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 CHAPTER ONE               

 A Doctrinal Rift 

 

Today’s parish catechists who prepare Hispanic children for their First Communion find 
themselves working with immigrant parents, many of whom can neither read nor write, much 
less discuss complex doctrinal concepts. In my preparation for teaching, I searched for 
alternative ways of explaining transubstantiation1 in language simple enough for the students and 
their parents to understand. “The host is bread when it is carried up to the altar, but after the 
priest says the special words of consecration ‘This is my Body’ it is no longer bread. It is Jesus 
Himself.” This same simpler language also worked well with candidates for liturgical ministries. 
But it conflicted with the teaching of more than a few priests of my archdiocese. Instead of the 
teaching of the Council of Trent and reaffirmed in the 1992 Catechism of the Catholic Church, in 
their preaching these priests would use “Real Presence” or even the term the Archdiocese of 
Atlanta preferred, “True Presence,”2 to teach a concept of Eucharist which closely resembled 
that of Martin Luther (usually called “consubstantiation”). 

 
1The word is used to name the Roman Catholic doctrinal concept that the bread and wine 

brought up to the altar are changed in substance itself into the flesh and blood of Jesus during the 
Liturgy of the Eucharist. This doctrinal concept will be explained in Chapter Two and discussed 
in some depth in Chapter Six. 

2In 1996 the Archdiocese of Atlanta began a highly visible effort entitled “A Eucharistic 
Renewal, His True Presence” to reinsert the teaching on transubstantiation into the 
understanding of its priests and laity. Mrs. Keri Allen, who chaired the committee formed to 
carry out the implementation of the Archdiocesan program, informed me that the commitee had 
chosen the words “True Presence” in its program materials so as to differentiate Catholic 
teaching from Martin Luther’s idea of consubstantiation - Jesus’s spiritual presence within bread. 
Obviously, even the new term did not clarify that difference. 
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Eventually I discovered this discrepancy in doctrine was not localized within the 

Archdiocese of Atlanta. In the last half of the 1990's the National Conference of Catholic 

Bishops, now known as the United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (the USCCB, the 

episcopal conference for the United States) had been presented a Gallup poll demonstrating the 

problem nationwide. They had taken that poll seriously and as a sign of a major problem, and 

decided there was a need for a document clarifying Catholic teaching in the area of Eucharist. 

When that document was finished and finally approved in June of 2000 (by co-incidence, right 

here in Atlanta GA), the document, The Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Sacrament of the 

Eucharist, Basic Questions and Answers, used language nearly identical to my own: “In the 

Eucharist the bread ceases to be bread in substance, and becomes the Body of Christ, while the 

wine ceases to be wine in substance, and becomes the Blood of Christ.” (4) 

This dissertation will examine the discrepancy in Eucharistic doctrine and the struggles 

of theologians working ecumenically to find a unified way to express the Christian belief in the 

Eucharist that will permit intercommunion among the denominations. Those struggles, 

unintentionally perhaps, precipitated the need for that USCCB document, as well as parallel 

struggles in Rome to deal with those theological issues. It will then suggest that the U.S. bishops, 

at last, have solved the problem which Schillebeekx et alia encountered with the word 

transubstantiation but never successfully overcame in the eyes of the Catholic Church. It will 

demonstrate that the language used in the U.S. bishops’ document is in fact one and the same 

language as that in which the early Church Fathers framed Eucharistic teaching well before the 

Lateran Council, before St. Thomas Aquinas wrote, or before the Council of Trent, all of whom 

relied on the word “transubstantiation” to teach the Church’s doctrine of the Eucharist. And, of 
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course, well before the Christian church splintered into the plethora of denominations and 

Eucharistic beliefs that we see today. This dissertation will continue on to conclude that for those 

who find they can accept the official teaching of the Catholic Church (and it requires a gift of 

faith from God Himself, since human senses are not capable of demonstrating to us the change 

that occurs in the bread and wine), ecclesiology, christology, and soteriology take on a new 

depth and breadth that is simply not accesible from within the Eucharistic teaching of other 

Christian denominations.  

The March 15, 1992 edition of Our Sunday Visitor reports that in January of 1992 the St. 

Augustine Center in Arlington, VA commissioned the Gallup organization to conduct a poll 

entitled “A Gallup Survey of Catholics regarding Holy Communion.” Offering participants the 

following four statements, the pollster would ask which of the statements best reflected his or her 

own beliefs.3  

1. When receiving Holy Communion you are really receiving the body and 

blood, soul and divinity of the Lord, Jesus Christ, under the appearance of 

bread and wine. 

 

2. When receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine 

which symbolizes the spirit and teachings of Jesus and in so doing you  

are expressing your attachment to his person and words. 

 
3 Robert Holton, “Catholics weak on eucharistic teaching, poll shows,” Our Sunday 

Visitor, March 15, 1992.  
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3. In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine in which 

Jesus is really and truly present. 

 

4. In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving the body and blood of 

Christ which has become that because it is your personal belief. 

 

The Our Sunday Visitor article continues: 

Thirty percent of those surveyed selected the first statement, which is 
the one that reflects the Church’s teaching. Twenty-nine percent agreed with 
statement number two that Holy Communion symbolized the spirit and 
teachings of Jesus. Another 10 percent chose number three, ... the traditional 
Lutheran understanding of the Eucharist. And 24 percent chose number four, 
which ... reflected traditional Calvinist theology. 

 
According to Edward Snyder, ... director of the St. Augustine Center, the poll 
results ‘show a terrible confusion on the part of Catholics concerning one of  
the most fundamental doctrines of the Roman Catholic Church. 

 
But, Snyder added, “The poll seems to show that these people are not 
being taught something in opposition to Church teaching, because if  
they were, they would all believe the same error.” 

“Rather, it is like these people are off on their own and feeling free 
to pick up whatever theories that seem to be floating around, and there are 
a variety of theories in that class now.”4  

 
The web page of the TRADITIO Traditional Roman Catholic Internet Site offers their  
 
interpretation of the survey results in much stronger language.  
 

ONLY 30% OF NOVUS ORDO CATHOLICS5 BELIEVE THE DE-FIDE 

 
4Ibid. 

5As opposed to Catholics who prefer the “traditional Latin Mass.” The Novus Ordo is the 
Roman Missal, the rite book revised at the instruction of Vatican II under Paul VI, which 
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replaced the Missal in use since the Council of Trent. The earlier rite is today known as the 
Tridentine Mass and is celebrated in Latin, with permission of the local Ordinary, in a few places 
still.  
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DOGMA ABOUT THE SACRAMENT OF THE HOLY EUCHARIST 
 

70% OF NOVUS ORDO CATHOLICS NOW HOLD AN HERETICAL 
BELIEF IN THE HOLY EUCHARIST.6  

(Emphasis in original) 
 
As dire and heavy-handed as the word heretical may sound, in fact when one speaks from within 

a specifically official Catholic perspective, it is the correct word. How did the Roman Catholic 

Church get to a position of such doctrinal contradiction? 

Mr. Snyder was correct to speak of a terrible confusion on the part of the average 

Catholic in the pew regarding Catholic doctrine on the Eucharist, and very perceptive to have 

noticed back in 1992 that the confusion was caused by  a number of conflicting, sometimes 

contradictory teachings on the Eucharist which were “floating around”, that is, being expounded 

even within Catholic circles.  

A study done two years after the Gallup poll by the New York Times and by CBS News 

confirmed the Gallup findings. In his article “Future of Faith Worries Catholic Leaders” 

published by the New York Times, Peter Steinfels tells us 

There could scarcely be a more dramatic example of what worries such 
leaders than a finding of a New York Times/CBS News Poll in April: 
almost two thirds of American Catholics believe that during the Mass, the 
central sacred ritual of Catholicism, the bread and wine can best be 
understood as “symbolic reminders of Christ” rather than as actually being 
changed into Christ’s body and blood. Even among the subgroups of  
Catholics who said they attended Mass every week or almost every week, 
51 percent described the rite as strictly symbolic. 

 
No survey question can adequately measure a complex religious belief,  

 
6<http://www.traditio.com/tradlib/polls.txt 

but results so much at odds with longstanding doctrine are “certainly an 
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alarm bell,” said Archbishop Rembert Weakland of Milwaukee.7
 
However, Steinfels also picked up on a trend among Church leadership in this country to 

attribute this doctrinal problem -  two thirds of Roman Catholics in the United States of America 

do not hold to the doctrine taught by the Catholic Church in regards to the Eucharist and are not 

even necessarily consciously aware that they do not - to cultural and/or measureable sociological 

causes. Steinfels also states  

Church leaders increasingly wonder whether the church, even as it draws 
new energy from the latest waves of immigrants, is losing its distinctive 
identity. 

 
Enormous public attention has been focused in recent years on disputes 
over the church’s teachings on abortion, divorce and sexual morality, on the 
arrests of priests for sexually abusing children and on the restriction 
of the priesthood to males, ... Yet the strong feelings stirred by these issues 
may be hampering the church’s response to a less visible but more 
pervasive problem, what worried leaders inside the church have begun 
calling a “hollowing out” or “thinning” of Catholicism.8

 
For instance, Nathan Mitchell of Notre Dame’s Institute for Pastoral and Social Ministry (now 

known as the Institute for Church Life), in his book Real Presence, the Work of Eucharist, 

explains the worry Steinfels has picked up on. Mitchell tells us: 

 
7Steinfels, Peter. “Future of Faith Worries Catholic Leaders.” The New York Times, 1 

June 1994, A1. 

