
- in almo sanctae Eucharistiae sacramento post panis et vini conse-
crationem Dominum nostrum Iesumn Christum verum Deum atque

nommem vere, realiter ac substantialiter sub specie illarum
rerum sensibilium contineri. Neque enim haec inter se pugnant
ut ipse Salvatar noster semper ad dextram Fatris in caelis assi-
-deat; iuxta modum exsistendi naturalem, et ut imultis nihilorainus
aliis in locis sacramentaliter praesens sua substantia nobis adsit,
ea exsistendi ratione, quam etsi verbis exprimere vix possumus,
pos sibilem tamen esse Deo, cogiatione per fidem illustrata as-
sequi possumus et constantissime credere debermus, i
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ilow this order of reality is, -as we have said, essentially conditioned by
its relationship with the sign. V/hat the Council condeirins in Canon 1 of
this session is the miniialist posrcmn, which reduces this "sacrarmental

- being' to a mere signification wlule forgetting that in the sacraraental

economy the sign bears the rty.,tenou.a presence of the very thing t..at it
evckes( ). The paschal humnanity of the Lord truly becomes present to
the Church celebrating the memorial. This humanity docs not beconre
present by a8 mere evocation or by a simple casuality, It becomes itseli
present, and in itself, Nevertheless one imust specify at once that this
takes place under a riode of being which is not the natural mode, but of
which the finality consists precisely in a putung into contact with tie
natural mode. It is possible to describe this sacramental mode as a mode
of mediation, and this on two levels, Iirst, " because thz sign and its
objective content tend at one and the sarae time towards the hu:‘xanlty of
the Lord in his natural being, excluding all modification and a fortiori all
multiplication, and also towards men, who are many and existing in dif-

ferent situations, and who are to be enriched with the benefits of salvation.

The sacraraental presence thus makes it possible for the single and im-
mutable to becorte present to the multitude of inen down the ¢ourse of the
ages, On a second level, however, the sacramental mode perrits what
may be termed an intermediate presence, situated between a natural and
historical presence that man can no longer experience as such, and the
presence "face to face' that man cannot yet experience. These two levels
represent two dimensions of a single mediation, the vertical dimension (of
the Lord Jesus to the Christian) and the horizontal (between two moments
of the rmystery of thic encounter between Jesus and man). he first receives
its finality from the second; both answer to the situation of the Church,

It would not therefore be possible to picture this presence according to the
mode whereby Jesus was with his followers during his ministry

The threefold orientation of the memorial ~ the raemory of the papt, the
designatior of what the grace of God is doing hic et nunc’ and the procla-
mation of the future - which is an integral part of the sipgns theriselves,
indicates the quality of this presence. The latter springs from the memory
of the Saving Lvent and fosters hope; in the strongest sense of the ex-
pression it is the presence that the Holy CUpirit, who communicates the good
things of Jesus (cf. Jn 16:14), accomplishes for the présent moranent of

the IHistory of Salvation. ' o

/:¢ this point it is possible to draw a first conclusion: there can be no
question there of a presence located in space. Even though r’ledlaew-l
theology and Trent employ the term contineri or the expressmn contineri
sub pcc1ebus(8) to indicate the relationship of the Body and Blood with
the sacramental species, they are nevertheless careful to emphasize that
"nullo - rmodo corpus Christi est in hoc sacramento localiter®) Thomas
/:quinas even specifies that the place in which the Body of Chrif i)s
sacramentally present is not '"filled by the substance of Christ" There
is little point in dwelling on this matter, which ™has ceased to be a source
of misunderstandings between us.

It is true that the use of "'substance' to indicate the reality of what is thus
contained and given remains a major source of confusion, not only because
modern thought has evolved and scarcely understands any longer the
ancient meaning of the word, but also becausc this ancient meaning itself
is not clear and alternates betwcen a comimon and a technical use. Itis
not enough to state that the Tridentine texts refuse to tie the faith down to