8Ibid. This concept of a thinning out of doctrine is explained in quite some depth in 
David Carlin, The Decline and Fall of the Catholic Church in America (Manchester, N.H.: 
Sophia Institute Press, 2003). 
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Steinfels illustrated these three concerns - that the church is losing its 
“distinctive identity”; that its traditional doctrines and ethics have been  
irretrievably eroded, “hollowed out” or “thinned”; and that the church itself  
is “at risk” - by citing the results of an April 1994 New York Times/CBS  
News poll. ... 
Yet the statistics cited in Steinfels’s essay seem to suggest that allegiance to 
the doctrine of real presence, at least among American Catholics, has eroded. 
In short, the Roman church’s eucharistic teaching may be facing a “thinning” 
or “hollowing out,” and this could have potentially devastating long-term 
effects on Catholic identity. (3) 

 

True to the trend Steinfels had discussed, Mitchell has attributed this “thinning out” of 

Eucharistic doctrine to cultural factors by identifying it with “Catholic identity.” He cites Mark 

Searle’s July 1996 article “The Notre Dame Study of Catholic Parish Life” in Worship magazine 

in which Searle affirms his agreement with Robert Bellah:9

There is strong evidence that American Catholics are in the process 
of becoming more characteristically American than characteristically 
Catholic. In other words, cultural assimilation appears to be occuring 
at the expense of a distinctive Catholic identity. In their moral, political, 
and social attitudes, Catholics are becoming indistinguishable from the 
rest of the population. Where liturgy is concerned, this means a growing 
alienation from precisely that sense of collective identity and collective  
responsibility which the liturgy might be thought to rehearse. It is a threat 
to the integrity of the liturgical act. Far from being able to inure Catholics 
against the negative aspects of their wider culture, the liturgy may  
actually be succumbing to such influences.10

 
Searle also indicates his agreement that cultural factors are operating in the “thinning” of 

Eucharistic doctrine elsewhere in his own article.  

Ethnic tradition or, conversely, diaspora Catholicism, would appear 

 
9Cf. Robert Bellah et al., Habits of the Heart: Individualism and Commitment in 

American Life (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985), 227-228.  

10Mark Searle, “The Notre Dame Study of Catholic Parish Life” in Worship magazine, 
July 1996, p. 333. 
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to be influential in shaping the prayer life of contemporary Catholics 
and the direction of their religious imagination. (330) 

 

The Notre Dame Study of Catholic Parish Life to which the Searle article refers (and to 

which he contributed) is a “study of parishes and parish-connected Catholics”11 conducted by 

Notre Dame’s Institute for Pastoral and Social Ministry (now known as the Institute for Church 

Life). Conducted in three phases over an extended period from 1981 through 1989 when its last 

report was issued, the study was not intended to examine specifically doctrinal issues; rather it 

seeks to study “parishoners and their identified leaders to understand in microscopic manner 

their interactions within the local parish”; that is, all pastoral aspects of parish life. But, the 

findings of the Notre Dame Study regarding attendance at Mass as well as ritual practices during 

worship also reveal levels of acceptance and/or rejection of the Catholic Church’s teaching on 

Eucharist.  

Their Report No. 3 states in its Introduction: the Mingling of Past and Present: 
 

Roman Catholics, like members of other religious denominations in the United 
States, participate in religious rites and other church activities for a variety of 
reasons. One factor is their intrinsic need for religious expression either 
in private or in the community of fellow believers. A second factor is their  
social location and the stage in the human lifecycle at which they find 
themselves. A third factor is their personal understanding of the purposes 
for which a parish exists. And finally, participation is a function of the  
availability of satisfying religious rites and other activities within the parish. 

 

 
11Notre Dame Study of Catholic Parish Life, Institute for Church Life, at the University 

of Notre Dame,<http:// www.nd.edu/~icl/study.html. 

Not one of the four factors they cite even hints at the possibility Catholics might attend 
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religious rites because they believe in, and want to reach out and be in touch with, the Godhead 

(i.e. they are in agreement with doctrinal teachings). All four factors mentioned in the Notre 

Dame study deal with motivations arising from within a person’s own intrinsic self, not 

responses to or interaction with someone or something extrinsic to the self. Those who put 

together the Notre Dame Study have not looked underneath the surface cultural factors to the 

doctrinal issues. This aspect of satisfaction of one’s own needs goes directly against the Church 

teaching that Jesus offered Himself (Sacrifice-Sacrament in John Paul’s terminology), putting 

the salvation of others ahead of even His own survival. The findings quoted above continue in 

the next paragraph: 

If in times past, religious vocations were always associated with a regimen 
of learning in seminaries and abbeys, today’s educated laity, men and women, 
feel increasingly confident about service to God and the people of God 
without the specific self-denials associated with religious vows. (Emphasis mine) 

 
 

In Report 4 under Core Catholics: the Subjects Study we find: 

These comparisons suggest a higher rate of inactivity among young  
Catholics in the general population than within the parishes. ... One  
should not conclude that the absence of parish ties and regular Mass 
attendance signal the loss of faith or religious feeling. Some scholars 
have found that religious sentiment still runs deep among the young. 
But one should not expect it to be manifested in the same parish-connected  
ways that it was one or two generations ago. 

 

Why is that not to be expected? The Notre Dame Study leaves the statement as an 

unexplained assumption. I would have to ask if it cannot be expected because the core religious 

beliefs have themselves changed, if the belief of the Catholic faith that the Eucharist is in fact 
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“source and summit”12 as Vatican II stated is no longer there to influence the decision of youth 

to absent themselves from involvement in parish life; especially, the absence of regular Mass 

attendance signals rather clearly they do not see the Mass as the “source and summit” of their 

lives.  

 
12Lumen Gentium 11. 
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All too unfortunately, it is not just the youth who fail to manifest this core belief. A 

similar study done in 1997 by James D. Davidson and his associates found 57% of Catholics 

interviewed from all age groups thought “one can be a good Catholic without going to Mass.”13 

In a subsequent report published in 200114  Davidson’s research group reported that in 1999 only 

37% of Catholics were attending Mass at least once a week and that those who felt one could be 

a good Catholic without attending Mass every Sunday had grown to 76%. Davidson also 

documented increasing numbers who disagreed with Church doctrines: 64% felt one could be a 

good Catholic “without obeying the Church hierarchy’s teaching on birth control,” 53% felt one 

could be a good Catholic “without obeying the Church hierarchy’s teaching regarding 

abortion.”15 Davidson was careful to note, however, that by 1999 his respondents included a 

higher number of youth than of Catholics who were born and raised before Vatican II. 

 
13James D. Davidson,et al., The Search for Common Ground; What Unites and Divides 

Catholic Americans (Huntington, IL: Our Sunday Visitor Publishing Division, 1997), 45. 

14William V. D’Antonio, James D.Davidson, et al., American Catholics: Gender, 
Generation, and Commiment (Walnut Creek, CA: Altamira Press, 2001), 22-23 and 43. 

15Ibid., p. 43. 
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A very recent study done in Boston shows that the tendency to absent oneself from Mass 

has now grown to alarming proportions there. The Boston Globe telephone survey done in May 

of 2003 found only 35% of the Bostonians who identify themselves as Catholic say they go Mass 

at least weekly. The Archdiocese of Boston’s own census in October of 2002 found less than 

15% actually in church on Sunday.16 The survey done for The Boston Globe also demonstrates 

that the doctrinal discrepancies on birth control (75.2% disagree with the official Roman 

Catholic teaching), abortion (62.6% disagree), homosexuality (61.4% disagree), and the 

ordination of women (a whopping 79.5% would like to see it allowed!) have increased 

astronomically.17

These surveys show a growing separation between faith and practice. This loosening of 

the connection between faith-worship practices and membership makes it possible for one to 

sincerely identify himself/herself as Catholic yet not believe the teachings of the Church nor 

even necessarily attend Mass. Someone thus separated from the believing element of the 

Catholic Church will feel no need to come to understand Her teachings, and eventually, as the 

continual drop in Mass attendance testifies, will give rise to questioning whether there is even 

any reason to continue attending Mass or receiving the Eucharist at all.     

       

In Report 4 of the Notre Dame Study the researchers discuss their respondents’ 

 
16Cf.Paulson, Michael. “Catholics Want Change, Poll Finds; Seek Archbishop Open to 

New Ideas.” Boston Globe, 11 May 2003, p. A1. 

17KRC/Communications Research, “Spotlight Investigation: Abuse in the Catholic 
Church,” survey realized for The Boston Globe 4-6 May 2003, 
<http://www.boston.com/globe/spotlight/abuse/poll/Q2.htm. 
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perceptions of what the purpose of a parish is.  Under Parish-like Communities the researchers 

state: 

There is no question from our data that: (1) American parishoners use the 
metaphor “people of God” or something similar to define their parish, 
(2) they see their parish as a place that offers the Sacraments and they 
participate in its sacramental life (although not showing deep understanding 
of the place of Sacraments in salvation). 