_a philosophical system; this will not cause :":usunderstandmgs and arnbi-

guities to disappear,
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What does the Roman Catholic tradition really mean by substantial pres-
ence(ll)" The term substantia 15 here taken in a sensé which stops short
of the properly systematic defmltwn {which, however, it should be noted
is not foreign to it) vhich cont;ra_,_s‘_t.g it with accident. Substance indicates
that which answers the question ''what is-this?'; in other words it ‘adicates
the profound, fundamental being of things onee one has: gone beyond si mple
appearances ~ that radical "what! of a reality.. Put in another way, the
substantia is what the intellect perceives as-the ultimate basis which bears
all the rmanifestations or attributes of this reality and which takes account
of these latter. The senses, in fact, never grasp it as such, because one
can only perceive it in the spi iritual insight which perceives it - like a
watermazxlk in paper -~ in its expressmns or appearances.. ~This is {rue
whether one is dealing with natural realities or with ariificial ones. It is
what enables one to say: "iThis is the perfume of roses', or: "This has the
taste of bread"., It is the ultimate answer at this normal level of human
curiosity, and beyond which the mind cannot go except by asking questions,
as a further stage, about the nature of this rose or of 'this bread. Hence,
in the Eucharistic memorial, to the question "what is this ?'', the believer
who receives the ISucharistic Bread has to reply according to his faith:

"It is the Body of Christ, who gives himself as food, as the Bread of Life',
He thus affirms that what is thus present and given is not a mere super-
natural power but truly the profound being of the Lord's Body, and hence
the "what'' which manifests itself and acts in all that faith attributes to

the reality of the Lord's Body, and which is the pr1nc:1ple unifying all
these attributes.

~ The beliéve_.r._ however, also affirms that this presence, however true and

real, is realized in a special and mysterious mode. It has not been sui-~

i ficiently noted (this time at the level of technical reflection properly

speakinp) how the rmediaeval and Scholastic effost to translate in tcrms

of substantia and transsubstantiatio what Tradition conveyed under dif-
ferent terms' serves not only to safeguard the =eality of the presence
but also to avoid heavily materialistic or physical ideas of this presence.
VThatever may be said of the validity of the philosophical tools used,

which no longer find an echo with us, it is essential to recognize that the
affirmation of a presence per rmodum substantiae implies that the Body

of the Lord is sub specicbus in a ranner that escapes all our metaphysical
investigations and that we cannot attempt to imagine. IFor mediaeval
Scholasticism in fact the material substance - existing whole and entire

in the whole and in each of its parts - cannot be seen; touched or pinned
‘dovm to a partlcul r place except in and through its own accidents. The

substance is only experienced through these accidents, This becomes

a fundamental condition when it is a matter of recognizing its presence.
Now in the present case the accidents percelved by the senses are those
of the bread and wine. The presence of the Lord, believed by faith,

only has contact with the faithful in the accidents of the sacramental sign.
The Bread of eternal life, which is truly the Lord's Body really given,

is only offered and received in the accidents of the bread of earthly life,
Presence and sacramental sim are here joined tozether, and in a way
that characterizes this type of presence by bringing it close to that
whereby a spirit makes itself present. £t the same time the two types of
presence remain distinct(13), /e are therefore at the opposite extreme
to 2 materialistic viewpoint.

In addition, the Body and Blood thus given are the Body and Blood of
Christ glorified, who has become, through the power of the Spirit, Lord
of creation. The rediscovery of the nature of the:paschal mystery in
which death and resurrection are inseparable has enabled Roman Catholic
thought to renew its links with the great insights of the Eastern tradition
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passage of the Decrece on the priestly life and = mlstry

For the CTross brings salvation only in and through the Father's acceptance

-of that which Jesus offers on the Cross. The I athes's "yes'" is the Resur-

rection. The saving Body and Blood are the Body a.nd Blood of Jesus who
has become ilurios. . Thus Faul spealks of the supper of the Kurios, the
table of the XLurios, the cup of the Kuriosand of the Body and Bloo' of the
Kurios in a way which is not fortuitous (cf. 1 Cor 11;23-33; 10; 21) The
reality made present in the Zucharist therefore also belongs to a very
specific universe - that of the "new world', the wo;ld of the Gpirit of God,

the world of which we .cannot grasp the true nature In tlns way not only

the mode of presence but also tne gift itself c.,cape the laws of this present
creation, '

It v/ill have been noted that we insist on the palt played by the Holy Spirit.
Undoubtedly one of the most valuable dogmatic fruits of the dialogue with
the Kast is this renewed highlighting of the necessary basic link existing
between the 1 nxstery of the Lucharistic presence and the action of the Holy
Spirit who is the Opirit of the Lord. This conviction, very tentatively e~
pressed in the Conciliar texts, in which it appears clear}g ,only in a fine

, ‘marks the
Instruction én the cult of the Bucharistic my.,tery( 6) ‘and subsequently
the Institutio Generalis of the Roman Iiissal 17); it has had a profound
influence in the restoration of the Eucharistic liturgy. It is responsible
particularly for the prayers of epiclesis of the new Canons and for the
generally unified atmosphere which mow prevails in the celebration of Mass,

. The Christian who is alext to the meaning of the texts perceives that it is

a question not of a somewhat magical act but of a mysterious presence,
which leads up to an encounter in which in the power of his Holy Spirit the
Lord of the Church truly gives himself to the Christian through the sacra-
mentality of the memovrial, In brief, both the content of the Zucharistic

signs-and its form find their explanation in the power (whmh is always a
‘transforming power) of the Spirit of' God who, taking possession of the

realities of Creation ~ of which he is the prime agent - thus brings about
the Liord's taking possession of the new heavens and the ‘hew_earth. In
other words, he "appropriates them to Christ the Lord", putting them
into a state of total and radical possession by the Kurios, who thus brings
to being in and through the first Creation the tokens of the eschatological
world.

The Kurios exercises his Lordship over men essentially through ihe dynam-
ism which reconciles them and brings them together, making themn into one
body, his Bo.ly( 8). The gift of the Eucharistic Body and Blood represents
in the economy of the new time the act par excellence of the full Salvation
which is thc effect of the paschal Sacrifice. Thus the sacramental presen-
ce is the efficacious encounter of the Lord with the cor‘xmumty celebratmg
the mernorial and his encounter, within that community, w1th each of the
faithful, Thus we have here a presence which, since it is that of the Lord
in the exercise of his Lordship over his Church, is at the centre of a
dynamic process leading towards a welcoming in which, on the believer's
side faith plays the kcy part. Trent is careful to state that this presence
is for us (nob;s_) . 4ind this moreover is the reason why the Eucharistic
Canons or Anaphora.s require the transformation of the bread and wine

but do so in such 2 way as to stop never ai the presence as such but rather
at a further transformation - the oné which the Body and Blood of Christ
are to perform in the lives of the believers, The real presence of the .
Lord's Body and Blood is thus - and not by accident - unintelligible without
this insertian into the moverent, the salvific action, whereby the Lord
gives himself to those who are his own. To put it in another way: the
presence represents what the movement contains, what it brings, the reality
which it communicates. Its reality, its truth are therefore determined in
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their purpose by the experience of grace enjoyed by those who in and
through it will receive communion with the mystery of reconciliation and
peace which is the Lord's hwnanity. Ocholasticism said in a technical
way that here we were at a level of res et sacramentumn completely
directed towards the ultimate level of the res.

This dynamism flowing from the Lord to the assembly, which has its source
in the sacramental Body and Blood, also brings about 2 presence of the Lord
which overflows the limits of the signs used. For although the Lord only
becomes present in the way hitherto described in the bread and the cup,
which pass on the fullness of the gift of himself, it is the same Lord who in
tle word that is proclaimed fires the hearts of his own so that they may re-
ceive him in truth; it is the same Lord too who through the persm of the
minister presides at the Supper to which he invites them. V’hat Catholic
tradition calls the substantialis presence springs from this widely-spread
presence of the Lord in the midst of his Feople, this preserce being won-
derfully expounded by the Constitution of Vatican II on the Liturgy and above
all by the Encyclical Mysterium Fidei and the Instruction on:Bucharistic
worship(20), There we find its nature made plain. ‘One cannot truly

-understand it unless one grasps it in the action of the Kurios inviting (through

his minister and his Vord) his own to his Table, ,pre‘sidi_ngﬂat that Table
through his minister, giving hirnself sacramentally but feally in the Body
and Blood of his Pasch, so that all m—ay be enrolled in the salvific power of
his Lordship, thus becoming his Body. Let us make it clear at-once that it
is the Lord present at the right hand of the I'ather, and'thercfore outside

" the sacramental world, who thus offers to h1<' Church in the Fucharistic

signs the special gift of himseclf.