 
  Searle also takes the time in his article in Worship to note that “Only 11-12% of all 

Catholics - pastors, people, and parish staffs - opted to link the sacraments to the path of 

salvation.” (328)  

In addition, one of the Notre Dame survey instruments does include a section on church 

“positions” which, when the questions it includes are examined, turns out to address teachings of 

the Church, including the issue of intercommunion. It therefore touches of the doctrinal concern 

this dissertation seeks to take up.  In fact, the written reports generated by the researchers 

regarding their conclusions from this section of the instrument reveal a lack of understanding of 

the official “positions” or doctrinal teachings of the Church among the researchers themselves, 

including but not limited to teachings on the Eucharist.  
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The researchers have summarized the findings of the Report 7 survey as follows.

 Interestingly, however,  Davidson’s group reported that in 1999 only 23% felt one could 

be a good Catholic “without believing that in the Mass, the bread and wine actually become the 

body and blood of Jesus.” That of course means that 77% felt not to believe in the 

transubstantiation left one outside the Catholic faith. A few pages later in their report, Davidson 

group concluded “the latest research indicates that a majority of Catholics agree with the 

church’s teaching that the bread and wine actually become the body and blood of Christ, and that 

they continue to attach great importance to this core Church doctrine.”18 Those findings could be 

attributed to the success of efforts already underway among individual bishops of the U.S. 

episcopal conference to reinsert correct Eucharistic teaching into the parishes, but they are in 

contradiction to the falling number of Catholics attending Mass, that is, Catholics who act on the 

belief that Jesus is actually among them or the belief that the Mass is the “source and summit.” 

 
18D’Antonio et al., op. cit., p. 55. 
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The researchers who designed that portion of the survey instrument used in the Notre 

Dame Study that we just examined chose to use the words “Church positions” to label a group of 

survey items which dealt with doctrinal teachings of the Church: that use of contraceptives is 

sinful19, as is abortion20 ; that the dissolution of the sacramental marriage covenant is not 

possible21, that the Sacrament of Orders is reserved to men alone,22 that Communion (reception 

of the Sacrament of Eucharist) is reserved only to those whose belief is in fact in communion (a 

part of a united, single group) with Rome.23 Unfortunately, the word position implies location 

among a continuum. One’s position can change, moving farther to the right or to the left. The 

title chosen for this section of questions leaves the impression that the Church could decide to 

 
19Cf. Catechism 2366-2372, Humanae Vitae, Charter of the Rights of the Family Article 

3, Familiaris Consortio 28-35. 

20Cf. Catechism 2270-75, Charter of the Family Article 3, Centesimus Annus, Sollicitudo 
Rei Socialis, Octagesima Adveniens, Mater et Magistra. 

21Cf. Catechism 1644-48; Familiaris Consortio 20; Mulieris Dignitatem 23. 

22Cf. Catechism 1577, Ordenatio Sacerdotalis, Mulieris Dignitatem 26-27, Lumen 
Gentium 20 y 28, Decreto Presbyterorum Ordinis 2b, Declaración Inter Insigniores, Cristifidelis 
Laici 51. 

23Cf. Catechism 1398-1401, Canon 844 §4. 
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move along that continuum, changing its position on these issues. The Church, however, teaches 

that on the issues listed above God’s will is fixed and her teaching about them is unchangeable. 

From the Church’s point of view, its teachings on abortion, divorce, etc. are not positions but 

rather part of a body of facts the Church names “the deposit of faith” which has been handed 

down to us unchanged since apostolic times. 

We must, of course, grant the possibility that the word position was chosen so as not to 

influence the respondents to answer in a way they thought was “correct” rather than reveal their 

true feelings or beliefs. But, the researchers have included among those doctrinal assessments 

one item which, in fact,  is appropriately called a position: the ordination of married men. Its 

inclusion in the same section as the doctrinal issues in and of itself raises the question whether 

the designers of the research have confused unchangeable doctrinal matters with Church 

positions - her position on the issue of ordination of men who are married, an issue clearly 

recognized as Church discipline, not as part of the deposit of faith, given that Eastern Catholics 

do ordain the married and even Roman Catholic married men can on occassion get a 

dispensation to allow their ordination24  - by putting this position on a par with the doctrinal 

issues, which include that ordination of women is not possible.25  

But the confusion between position and teaching of the Church is not the only evidence 

 
24For instance, Episcopalian clergy who convert to Catholicism can seek ordination in the 

Catholic Church even if married. In what used to be Czechoslovakia married Roman Catholic 
men were ordained in secret during the Communist persecutions because they faced less 
suspicion; these men were offered the chance to continue in the priesthood in the Eastern 
Catholic Church after the fall of Communism.  

25Cf. Catechism 1577, Ordenatio Sacerdotalis, Mulieris Dignitatem 26-27, Lumen 
Gentium 20 and 28, Decreto Presbyterorum Ordinis 2b, Declaración Inter Insigniores, 
Cristifidelis Laici 51. 
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that this study, done under the auspices of a Roman Catholic university and by theologians who 

identify themselves as Catholic also manifests within the researchers themselves “the confusion 

... caused by  a number of conflicting, sometimes contradictory teachings” which Mr. Snyder 

noted to be floating around. Their Report No. 3 states in its Introduction: the Mingling of Past 

and Present: 

We do not know the proportion of the remarried Catholics communing who  
have received annulments, and are thus “legally” within the sacramental  
ministry of the Church, or the proportion that are “pastorally” received to the 
communion without annulment (italic emphasis mine, quotation marks as in  
original).  

 
Those words communing and received to the communion indicate a perception of the act of 

receiving the Eucharist which acknowledges the teaching of the Catholic Church regarding 

Mystical Body, but which fails to manifest - even in the way the references to the Eucharist are 

not capitalized - an understanding of the teaching on the transubstantiation, much less of 

Catholic teaching that one who steps outside an unbreakable sacramental marriage bond has 

himself/herself chosen to leave the Mystical Body. 

Another signal of the lack of clear understanding of the teachings of the Catholic Church 

by the researchers involved in the Notre Dame Study occurs in their Report 5 under Pre-Service 

Preparation. “Within the United States three Catholic church bodies are generally thought to 

have maintained both strong confessional and liturgical traditions - Roman Catholics, Lutherans, 

and Episcopalians.” The capitalization of “Catholic” in the first phrase is in the original Report; 

certainly all three of these Christian denominations would agree that they have maintained  

confessional and liturgical traditions, but, one could ask how the Congregation for the Doctrine 

of the Faith in Rome would react to the notion that the Lutheran and Episcopalian church bodies 
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are “Catholic.”  

Key, however, and at the very core of  the problem which led to the USCCB document 

Basic Questions and Answers, is the researchers’ own implicit definition of Eucharist as (merely) 

the gathering and worship actions undertaken by the assembly of the faithful.  

Clifford Geertz, the eminent anthropologist, has highlighted the importance 
of ritual in shaping peoples’ identity, their sense of what they share, and 
their cultural outlook. Like anthropologists, liturgists also look to ritual, 
and cite the Vatican II description of the Church’s liturgical celebrations 
as “the source and summit of Christian life.” (Report 5 - The Celebration of 
Liturgy in the Parish) 

 
That is a misstatement of Lumen Gentium 11 which states the Eucharist is the source and 

summit. Liturgical celebrations can and do include Liturgy of the Hours, Liturgy of the Word, 

Exposition of the Eucharist (which is an extension of the celebration of the Sacrifice of the Mass, 

but is not the celebration itself), the celebration of the other six sacraments, etc. “Liturgical 

celebration” and “Eucharist” are not interchangeable expressions. 

Here too I think their Reports manifest language in harmony with Communion-

Sacrament, but in the very identifying of the word Eucharist with the action of the assembly, 

they cast aside the Sacrifice-Sacrament and Presence-Sacrament aspects of the Eucharist. That is 

affirmed by Searle’s comment in Worship: 

In the last analysis, I suppose, the questions relating to liturgy in the parishoners’ 
questionnaires were inspired as much as anything by Clifford Geertz’s well- 
known thesis about religion as a cultural system and about the prominent 
role of ritual in sustaining such a system.26

 

 
26Clifford Geertz, “Religion as a Cultural System,” in Michael Banton, ed., 

Anthropological Approaches to Religion (London 1965); reprinted in Geertz, The Interpretation 
of Cultures (New York 1973). 
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Pope John Paul himself notes this tendency to see Eucharist only in terms of the gathering of the 

assembly; in his encyclical letter Ecclesia de Eucaristía he states: 

Unfortunately, alongside these lights, there are also shadows. In some places the practice 

of Eucharistic adoration has been almost completely abandoned. In various parts of the 

Church abuses have occurred, leading to confusion with regard to sound faith and 

Catholic doctrine concerning this wonderful sacrament. At times one encounters an 

extremely reductive understanding of the Eucharistic mystery. Stripped of its sacrificial 

meaning, it is celebrated as if it were simply a fraternal banquet. (10 - emphasis in 

original) 

Cardinal Arinze, in the more recent companion document Redemptionis Sacramentum points out 

this same deficient understanding of Eucharist. 