One can say - but clearly in. a sPemal scnse - that the sacramental Body

.and Blood with their salvific re3.11ty are present ns an offéring, awz.ting

the welcome of the behever(zl) thic welcome can'only become real through
lively faith, itsclf a gift of the Spirit. Faith causes the presence to blos-

‘sorn as. a lifegiving encounter. Roman Catholic tradition has never ceased

to make its own the fugustinian view that différent people partake of the Body
of Christ with different effects. V/ithout the faith of the Christian, the
Zucharist could not, in spite of what it contains, produce its res. Butis
the Eucharist not ordered to this effect of grace, as is every sacrament?
This indicates the capital importance of the part played by faith. Through
faith, and only through faith, the presence - which does not need faith in
order to be the objective gift of himself that the Lord makes to his Church -
becomes no longer just 2 presence for the believer but a presence with him
in the sense that personalist plnlosophy gives to 'the word presence, e, which
it links to the- mterpersonal a.nd mutual relationship. - G.Marcel's remark

is well=-known: "Prcsence is. ‘more than the object; it exceeds it in 21l sen~

. ses(22), From this pomt of view, to be present is not simply to be placed

in front of someone but to be_lml ed with him by a bond of relationship. One
thus finds oneself, with regard to the Eucharistic mystery, faced with two
levels of presence which are not of the same order but which nevertheless
are closely linked to each other. I'or on the gne hand the objective presence
in the sense of clagsical theology requires that ultimate res that contempo-
ray thought regards before all else as an mterpersonal presence; on the
other hand, this latte_r cannot have existence and consmtency unless the-
sacramental signs convey the objective truth of the offering of the Lord.

It is without doubt at fhis stage of our description of the Roman Cathclic
view that several of our Anglican brethren will feel uncasy’ < less at the
stating of the presence as wec have presented it than at our insistence on
the need of what we have termed (in order to avoid any misunderstanding) the
objective presence, Vith us they accept a true and real presence of the Loxd,
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~eonec essentiélly.lin-.ed with the bread and wine. But, taking very seriously

as they do the part played by faith - which we have just emphasized -

they do not wish to make a dichotor my between the offering made by Chnst
the Lord of his Body and Blood in the sacramental signs and the welcome
given by the believer. To them it seems prexerable to linlk the presence

of the Ifurios with the global movement of the uchar +ist which culiminates
in the act of sacramental ¢ orumunion, without seeking to detect with preci-
sion a rnoment at which the bread and wirin already bear the gift which the
Lord wishes io male of his paschal humanity. The Lord's words at the
Last Supper: "Take and eat, this is my body" impels them not to dissociate
in a way which to them seems artificial the coming of the presence and the
act of sacramental eating., This they do without necesgarily falling into
receptionism pure and simple. The Body and Blood become really present
and are really given. - The elements are not mere symbolic signs lacking
objective content (23), But there is a refusal to remove them from the
mtegral dynamism of the memonal .

Roman Catholic theology considers that this position pays insufficient regard
to certain points that it finds stressed in the revealed texts, notably in the
tradition of Paul and Luke, which carefully dwells upon the broken bread
identified with the body. -Roman Catholic theology therefore replics by
putting a further question: does not the above-mentioned Anglican attitude
tend to obscure the fundamental fact, which soverns the whole mystery of
Jesus, that God makes the first step, that his gift notonly comes before
the human response but awaits and encourages this response - and in
waiting can be disappointed? Here we are of course in the sacramental

universe, in which temporal successions express values which have their

place alongside the profound reality of the mystery. Cn the other hand,
the most serious theology has broken with the eycessu.vely shortsighted
view which sought to detect the precise word after which the presence is
accornplished; it rather sees the efficacy of the Spirit of God and of the
Word which brings the presence as pervading the whole Anaphora, which
is a word of faith uttered by the Church, At the same time it recognizes
that this efficacy has its source in the narrative of the Last Supper. But
surely the very fact that we are in a sacramental universe and that the
presence itself does not escape the’ laws ‘of that universe leads one to ad-
rait, when dealing with the progression of the rites, two sacramental
raoments linked in a singlc and indivisible dynamism of Salvai;ibn: the
rnoment of the Lord offering himseclf freely and in which the initiative of
God's hesed we 'emeth is put in clear relief, and the moment at which
the Church approaches this gift, which is welcomed with faith in
communion. It seems to.us that the distinction of thesetwo raoraents,
provided it carefully ves pects the global dynamism of the Celebration

and provided it does not understand the first of these moments in a crudely
physical way, more fully safeguards the great affirmation so happily de-
fended by the Anglican tradition, namely that here everything is based on
the movement that goes from God to man and wh1ch governs faith itself.