The constant teaching of the Church on the nature of the Eucharist not only 
as a meal, but also and pre-eminently as a Sacrifice, is therefore rightly 
understood to be one of the principal keys to the full participation of all the  
faithful in so great a Sacrament.27 (38) 

 

 
27Cf. Pope John Paul II, Encyclical Letter Ecclesia de Eucharistia nn. 12-18: AAS 95 

(2003)p. 441-45; Letter Dominicae Cenae, 24 February 1980, n. 9; AAS 72 (1980)pp.129-133. 

Then in the newly released Mane nobiscum, Domine, John Paul again clearly states “It must not 

be forgotten that the Eucharistic meal also has a profoundly and primarily sacrificial meaning. 

(15)  

The Reports of the Notre Dame Study are silent regarding any practices of devotion or 

piety during the Sunday celebration of the Mass. Instead, Report 5 under the heading The 

Progress of the Mass manifests the researchers’ unstated belief (in its discussion of the lack of 
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“gathering” practices before Mass) that such devotional practices are to be discouraged! Neither 

do they even attempt any questions in the doctrinal section (the “Church positions” questions 

which we have examined) regarding the Sacrifice-Sacrament aspect of the Eucharist. Yet John 

Paul states that:  

It is not permissible for us, in thought, life or action, to take away from 
this truly most holy Sacrament its full magnitude and its essential meaning. 
It is at one and the same time a Sacrifice-Sacrament, a Communion- 
Sacrament, and a Presence Sacrament. And, although it is true that the 
Eucharist always was and must continue to be the most profound 
revelation of the human brotherhood of Christ’s disciples and confessors, 
it cannot be treated merely as an “occasion” for manifesting this 
brotherhood. When celebrating the Sacrament of the Body and Blood of 
the Lord, the full magnitude of the divine mystery must be respected, as 
must the full meaning of this sacramental sign in which Christ is really 
present and is received, the soul filled with grace and the pledge of future 
glory is given. (Redentor Hominis 20)28

 

 
28Cf. Sacrosanctum Concilium 47 and AAS 56 (1964) 113. 
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Edward Foley teaches that “ ‘Eucharist’ is meant to be a verb, not a noun ...  It’s not a 

static reality.”29  I believe John Paul’s point is that Eucharist is also a noun and pronoun (“It” - 

with a capital “I” - is the most holy Sacrament, also “the Blessed Sacrament”), an adjective 

(Sacrifice-Sacrament, Communion- Sacrament, Presence-Sacrament), an adverb (always, most 

profound, really present), a preposition (links the soul to the grace and the pledge of future 

glory), a conjunction (one and the same time), and definitely an interjection (truly most holy, 

magnitude of the divine mystery!!). The Eucharist is far more than the gathering or communing 

of God’s People on Sunday.  

Equally apparent from John Paul’s statement is that the doctrinal problem picked up in 

the Gallup poll, the New York Times/CBS News study, and implicit in the Notre Dame Study and 

in Boston is broader even than the United States. It is a doctrinal matter that touches the entire 

and universal Church. Given that Redemptor Hominis was written as John Paul began his reign 

in 1979, the problem also predates John Paul’s ascension to the papacy. And as we have seen 

earlier from Ecclesia de Eucaristía, he too feels that even now the problem haunts us “There are 

also shadows. ... Stripped of its sacrificial meaning, it is celebrated as if it were  

simply a fraternal banquet.” (10) 

While culture certainly has played a role in the discrepancies demonstrated in the 

surveys, American individualism cannot fully explain the global dimensions of the loss of belief 

in the Catholic teaching on the Eucharist that led Pope John Paul to write those words. At the 

 
29Lella Blumer, “Foley proclaims dynamic Eucharist,” Western Catholic Reporter. 25 

October 1999. Posted online 12 April 2004 at www.wcr.ab.ca/news/1999/1025/ 
dynamiceucharist102599.shtml. 
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same time, David Carlin agrees that the discrepancy all these surveys have opened up is 

doctrinal, not cultural: “The current ‘culture war’ ... is a kind of religious conflict.” (169) 

There is ample evidence neither culture nor inculturation is at the heart of the problem.  

Fr. Anscar Chupungco, O.S.B., professor of Liturgical History and Liturgical Adaptation at the 

Pontifical Liturgical Institute in Rome and a Consultor to the Congregation for Divine Worship 

at the Vatican, tells us that culture, or inculturation of the liturgy, need not necessarily lead to 

these discrepancies. 

Examples of how the church inculturated the liturgy can be found in practically 
every area of culture: language, rituals, feasts, gestures, music and dance, sculpture,  
architecture. (Liturgies of the Future, p. 31)  

 
Throughout the two millenia of the Church’s existence She has over and over again encountered 

the need to inculturate the Gospel and has successfully expanded her horizons as She went about 

doing so - without the loss of belief in the full Catholic teaching on the Eucharist. Greek and 

gentile were admitted to the Mystical Body in the very first century of Christianity, as a result St. 

Paul developed the teaching on the Eucharist. Certainly the liturgical inculturation St. Patrick 

effected in Ireland when the Gaelic peoples came into the Church did not in any way weaken 

Eucharistic doctrine; this people later defended their Catholic beliefs with their lives while under 

persecution from a Protestant government. Jaime Lara has researched how the Franciscan friars 

so thoroughly assimilated Eucharistic doctrine into South American indigenous culture (through 

the use of their pagan religion’s obelisks) that the friars changed the entire root metaphor of 

these people.30   The very word for Eucharist in the Vietnamese language is not related to 

 
30Presentation “El Lenguaje de la Cultura” during the conference Lanaguages of Worship 

at Notre Dame University 17 June 2003.  
Cf. Lara, Jaime. “The Sacramented Sun: Solar Eucharistic Worship in Colonial Latin 
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“thanksgiving” as is the word used in most Romance languages; rather the words Thánh Thê’, 

used to translate Eucharist from English, literally mean “holy body.”31 In none of these places 

did cultural factors lead to a drift away from or a “thinning out” of Catholic teaching on the 

Eucharist. 

Chupungco would comment: 

What is remarkable ... is that the church respected the dynamics 
and laws of culture. Cultural elements were inserted into the liturgy, taking 
account of their nature and identity. One may speak here of “con-naturalness,” 
that innate ability of culture to express the highest realities of Christianity. (31-32) 

 

While the above cultural examples come from my own experiences or studies, they are not 

Chupungco’s, his comment does make clear that the assuming of cultural elements into a 

people’s expression of their faith is not in and of itself damaging to the faith, as long as “in the 

process of inculturation those elements of culture that cannot be make to harmonize with the rule 

of Christian faith, morality, and worship will have to be left out” (32) That is to say, faith in 

doctrine and beliefs pre-exists and itself gives rise to the cultural manifestation of those doctrines 

and beliefs. Therefore we must look elsewhere, deeper than the level of culture, to find the cause 

of the culture war of which Carlin speaks. 

Aidan Kavanagh agrees. He feels the cultural clashes are themselves the result of, not the 

cause of, doctrinal problems. He tells us: “When communion [in the sense of unity] in faith, Rite, 

 
America” in Casarella, Peter and Raúl Gomez, eds. El Cuerpo de Cristo, the Hispanic Presence 
in the U.S. Catholic Church, (New York: Herder and Herder), 1998, p. 261-291. 

31As in English, the word thê’ can refer to the physical body of a person or to a 
governmental body. I have heard the meaning of the phrase  Thánh Thê’ explained as “the holy 
body of the Emperor” among the Vietnamese people. 
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and sacrament lapses, inculturation itself becomes an empty enterprise.”32 In other words, neither 

can there be cultural manifestation of doctrinal belief until there is agreement on what doctrinal 

belief to manifest. Today’s cultural problems are a symptom of underlying doctrinal 

disagreements.  

 
32Aidan Kavanagh, “Liturgical Inculturation: Looking to the Future,” in Studia Liturgica, 

vol. 20 no. 1 (1990), p. 105. 

If Catholics in North America are drifting away from the traditional Catholic belief on 

the Eucharist, and the surveys definitely show they are, then Mr. Snyder’s comment “The poll 

seems to show that these people are not being taught something in opposition to Church 

teaching, ...  rather, these people are off on their own and feeling free to pick up whatever 

theories that seem to be floating around” can be taken to mean that in the absence of clear 

teaching, North Americans are seeking something to securely moor their lives, and are reaching 

out to culture because their Catholic religion has only offered a vacuum, not inculturation. We 

have already seen that Searle also concluded from the findings of the Notre Dame study, as did 

Bellah, that the cultural values in the United States are not causing the “thinning out” of Catholic 

traditions, rather as Kavanaugh pointed out these new cultural values are merely replacing 

traditional Catholic values which have become an empty enterprise.  

Bishop William K. Weigand, bishop of Salt Lake City in 1992 agreed with Mr. Snyder.  