This divergence must be taken seriously. It seems to us more and more
like a reef on which we constantly risk running aground; it would appear

to be the 1ain source of the oppositions that still exist between us in the
matter of the Lucharist, It would not be serving the cause of unity if

we were to seek to escape it. Regarding the Tucharistic presence which
we are at present discussing, it seems to us that many misunderstandings
can be cleared up - and this would seern to be the case here even nnore than
with repard to the other points on which we differ.

The thought of Thomas Cranmer and that of the first Anglican tradition

suffer from a certain ambiguity in the matter of the Eucharistic presence,
comparable to that which it betrays on the subject of sacrifice. How far
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does the influence of Swingli extend{ZA) ?  Vhat part is played by the
thoupght of Wyclif? As is well known, these questmns have been discussed
at length. If it werc a question of going by the overall nnpressmn created
by thé texts of Cranmer, Ridley and evenof John Jewel, onec would be
strongly inclined to label thc Anglican reaction as the passage from an
objective concept of the presence  to a subjective one, caring little for
the content of the sacramental signs and concentrating above all on the
reception of these signs by lively faith. Ve could include in particular

in the considerable collection of texts Book III of the Defence of the True
and Catholic Doctrine of the Sacrament, written in 1550, wilich one cannot
sece how to interpret otherwise., Let it suffice to quote this passage from
a less vrell-known worl::

Vhen I say and repeat, .. that the body of Christ is present in
them that worthily receive the sacrament; lest any man should
mistaike imy words, and think that I mean that although Christ
be not corporally in the outward visible signs, yet he is cor-
porally in the persons that duly receive them,this is to advertise
the reader that I mean no such thing: but my meaning is that the
force, the grace, the virtue and benefit of ‘"hnst‘s body that
was crucified for us... be really and effectually present with
ail thern that duly receive the sacraments: but all this I under-
‘stand of his spiritual presence.,. Nor no more truly is he
‘ corporal y or really present in the due adnnmstratmn of the 25)-
_'Lord's Supper than he is in the due admlnx..,tratmn of bapt1sm

(25) This text is clear, And yet in other witnesses one already senses the

emergence of the tension which later on will become cxp11c1t th; ough

the efforts at a theological rethinking vnthm Angl:.ca.msm the recogmtmu

of a real action of Christ in th: Lord's -Jupper pnmtv towards the recognition
of a certain presence in the signs of the meal. ‘It is not a question of a pure
subjectivism. Thus 1{: is that N. "\1d1ey confesses his faith in a presence of
the "true body of U:.l.;lut" in the Eucha1 ist, -while refuulng to see in it a
"corporal presence of the body of the flesh'': he- who has ascended to the right
hand of the Father is on the tabie of the Lord's Supper - ''the heavenly Lamb
'is on the table' - but accordmg to a sp1r1tua1 presence - 'by grace and

not after any corporal substance of his flesh taken of the Virgin l‘ﬁ-ary” (26),

In 1561, in his Apology of the Church of ngland, John Jewel uses an
~ambiguous formula:

Ve affirra that bread and wine are holy apgd _h‘eax'.renijr mysteries
“ of the body and blood of Christ, -and that _them Christ himself,
being the true bread of eternal life, is so rescnter'ﬁrven unto us

that by fa1th we venly receive his body and blood

(26) Xn attentive study of the principal documents involved here shows that at
fthe root of this amblgult‘j there is a mlsunderstandmg on the nature of

' sacramental presence. Evervthmg turns on the following propo.ﬂ.txon
if Christ is in heaven he cannot also be on earth, It is found in F, Lamlcrt,
Ridley and in Cranmer, who writes: "Our faith is not to believe him (Christ
Jesus) to be in bread and wine but that he is in heaven' 8), In the Defence
of the True and Catholic Doctrine of the Sacrament, Cranmer moreover
describes what he believes to be the position of the Roman ‘Catholic Church
in a manner that appears very enhghtenmg to us if we are to grasp

 properly the sense of 111..: reac‘.mn.

Mow to return to the prmmpal matter, lest it rnlght be thought
a neiw device of us, that Christ as concerning his body and his
human nature ic in heaven, and not in earth: thercfole by God's
grace, it .,nall be evidently proved, ‘that tlus is no new devised
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raatier, but that it was ever the old faith of the Catholic Chufch,
‘until the papists invented a new faith, that Christ really, cor-
porally, naturally, and sensibly is here still with us in earth,
shut up in a box or within the compass of bread and winé

Here we are a long way fromn what we have set out-above and from the
distinction, firmly expounded by Thomas Aquinas, between the natural

body and the sacramental body of Christ.Thgwhole misunderstanding here
rests on the mode and the how of the presence. Therefore it is not by
chance that, as he himself adinits, the question of transsubstantiation, in
which he sees the central error and the cause of the other deviations( &layed
the key role in the revision that Cranmer makes of Eucharistic faith .
Cne is thus led to ascribe greater importance than’'is sometimes done to

~ the influence of the ideas of Retraminus on N, Lidley.

(27

(28)

(29)

The efforts of Lancelot Andrewes(sl), John Cosin(?’z), V. Laud, then

the attempt at a via mediamade by D. Waterland, without forgetting the
theology of the Tractarians - all these seem to us to be marked by this
ambiguity. Ve regard Tractarian thought as typical. On the one hand
transsubstantiation is rejected as being too rauch based on a desire to find
a human explanation for the realities of the faith, but a great effort is mad%33)
to distinguish the Roman Catholic view from that of the Capharnaite errors .
On the other hand, an attempt is made to show that the "'spiritual' presence
does not conflict with a "z a}" presence but with a "natural' presence
perceptible by the senses'” /. Thus one comes back to a view which

deeply respects the mystery - more so than many a2 Roman Catholic
position = but which | is at pains not to empty a genuine Eucharistic
realism, ' : v

YThat conclusion may be drawn from our review? First, that as far as

the Euc}iaristic presence is concerned we cannot speak of a total conver=~
gence of views., If we do not wish to build upon vain compromises, we
shall have to reflect together upon the deep implications of our points of
divergence., Vould it betray a too easy optimism if we were to say that

in our opinion we shall be able, even here, to reach a substantial agree-
ment? If one takes into account the cxegetical researches into the nature
of the "'sign' which is here in question, and if on the othes hand one deepens
what was said above about the different types of the Lord's presence, which
arc rccognized by all and which are linked together in the Eucharist, while
at the same time rcfraining from seeing in the lloman Catholic position a
crude materialisin, then a rapprochement on essentials can be devised,
Certainly it is hard to base this optimism on official texts such as the
Answer of the Archbishop of England to the decision of Apostolicac Curae,
or the report on Doctrine in the Church of England  with its notion of the
real presence and its interpretation of receptionism‘>?/, MNumbers of

Anglicans fail fully to recognize their position here. However, against
the background of the sum of new viewpoints that we have just raentioned,
these documents demonstratc that between our two comrnunions the con-~
vergences exceed the divergences in the matter of Eucharistic faith.

The question of transsubstantiation.,

There is however one point on which the Anglican tradition, in spite of a
few dicsenting voices, seeins to have maintained its opposition to the
Roman views: the question of transsubstantiation, In spite of the declared:
intention of breaking with the old polemics, the proposed new version of
the Thirty-nine /irticles, although suppressing the old paragraph on trans-
subs}antiation, rnaintains that the nature of the bread and wine is not chan-
ged\” ). 1t is thus in the line of the report on Doctrine in the Church of

iIngland which, having recalled the exact sense of the Thomist and




(30)

(31)

(32)
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Tridentine position, writes: "There is solid ground for the Anglican rejection
of the doctrine of transsubstantiation.as formulated by £t Thoiaas and the
Council of Trent"(37), It woulg also be easy to' show how the writers of the
seventeenth century (even Lancelot Andrewes, who howeve r writes o~ this
subject pages which are full of concessions(38 » the Tractarians and a
number of present- day theologians are in agreement here. Yet one should
note, to be honest, that certain £nglican theologians sece in the authentic
Thomist explanation of transsubstantiation a "tenable opinion"

On tiie Roman Catholic side, it is evident that on this ‘subject the need for a
profound rethinking of terminology and also of the categories on which this
terminology is based is vividly felt in the various theological circles. The
Encyclicali\éystcrium Fidei, while reacting against attempts which do not

as yet succeed in conveying fully the content of the faith, has in no way put

2 brake on research, It is interesting from an ecumenical point of view to
note that this research - the fruits of which are the theories (not as yet

fully mastered, but full of promise) of transsignifica.tion and transfinalization
- is grafting itself on to the efforts long since undertaken ouwt side the Roman
Catholic tradition to establish what occurs in the profound being of the

theological literature attributes the origin of the new a.t'ter_npt_s at an expla-
nation, the French Reformed theologians of the seventeenth century -
especially Michel Le Faucheur - were transcribing the Gré'eig métastoicheic
of Theophylact not only in terms of "transelementation'" but also of "chang_g
of use and of effects'(*0), Nearer our own times, and in the Anglican
comimunion, a certain V/, Spens, taking his stand on tlzgﬁew possibilities
hat the elements acquire, was following the same line' /, Without yielding