An article in Our Sunday Visitor on July 12, 1992 tells us: 

He declared that Catholic teaching on the Eucharist has become “so watered 
down and distorted over the past 25 years” that immediate correction is 
needed. ... He said “a whole generation of Catholics has been raised with 
imprecise language and a vague understanding” of it. ... Citing several possible 
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reasons for the decline in understanding, Bishop Weigand said “the most 
influential factor has been the catechisms and teachers’ guides in use in the 
past 20 or more years,” which caused “a weakened understanding of Christ’s 
real presence.” ... He called on “pastors, directors of religious education and  
catechists to totally reteach the full Catholic doctrine of the Eucharist.”33

 

 
33“Is Catholic appreciation of the Eucharist in decline?” Our Sunday Visitor, 12 July 

1992. 

So, our task is to discover why this problem has evolved; why has the Church in the U.S. (and 

elsewhere) stopped teaching the Eucharist as Sacrifice-Sacrament and as Presence-Sacrament? 

But before exploring theological developments that led to this, it merits our time to first examine 

current Catholic teaching on the Eucharist to gain a detailed, indepth understanding of it and of 

 its origins. 
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 CHAPTER TWO 

 Current Magisterial Teaching 

 

The Eucharist is a many-faceted diamond. It is the most valuable treasure, the greatest 

gift, that God has given to human beings. At the same time, just like a diamond, the whole of its 

beauty is not seen in any one single facet; it needs to be turned and examined from every angle 

and face in order to begin to see all the beauty that is there to see.  

As we have seen, John Paul II teaches us the Eucharist “is at one and the same time a 

Sacrifice-Sacrament, a Communion-Sacrament, and a Presence-Sacrament.” (Redemptor 

Hominis 20) Besides these three facets, the Catechism of the Catholic Church speaks of the 

Eucharist as a celestial banquet, explaining its roots in the Jewish paschal supper of the Old 

Testament. And Pope John Paul’s very recent Mane nobiscum, Domine also tells us “The 

Eucharist is a mystery of light!” (11 - emphasis his). We will examine all these facets in order to 

come closer to an understanding of why the Vatican Council II said that the Eucharist is the 

source and summit of all Christian activity (Lumen Gentium 11). 

This chapter will not be a comparative study of theologians’ beliefs about the Eucharist, 

nor will it be what theologians who profess to be Catholics teach and believe. Instead, this 

chapter will examine the magisterium of the Catholic Church; the magisterium is the official arm 

of the Catholic Church within whom resides the authority to teach the faith; it includes the Pope 

and the bishops, separately in their respective dioceses or gathered together in a synod or 

episcopal conference, and the dicasteries appointed by the Pope. Theological problems with its 

teachings, dissension or questioning of the teachings will be reviewed in a later chapter. But in 
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order to be able to examine such, first it is necessary to know clearly and in detail exactly what 

the Catholic Church teaches. And, if the Eucharist is at the same time Sacrifice-Sacrament, 

Communion-Sacrament, and Presence-Sacrament, then the first task is to discover what a 

Sacrament is, according to magisterial teaching.  

God’s love was revealed in our midst in this way:  
he sent his only Son to the world 
that we might have life through him. (1 John 4:9) 

 
Since Adam and Eve, every human being is a sinner. In all of history there are only two human 

beings who never sinned: Jesus and his mother Mary (Catechism of the Catholic Church 487ss). 

Sin separates one from God and also separates him/her from one’s neighbor. “To reunite all his 

children, scattered and led astray by sin, the Father willed to call the whole of humanity together 

into his Son’s Church (Catechism 845). Sin forms a chasm between us and our God, we are no 

longer able to reach God. 

Although he was made by God in a state of holiness, from the very dawn of  
history man abused his liberty, at the urging of personified Evil. Man set himself 
against God and sought to find fulfillment apart from God. (Gaudium et Spes 13) 

 
It is your crimes 
    that separate you from your God. 
It is your sins that make him hide his face 
    so that he will not hear you. (Isaiah 59:2) 

 
But God loves us so much that He himself reached out to us. He sent his Son to close the chasm. 
 

God, infinitely perfect and blessed in himself, ... calls together all men, scattered 
and divided by sin, into the unity of his family, the Church. To accomplish this, when 
the fullness of time had come, God sent his Son as Redeemer and Savior. In his 
Son and through him, he invites all men to become, in the Holy Spirit, his adopted 
children and thus heirs of his blessed life. (Catechism 1) 

 
The next day, when John caught sight of Jesus coming toward him, he exclaimed: 

 
“Look! There is the Lamb of God  
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who takes away the sin of the world! (John 1:29)34

 
In his own body he brought your sins to the cross, so that all of us, dead to sin, 
could live in accord with God’s will. (1 Peter 2:24) 

 
The death of Jesus, his sacrifice made in obedience, reverses the effects of sin, of disobedience to 

the will of God. Along with the resurrection, the death of Jesus puts back into our reach this 

union newly re-established. 

Jesus accomplished the substitution of the suffering Servant, who “makes himself 
an offering for sin,” when “he bore the sin of many,” and who “shall make many 
to be accounted righteous,” for “he shall bear their iniquities.”35 Jesus atoned for  
our faults and made satisfaction for our sins to the Father.36  

 
Accordingly, precisely by making this single sacrifice of our salvation present, 
men and the world are restored to God through the paschal newness of 
Redemption. (John Paul II, Dominicae Cenae 9) 

 
Nevertheless, it has to be asked: How do we achieve this reunification with God?  What 

is the concrete link through which we can reunite with God?  

 
34I have taken all Scripture quotes from the New American Bible (Chicago: Good 

Shepherd Publishers), 1970. 

35Isa 53:10-12. 

36Cf. Council of Trent (1547): DS 1529. 

According to Catholic Church teaching, the event the Catholic Church calls the Paschal 

Mystery (and celebrates at the Triduum), the event that put union with God back within our 

grasp, does not only include the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, but began the night 

before with the Last Supper when Jesus instituted the Eucharist. He instituted the Eucharist for 
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us, and the other six Sacraments that flow from It, to be able to communicate to us the grace 

which sanctifies us, that is, to give us the fruit (eternal life) of his death and resurrection, which 

He gained for us on the cross. John Paul II explains: 

Those who feed on Christ in the Eucharist need not wait until the hereafter 
to receive eternal life: they already possess it on earth, as the first-fruits of a  
future fullness which will embrace man in his totality. (Ecclesia de Eucharistia 18) 
In the Eucharist the glory of Christ remains veiled. The Eucharist is pre-eminently 
a mysterium fidei. Through the mystery of his complete hiddenness, Christ becomes 
a mystery of light, thanks to which believers are led into the depths of the divine 
life. (Mane nobiscum, Domine 11) 
 

Canon Law defines “Sacrament” as: 
 

The sacraments of the New Testament were instituted by Christ the Lord and 
entrusted to the Church. As actions of Christ and the Church, they are signs and 
means which express and strengthen the faith, render worship to God, and effect 
the sanctification of humanity and thus contribute in the greatest way to establish, 
strengthen, and manifest ecclesiastical communion. Accordingly, in the celebration  
of the sacraments the sacred ministers and the other members of the Christian  
faithful must use the greatest veneration and necessary diligence. (840) 

 
In the Constitution Sacrosanctum Concilium Vatican Council II teaches: 
 

The purpose of the sacraments is to sanctify men, to build up the body of Christ, 
and finally, to give worship to God. They not only suppose faith, but by words 
and objects they also nourish, strengthen, and express it; ... They do indeed impart 
grace, but, in addition, the very act of celebrating them disposes the faithful 
most effectively to receive this grace in a fruitful manner. (59) 

 
Thus, for well-disposed members of the faithful, the liturgy of the sacraments and 
sacramentals sanctifies almost every event in their lives; they are given access to the 
stream of divine grace which flows from the paschal mystery of the passion, death, 
and resurrection of Christ, the fountain from which all sacraments and sacramentals 
draw their power. (61) 

 
In simpler, more concise words, according to the Baltimore Catechism, which served as a 

national catechism for the United States before Vatican II, “A Sacrament is an outward sign 

instituted by Christ to give grace” (Baltimore 3, p. 116). 
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God our Father knows how he created us - he created us as beings with a physical body - 

and with the need to see, feel, hear, and smell in order to truly understand. Because of this, Jesus 

chose to use that which our bodies can detect - visible signs, something in harmony with who we 

are - to effect the infusion of sanctifying grace, the infusion of the eternal life that Christ won for 

us in his Sacrifice on Calvary, which makes possible our entrance into the Kingdom. 

Every sacrament is an action of God (of Jesus Christ), it is nothing that man can initiate. 

“Seated at the right hand of the Father” and pouring out the Holy Spirit on his  
Body which is the Church, Christ now acts through the sacraments he instituted 
to communicate his grace. The sacraments are perceptible signs (words and actions) 
accessible to our human nature. By the action of Christ and the power of the Holy 
Spirit they make present efficaciously the grace that they signify. (Catechism 1084) 

 
In this organic whole, the Eucharist occupies a unique place as the “Sacrament of 
sacraments”: “all other sacraments are ordered to it as to their end.”37  (1211) 

 
Every sacrament “gives grace.” The sacrament of the Eucharist as well as the other six that flow 

from It “give grace.” They make us participants in the eternal life of Jesus and of the Trinity. 

Sacrosanctum Concilium tells us it is the sacraments “around which the entire liturgical life 

revolves.” (6) 

The Eucharist is the primordial sacrament from which all the other six flow and receive 

their power to give grace. To understand how the sacraments effect the infusion of grace, to 

understand what is the link that allows us to unite ourselves once more to the life of the Trinity 

in spite of being sinners, we have to examine now the specifically Eucharistic doctrine. 

 
37St. Thomas Aquinas, Sth III, 65,3. 

The Paschal Mystery forms the fountain from which God has poured forth salvation, by 

means of sanctifying grace, eternal life, which permits us who are sinners to unite ourselves once 
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again to Him. The night before his death Christ Jesus gave us the link that each Christian, 

personally and individually, can use to connect to this fountain of salvation. He instituted the 

Sacrament of his love, the Eucharist, for us. Vatican II teaches that the Faithful incorporated into 

the Church: 

Taking part in the Eucharistic Sacrifice, which is the fount and apex of the whole 
Christian life, they offer the divine Victim to God, and offer themselves along with 
It.38 Thus both by the act of oblation and through Holy Communion, all perform 
their proper part in this liturgical service, not, indeed, all in the same way but each  
in that way which is appropriate to himself. Strengthened anew at the holy table by 
the Body of Christ, they manifest in a practical way that unity of God’s people 
which is suitably signified and wondrously brought about by this most awesome 
sacrament. (Lumen Gentium 11) 

 
The word “Eucharist” is a word that in the original Greek meant “thanksgiving.” “Eucharist” 

refers as much to the action of worship and thanksgiving of the Church which is commonly 

called “the Holy Mass” as it does at one and the same time to the Blessed Sacrament reserved in 

the tabernacle so Communion can be taken to the sick and homebound and so the people can 

come to adore our God and Savior in the tabernacle or exposed in the monstrance.39

Sacrifice-Sacrament 

 
38Cf. Pius XII, encyclical “Mediator Dei,” Nov. 20, 1947: AAS 39 (1947), especially pp. 

552 f. 

39Cf. Ecclesia de Eucharistia 2 and 10; Redemptionis Sacramentum cpts. II and VI. 
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“The Mass makes present the sacrifice of the Cross; it does not add to that sacrifice nor 

does it multiply it.40 ... The sacrificial nature of the Eucharistic mystery cannot therefore be 

understood as something separate, independent of the Cross or only indirectly referring to the 

sacrifice of Calvary.” (Ecclesia de Eucharistia 12). The constitution Sacrosanctum Concilium 

explains: “At the Last Supper, on the night when He was betrayed, our Savior instituted the 

Eucharistic Sacrifice of His Body and Blood. He did this in order to perpetuate the sacrifice of 

the Cross throughout the centuries until He should come again, and so to entrust to His beloved 

spouse, the Church, a memorial of His death and resurrection (47).”  

The word sacrifice - in Latin - means “to make holy.” Here too the Western mentality of 

today thinks of sacrifice as meaning the giving up of something. The Eucharistic concept of  

sacrifice is to work to achieve perfect unity with God. Eucharistic sacrifice is a question of the 

heart, and carries with it a giving over, an abandonment, a total offering. Jesus offers Himself, 

totally out of love, to the Father. His sacrifice on the Cross is the expression of his love for the 

Father and for us.  

Because it is a memorial of Christ’s Passover, the Eucharist is also a sacrifice.  
The sacrificial character of the Eucharist is manifested in the very words of  
institution: “This is my body which is given for you” and “This cup  
which is poured out for you is the New Covenant in my blood.”41  In 
the Eucharist, Christ gives us the very body which he gave up for us on the  
cross, the very blood which he “poured out for many for the forgiveness of 
sins.” 42  

 
40Cf. Ecumenical Council of Trent, Session XXII, Doctrina de ss. Missae Sacrificio, 

Chapter 2: DS 1743; “It is one and the same victim here offering himself by the ministry of his 
priests, who then offered himself on the Cross; it is only the manner of offering that is different”. 

41Lk 22:19-20. 

42Mt. 26:28. 
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The Eucharist is thus a sacrifice because it re-presents (makes present)  
the sacrifice of the cross, because it is its memorial and because it applies its  
fruit. (Catechism 1365-66) 
 

 

It is not that Christ makes His sacrifice of Calvary again at each Mass, even less is it we, the 

faithful Catholics, who make the sacrifice. 

Every priest who celebrates Holy Mass, together with the Christian community which 
takes part in it, is led back in spirit to that place and hour. (Ecclesia de Eucharistia 4) 
 
This sacrifice is so decisive for the salvation of the human race that Jesus Christ 
offered it and returned to the Father only after he had left us a means of sharing 
in it as if we had been present there. (11) 

 
It is Christ who, in a mystical manner, “makes present” that one and only sacrifice. The Rev. Dr. 

Morse helps us to understand. 

It is being presented again to the Heavenly Father as it was presented 
on the Cross, not as a new sacrifice since that would not be a representation 
but a presentation. It is the same offering mystically being both the offerings 
of the cross and the gifts on the altar. (Holy Things ..., p. 75) 

 
Christ sacrifices Himself only once; we can enter into this sacrifice, that is, the Lord gives us the 

grace that He won with His sacrifice, by means of the Mass. 

[Christ], our Lord and God, was once and for all to offer himself to God 
the Father by his death on the altar of the cross, ... 
[he wanted] to leave his beloved spouse the Church a visible sacrifice 
(as the nature of man demands) by which the bloody sacrifice which 
he was to accomplish once for all on the cross would be re-presented, 
its memory perpetuated until the end of the world, and its salutary powers 
be applied to the forgiveness of the sins we daily commit.43 (Catechism 1366) 

Fr. Abad explains it this way: 

During the Eucharistic Prayer, the celebration of the Mass reaches its 

 
43Council of Trent (1562): DS 1740; c.f. 1 Cor 11:23; Heb 7:24,27. 
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point of culmination and arrives at its summit, above all, because in 
that prayer the bread and wine are converted into the Body and Blood 
of Christ, who offers Himself as victim to the Father on the part of humans.44

 
The words of the consecration put into play a double movement: 
one which goes from the earth to the heavens (ascending), through the 
offering of Jesus as Victim who offers himself to the Father; and the 
other which comes down from the heavens to the earth (descending)  
through the acceptance of that sacrifice on the part of God and the 

 
44José Antonio Abad, El Sacrificio de la Misa (Madrid: Cuadernos BAC, 1986), 20. 

Translation to English is mine. 
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graces which follow and spill down over humans.45

 
John Paul II explains it in still different words. 

[The Eucharist] unites heaven and earth. It embraces and permeates all creation. 
The Son of God became man in order to restore all creation, in one supreme act 
of praise, to the One who made it from nothing. He, the Eternal High Priest who 
by the blood of his Cross entered the eternal sanctuary, thus gives back to the 
Creator and Father all creation redeemed. He does so through the priestly ministry 
of the Church, to the glory of the Most Holy Trinity. Truly this is the misterium 
fidei which is accomplished in the Eucharist: the world which came forth from 
the hands of God the Creator now returns to him redeemed by Christ. (Ecclesia de 
Eucharistia 8) 

 
During the Eucharistic Prayer, the celebration of the Holy Mass reaches its culminating point 

and arrives at its highest point, above all, because in the Mass the bread and wine - that which 

we offer to the Father through our brother, Jesus - is converted into the Holy Body and Precious 

Blood of Jesus Himself. Even though we creatures of God cannot heal the separation that sin 

causes, Jesus who is God is able to. Being man as well, Jesus makes himself the point of contact 

in order to effect the connection between God and man, in order to reverse the effects of sin.  

 

Communion-Sacrament 

 
45Ibid., p. 23. 

We call the Eucharist “Communion.” If we are honestly celebrating the Eucharist then it 

is not just the bread and wine which are transformed - WE are changed, transformed, purified, 

and brought to life. “Holy communion separates us from sin. ... For this reason the Eucharist 

cannot unite us to Christ without at the same time cleansing us from past sins and preserving us 

from future sins” (Catechism 1393). The community begins its celebration acknowledging its 
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need for forgiveness, its need to be unified, with the Penitential Rite. Then participating in the 

Eucharist it is reconciled (set apart from sin and healed). The Eucharist creates of the community 

of believers a “communion.” Or, to use the words of the Catechism, “The Eucharistic sacrifice is 

wholly directed toward the intimate union of the faithful with Christ through communion (1382). 

In Pope John Paul’s words, “The Eucharist is not merely an expression of communion in the 

Church’s life; it is also a project of solidarity for all of humanity.” (Mane nobiscum, Domine 27 - 

emphasis his) 

Of course, the teaching that we are the Body of Christ, the Mystical Body, is also part of 

the Communion-Sacrament facet of the Eucharistic diamond.  