-to the temptation of too facile agreements, and w‘vitﬁoutr forgetting the liver-

gences. already indicated regarding the presence, one may perhaps align
these attempts with what I, Ridey was already admitting in one of his last

..assertions: -

In the sacrament is a certain change, in that that bread, which

was before ‘comimon bread, is now made. a lively presentation of
Christ's body, and'not only a 'figure, but 'effegtuously representeth
his body; thiat even as the mortal body was nourished by that visible
bread, so is the internal soul féed with the heavenly food of Christ's
body, which the eyes of faith see, as the bochly eyes see only bread,
Such a sacramental mutation I gra;nttéibe@_thé_ bread and wine,
which truly is no small c_l_1ange but such a‘c;ahge_;;an'_.s.__ 3?4:12‘10“&1 man
can make, but only the omnipotency of- ,_F:hr_i_.s_t_"‘_s”_\_‘-";dfd . ).

Perhaps Lancelot Andrewes allows us to seé":\i'-rl_lat" éa_.usé}s" thé,‘problém between
us when he writes: )

A1l his witnesses (of the Jesuit) speak of some kind of change
(pro mutatione, immutatione, transmutatione), But there ig no
mention there of a change in substance or of the substance., But

neither do we deny in this matter the preposition trans; and we

allow that the elements are changed (tr'a.nsmutart' gm)-But a change

in substance we look for, and we find it nowhere

The totality of the problem is therefore not entirely clear even for Roi..an
Catholic theology., But for the latter one point is clear: the doctrinal expla-
nation of the data of faith cannot bind itself to'any Philosophy, even if histor-
ically it has been Possible to use such and such a particular system which
seemed more suitable for expressing in the categories of the time the content
of faith, which always remains mysterious and transcendant. We have already
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stated that on the level of theological analysis the vocabulary of substantia
had in Saint Thomas Aquinas a precise and nuanced meaning which no longer
finds an echo in our modern ways of thinking. So it is uscless to hang on

to it at all costs. Here as elsewhere it is necessary to distinguish clearly
between the truth to be expressed and the manner of speaking, which latter
is always relative even though it may bear the patina of centuries.

Now the truth that the Roman Catholic tra_ditidn wishes to preserve, defend
and make clear is that of the conversio mirabilis and not directly that of
the mode of this conversion., The distinction is crucial for our debate.

" Further, if the conversio 1is so insisted upon, this is with the sole aim

of taking account of the realism of the presence., If then the Roman
Catholic tradition speaks of a conversion of substance, its intention is to
make fully explicit the original affirmation of the presence pcr modum
substantiae. It is striking to note how, at the moment in which he has
clearly enunciated - in the philosophical coordinates of his time =~ the
clements which bring a certain intelligibility both to the realism and to
the mystery of this presence, Thomas Aquinas really scems to restrict
as far as possible the use of the term transsubstantiatio (which flowed free-
ly from his pen when he was commenting on the Dentences); hc seems

to prefer the wider term conversio. Against the sixty-cight occasions

on which transsubstantiatio is used in the Commentary on Peter the Lom-~

-bard, one finds it used only three times in the Summa Theologiae, while

the term conversio, which hardly appears at all in the work written in his
younger days, comes into practically all the explanations of the quomodo
of the presence'\®™/, QRccognising this development allows us to distinpuish

‘and evaluate different levels of doctrinal elaboration. It also explains

why our divergences on the nature of the presence come back to our idea

of its quomodo.