The unity of the Mystical Body: the Eucharist makes the Church. Those who  
receive the Eucharist are united more closely to Christ. Through it Christ unites  

         them to all the faithful in one body - the Church. (Catechism 1396) 
 
According to Cardinal Ratzinger: 
 

The Lord Jesus, the only Savior, did not only establish a simple community 
of disciples, but constituted the Church as a salvific mystery: he himself is in 
the Church and the Church is in him.46  (Dominus Iesus 16) 

 
The Church is not formed by human beings (who have a common interest in following Christ). 

The Church is formed by the Eucharist, the source and summit of all Christian activity, which is 

capable of joining those human beings who open themselves to the sanctifying grace that It 

gives. Nor is this teaching new from Pope John Paul II nor from Cardinal Ratzinger. In Ecclesia 

de Eucharistia and Dominicae Cenae John Paul cites Vatican II in Lumen Gentium (11) - the 

sacrament of the Eucharistic bread signifies and at the same time realizes the unity of the 

 
46Cf. Jn 15:1ff.; Gal 3:28; Eph 4:15-16; Acts 9:5. 
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believers, who form a single body in Christ.47 In Mane nobiscum, Domine Pope John Paul states, 

“The Eucharist is both the source of ecclesial unity and its greatest manifestation.” (21) 

 
47Cf. 1 Cor 10:17. 

Paschal Banquet 
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Eastern Catholics who celebrate the Divine Liturgy of St. John Chrysostom historically 

have been those who more closely examined this facet of the Eucharistic diamond. Before the 

Great Entrance in the Divine Liturgy, which signals the beginning of the Liturgy of the 

Eucharist, the faithful pray, “Let us who mystically represent the Cherubim, and sing the thrice-

holy hymn to the life-creating Trinity, now set aside every earthly care.” Iconographic theology, 

and the very architecture of these Catholic churches, has spoken for centuries of the belief that 

the community, while celebrating the Eucharist, leaves its earthly existence aside because it has 

entered, mystically, into heaven and shares here on the earth, for a few moments, with the angels 

and the saints in the celestial banquet that awaits us after the journey through this world.48

The Roman Catholic Church shares this belief. Eucharistic Prayer #3 from the Roman 

Missal contains 

Ready to greet him when he comes again, ... 
We hope to share in your glory 
when every tear will be wiped away. 
On that day we shall see you, our God, as you are. 
We shall become like you 
and praise you for ever through Christ our Lord.  (128) 

 
The Catechism teaches: 
 

If the Eucharist is the memorial of the Passover of the Lord Jesus, if by our  
communion at the altar we are filled “with every heavenly blessing and grace,”49

then the Eucharist is also an anticipation of the heavenly glory. (1402) 

 
48Cf. Robert Taft, The Byzantine Rite, a Short History (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical 

Press, 1992). 

49Roman Missal, EPI (Roman Canon) 96: Supplices te rogamus. 
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There is no surer pledge or clearer sign of this great hope in the new heavens and 
new earth “in which righteousness dwells,”50 than the Eucharist. (1405) 

 
Having passed from this world to the Father, Christ gives us in the Eucharist 
the pledge of glory with him. Participation in the Holy Sacrifice identifies us with  
his Heart, sustains our strength along the pilgrimage of this life, makes us long 
for eternal life, and unites us even now to the Church in heaven, the Blessed Virgin 
Mary, and all the saints. (1419) 

 
Francis Cardinal Arinze, Prefect of the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of 

the Sacraments, in a recent address entitled “The Holy Eucharist Unites Heaven and Earth” tells 

us:51

The Church in celebrating the Eucharistic sacrifice is very aware of doing so 
in union with the heavenly host.  

 
It follows therefore that at the Mass “our union with the Church in heaven is  
put into effect in the noblest manner when with common rejoicing we celebrate 
together the praise of the divine Majesty (Lumen Gentium 50)  

 
The Eucharist is a foretaste of this joy. 
 
When, therefore, the priest says to us before the Preface: “Lift up your hearts”, 
let us also think of the future life, of heaven, where the Eucharist is bringing us. 
Pope John Paul II has put it beautifully: “The Eucharist is really a glimpse of 
heaven appearing on earth. It is a glorious ray of the heavenly Jerusalem which 
pierces the clouds of our history and lights up our journey” (Ecclesia de Eucharistia 
19). 

 

 
502 Pet 3:13. 

51Francis Cardinal Arinze, “The Holy Eucharist Unites Heaven and Earth,” address at the 
Eucharistic congress for women religious, Washington D.C., 25 Sept. 2004. As quoted in the 
BCL Newsletter (Washington, D.C.: USCCB), Oct. 2004, p. 41. 
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Since it is a banquet, the Eucharist nourishes us in the spiritual life: “sustains our strength along 

the pilgrimage of this life” (Catechism 1419). And, “What material food produces in our bodily 

life, Holy Communion wonderfully achieves in our spiritual life (1392). “The altar, around 

which the Church is gathered in the celebration of the Eucharist, represents the two aspects of 

the same mystery: the altar of the sacrifice and the table of the Lord” (1383). “The Eucharist 

cannot unite us to Christ without at the same time cleansing us from past [venial] sins and 

preserving us from future sins” (1393). The more we participate in the life of Christ and the more 

we progress in his friendship, the more difficult it is to break with him through mortal sin. (1394) 

If in fact the Eucharist takes us mystically to the joy of the heavens, we also have to 

recognize that this effect penetrates all through the centuries and reaches every human being, his 

disciples certainly but also human beings before and after Jesus walked the sands of Jerusalem 

and of Galilee. Our Lord Himself told us: “and I - once I am lifted up from earth - will draw all 

men to myself” (Jn 12:32). Cardinal Ratzinger teaches us: 

In the New Testament, the mystery of Jesus, the Incarnate Word, constitutes the 
place of the Holy Spirit’s presence as well as the principle of the Spirit’s effusion 
on humanity, not only in messianic times,52 but also prior to his coming in history.53

(Dominus Iesus 12) 
 
Presence-Sacrament 

The Gospel of John tells us: 
“Let me solemnly assure you,  
if you eat the flesh of the Son of Man  
and drink his blood,  
you have no life in you.  
...  
The man who feeds on my flesh  

 
52Cf. Acts 2:32-36; Jn 7:39, 20-22; 1 Cor 15:45. 

53Cf. 1 Cor 10:4; 1 Pet 1:10-12.  
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and drinks my blood 
remains in me, and I in him.  
Just as the Father who has life sent me  
and I have life because of the Father,  
so the man who feeds on me  
will live because of me.  
This is the bread that came down from heaven.  
Unlike your ancestors who ate and died nonetheless,  
the man who feeds on this bread shall live forever.” (6:53-58) 

 
Explaining John, the Catechism has: 
 

“Christ Jesus, who died, yes, who was raised from the dead, who is at 
the right hand of God, who indeed intercedes for us,” is present in many ways to his 
Church:54 in his word, in his Church’s prayer, ... 
in the poor, the sick, and the imprisoned,55 in the sacraments of which he is the 
author, in the sacrifice of the Mass, and in the person of the minister. But “he is 
present ... most especially in the Eucharistic species.”56    (1373) 

 
In the most blessed sacrament of the Eucharist “the body and blood, together with 
the soul and divinity, of our Lord Jesus Christ and, therefore, the whole Christ 
is truly, really, and substantially contained.”57 “This presence is called ‘real’ - by 
which is not intended to exclude the other types of presence as if they could not 
be ‘real’ too, but because it is presence in the fullest sense: that is to say, it is a  
substantial presence by which Christ, God and man, makes himself wholly and 
entirely present.”58 (1374) 

 
The Catechism continues: 
 

The Council of Trent summarizes the Catholic faith by declaring: “Because  
Christ our Redeemer said that it was truly his body that he was offering under  
the species of bread, it has always been the conviction of the Church of God, 
and this holy Council now declares again, that by the consecration of the bread 
and wine there takes place a change of the whole substance of the bread into 

 
54Rom 8:34; cf. LG 48. 

55Cf. Mt. 25:31-46. 

56Sacrosanctum Concilium 7. 

57Council of Trent (1551): DS 1651. 

58Paul VI, Misterium Fidei 39. 
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the substance of the body of Christ our Lord and of the whole substance of the 
wine into the substance of his blood. This change the holy Catholic Church has 
fittingly and properly called transubstantiation.”59 (1376) 

 

 
59Council of Trent (1551): DS 1642; cf. Mt 26:26 ff.; Mk 14:22 ff.; Lk 22:19 ff. 

What does this word “transubstantiation” imply? As we have seen, in its document The 

Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Sacrament of the Eucharist: Basic Questions and Answers, 

the episcopal conference of this country, using language that is clear and simple, wrote: “Thus in 

the Eucharist the bread ceases to be bread in substance, and becomes the Body of Christ, while 

the wine ceases to be wine in substance, and becomes the Blood of Christ” (4). Even though they 

continue to appear to be bread and wine, what was bread before the consecration of the Mass no 

longer is after the consecration. It is human flesh. And what was wine, after the consecration, no 

longer is. It is human blood. In the Eucharist we have Jesus, living and present to us. John Paul 

II, quoting Paul VI in Ecclesia de Eucharistia, teaches us: 

Every theological explanation which seeks some understanding of this mystery,  
in order to be in accord with the Catholic faith, must firmly maintain that in  
objective reality, independently of our mind, the bread and wine have ceased  
to exist after the consecration, so that the adorable body and blood of the Lord  
Jesus from that moment are really before us under the sacramental species of  
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bread and wine.60

 
We will see in future chapters how key this belief is. 
 