“Vithout clairming to prcsent here 2 solution to the problems posed by the
notion and the comprehension of transsubstantiation, it seems to us
important to develop for the sake of a wider view of the conversio certain
of the conclusions that we have expounded above. In fact it seems to us
that we should seek in this direction the convergences that we wish to
establish,

V7e were saying that the content of the Eucharistic signs only found their
explanation by reference to the power of the Spirit who, since the first
Easter day, actualizes in the realities of Creation,of which he is the
originator,the dominion of the Kurios, Ior the Lucharist is essentially

an epiclesis ). The Eucharist thus belongs to the order of the new
Creation which can only be the work of the Spirit bringing to their teleiosis
the different undertakings of God on behalf of man (the first being the
Creation), by linking them with the Lordship of Jesus. It is never a
question of an artificial addition coming from outside to put, as it were,

a finishing touch to the universe of Creation. On the contrary, the Spirit

of God exercises his power by "accomplishing", fulfilling, that is to say by
drawing out the capacities . and ii’npuls:es of his original work, so that these
are surpassed without being destroyed. The order of grace, despite its
radical transcendance, respects the order of nature and, far frorm adding
itself to the latter artificially, it carries the order of nature along with it,The
same principle 10 S an analogical wayfhat all thelley"els of the econoray of
salvaiion. If the highest cxpression of < arhe n?rslf’ery of Jesus, whose
humanity remains inviolate and totally intact although it is that of the

- Ferson of the Son, it is found again in the justification and sanctification

of the faithful believer who becomes t_hroufgh faith and baptism a real adopted
son of the Father, without however ceasing to be fully 1nan(46). Sanctifying
grace, howevcer we may understand it dogmatically, represents an habitual
case of 2 proiound transformation of being through the power of the Spirit
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of the furios, while the structures and imperatives of Creation are fully
respécted.' “Vie should’'add that this transformation is not reduced to the

imple gift of a passing efficacy. It brings to the pef'son a new quality,
dcstmed to develon fully in the life of the cternal \.mgdo“q

V/ithout doubt it is within this economy of the Spirit, governing the whole
Christian vision of ecclesial realities, that the Zucharistic mystery must
be situated and that the mysterious transformation of the sacramental
elements must be understood. At the same time we must take account of
the laws of analogy(47).

The question of transsubstantiation then assumes its true dimensions. The
discretion of IZastern thought, and at the samédé tire its lively insistence

‘on the fact that in the depth of the bread and wine something happens in

such a way that the bread and wine become in all truth the very reality

of the Lord present to his own 'in order to give himself to them - these
things, it scems to us, can serve as guiding principles. It is no longer 2
matter of the bread and the cup for the life which passes, but of the bread
and the cup’ for the new Life, - that Life which (and here we meet once
more the law governing the sacramental organisin), without rendering the
first vain, takes possession of it in order to lead it towards the unending
joy of eternal communion, Now the nounsnr'lent of the new Life can only
be that which in truth is Life, Thus there i8 carried out in and throupgh

~the Spirit an act of the Lox dship of Christ in this present creation, in which
“he manifests pleuges of the eschatological world. Unless we situate the

Bucharist wholly in the always transforming éconoiay of the Holy Spirit we
run the risk either of confining ourselves witkin a too radical rejection
of any profound modification of the elements, or of becoming involved

in explanations of the Eucharist which are too much bound to the philos=
ophical 1aws of our universe. ‘e are dealing wi’ ‘h'a coming of the I Hirit
of the new times, accomplished inataking possessmn of tlns present '

creation by the Lord of the new Creatlon

If what we have just'pu'cl‘foxu'ward:is accurate, recourse'to'a point of view
close to tha of the ast undoubtedly represents for our two communions
the means of surmounting the difficulties in which they are both enmeshed.
The fine point of the confession of faith, disengaged from any attempt at
theological acplanation, seems in fact to us to be preserved in affirmations
such as the following, of Theodore of Mopsuestia:

V/hen the Holy Spirit' comes it is, we think, a sort of unction
by the grace commg down fror on high that the bread and wine
offered receive. ' And'from then onwards we believe them to be
the body and blood of Christ, immortal, incorruptible, im-~
passible and unchangeable by nature, as came to pass for the
body of our Lord through his resurrection

There is also this wc'll-kn'p,wn péssage of Cyril of Jefusé}'eﬁl:

\’e implore God who loves men to send the Holy Opirit upon the
gifts that are laid on the altar, t‘lat he may make the bread into
the body of Christ and the wine into the blood of Christ; ford all

that the Holy Opirit f;ouches is sar;,_ct:i;qd and transformed

It would be easy to Bring'for_ward numerous, féstilnonies from Patristic
literature and from the liturgical treasures of the Tast, showing how
the recognition of a profound change of the bread and wine can go hand-in-
hand with 2 real sense of t mystery where the reference to the Spirit is seen

‘as the principle of explanation, and in which the Zucharistic fact has not