How can such a change occur? St. John of Damascus tells us: 
 

But, if you ask how this happens, it is enough for you to hear that it is 
through the Holy Spirit, just as also from the Holy Theotokos through the 
Holy Spirit the Lord made flesh to subsist for Himself and in Himself. 
And we know nothing more, save that the word of God is true and 
energizes and is omnipotent, but the manner of this cannot be searched out. 
(John of Damascus, An Accurate Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 86)61

 

 
60Paul VI, Solemn Profession of Faith, 30 June 1968, 25: AAS 60 (1968), 442-443. 

61As cited in Sheerin, The Eucharist: Message of the Fathers of the Church (Wilmington, 
Delaware: Michael Glazier, 1986), 170. 

Ultimately, it is God - who is all powerful - who effects the change. The Church calls it a 

mystery, and we can never understand it completely. But we can see the foundation of the belief 

in the Jewish roots of Christianity. 
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To the Jew, a word was something sacred. A word once spoken has power to 

automatically effect that which is spoken. To speak a word is to reveal something of one’s self, it 

is to transmit energy, life, breath, hope.62 And a word once spoken is irrevocable - the spoken 

word of Esau forever changed his inheritance rights over to Jacob.  

In Genesis we see how the Word of God is active, causing things to begin to exist. In all 

the words God spoke, He finally spoke one which became flesh. 

For the Jew, the word spirit referred back to breath, to a continuous life-giving force. In 

the Eucharistic Prayer II of the Roman Missal we hear “Let your Spirit come upon these gifts to 

make them holy, so that they may become for us the Body and Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ.” 

This petition that the Spirit come to transform the bread and wine is called the “epiclesis.”63 

Then, we hear from the priest the words of the consecration “This is my Body,” and “This is the 

cup of my Blood.” The Catechism teaches: 

The Eucharistic presence of Christ begins at the moment of the consecration and endures 
as long as the Eucharistic species subsist.”64

 
Keep in mind the Jewish idea that a spoken word effects that which it names. The Catechism  
 
continues: 
 

 
62Evelio Garcia-Carreras, “Eucaristía: Alimento y Sacrificio (Banquete y Cena),” 

unpublished lecture for training of extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist. 

63Cf. Catechism 1353. 

64Ibid., 1377. 
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From the moment that a sacrament is celebrated in accordance with the 
intention of the Church, the power of Christ and his Spirit acts in and  
through it, independently of the personal holiness of the minister.  
Nevertheless, the fruits of the sacraments also depend on the disposition 
of the one who receives them.65

 
The power of Christ - not the power of the priest - the power of Christ and of his Spirit causes 

the change. And, the change depends on the intention of the Church, but not on the personal 

holiness of the priest.66 The faithful attending a Mass can rest assured that God can use the words 

even of a priest who is a great sinner to transform the species.  

The realization of the fruits of the Eucharist does depend on the spiritual disposition of 

the communicant. In order to receive the Eucharist worthily, in order to experience Its effects 

fully, that is, in order to be transformed and to receive the graces the sacrament can give, the 

Church teaches that a communicant needs to be “in a state of grace”67 - to be without grave sin 

that has not been confessed sacramentally with a priest. (Catechism 1385) The Church recently 

reaffirmed this teaching yet again in Redemptionis Sacramentum: 

The Penitential Act placed at the beginning of Mass, ... has the purpose of 

 
65Ibid., 1128. 

66Cf. Catechism 1128. 

67Cf. 1 Cor. 11:27-29; Catechism 1385. 
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preparing all to be ready to celebrate the sacred mysteries;68 even so, “it lacks the 
efficacy of the Sacrament of Penance”,69 and cannot be regarded as a substitute 
for the Sacrament of Penance in remission of graver sins. ... 

 
The Church’s custom shows that it is necessary for each person to examine himself  
at depth,70 and that anyone who is conscious of grave sin should not celebrate or 
receive the Body of the Lord without prior sacramental confession, ...  

 
68Cf. Missale Romanum, Ordo Missae, n. 4, p. 505. 

69Missale Romanum, Institutio Generalis, n. 51. 

70Cf. 1 Cor 11:28. 

The Church also requires that the communicant be baptized in the Catholic faith (that is, already 

initiated into the life of the Trinity that Jesus offers us), and pastorally She asks that the 

communicant have manifested reverence for the Eucharist by having fasted for one hour before 

receiving Communion (Catechism 1387). 
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 The Scriptures tell us that Jesus said something else the night of the Last Supper. “Do 

this in remembrance of me.” The Western European idea of, or definition of, “remember” is a 

passive recollection of an event in the past. The Jewish mind, or the Eastern mentality, sees the 

act of remembrance as a way of bringing an event out of the past and mystically making it 

actually a part of our own experience. We read in the article “The Worshiping Church” by 

George Florovsky71

The eucharistic rite is obviously an anamnesis, a ‘Memorial of the Lord,’ 
performed in His memory’, according to His ordinance. But on the other hand, 
it is undoubtedly not a mere commemoration of the Last Supper. In fact, it is 
the Last Supper itself. Christ Himself is actually present in the sacred rite, both 
as its supreme and perrenial minister and as the victim ... . In the strong words of 
St. John Chrysostom, each Eucharistic celebration is actually the Last Supper 
itself, in its full reality, without any diminution. ‘His table is the same as that 
and has nothing less’ (In Matt. Hom. 82). 

 

 
71George Florovsky, “The Worshipping Church,” The Festal Menion (London: Faber and 

Faber, 1969), 29-30. As cited in Jonathan Morse, Holy Things for the Holy: Henosis and Theosis 
as fruits of the Eucharist in Slavic Byzantine Theology. An unpublished dissertation presented at 
the Greenwich School of Theology, London. 

When Jesus said “This is My Body” and “This is the cup of My Blood, do this in remembrance 

of me,” what he was saying is that every time we were to do so, we would come to experience 

his presence among us in just as real a way as the disciples did at the time of the Supper. And, 

this is the point at which Jesus changed, transformed, the Jewish Passover that celebrated the 

Exodus event - the event in Jewish history that brought liberation from slavery in Egypt - into 

our Mass - the event that celebrates our definitive liberation from the slavery of sin. 
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In the Old Covenant bread and wine were offered in sacrifice among the first fruits 
of the earth as a sign of grateful acknowledgement to the Creator. But they also  
received a new significance in the context of the Exodus: the unleavened bread  
that Israel eats every year at Passover commemorates the haste of the departure 
that liberated them from Egypt; the remembrance of the manna in the desert will 
always recall to Israel that it lives by the bread of the Word of God;72 their daily  
bread is the fruit of the promised land, the pledge of God’s faithfulness to his 
promises. The “cup of blessing”73 at the end of the Jewish Passover meal adds to 
the festive joy of wine an eschatological dimension: the messianic expectation of 
the rebuilding of Jerusalem. When Jesus instituted the Eucharist, he gave a new and 
definitive meaning to the blessing of the bread and the cup. (Catechism 1334) 

 
John Paul II reiterates: 
 

The institution of the Eucharist sacramentally anticipated the events which were 
about to take place, beginning with the agony in Gethsemane. (Ecclesia de  
Eucharistia 3) 

 
In this gift Jesus Christ entrusted to his Church the perrenial making present of the 
paschal mystery. With it he brought about a mysterious “oneness in time” between 
that Triduum and the passage of the centuries. (5) 

 
Christ makes present within time the mystery of his death and resurrection. In it 
he is received in person as the “living bread come down from heaven” (John 6:51), 
and with him we receive the pledge of eternal life and a foretaste of the eternal 
banquet of the heavenly Jerusalem. (Mane nobiscum, Domine 3) 

 

 
72Cf. Deut 8:3. 

731 Cor 10:16. 

He also tells us in Mane ... that “a primary aspect of the Eucharistic mystery,” an important facet 

of the diamond, “one which should always be present in the devotion of the People of God: The 

Eucharist is a mystery of light!” (11) He continues that the Eucharist is light above all because at 

every liturgy the Word of God - the table of the Word - is united to the Eucharistic sacrifice - the 

table of the Bread (12). “The Eucharist unfolds in a dynamic context of signs containing a rich 
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and luminous message. Through these signs the mystery in some way opens up before the eyes 

of the believer” (14).  

We are approaching a full circle back to the first facet of the diamond that we examined. 

Christ came to make himself a bridge between us and our God, to make us capable of crossing 

the chasm that we created with our sin. The same Body which hung on the Cross at Calvary, the 

same Blood wich was spilled into the dust of its hill, are present as well on the altar in each 

celebration of the Holy Mass. At last the link between Calvary and our salvation is clear: when 

we receive Communion, we re-unite ourselves physically, bodily, with our God, closing the 

separation. 

The sacrifice of Christ and the sacrifice of the Eucharist are one single sacrifice: 
“The victim is one and the same: the same now offers through the ministry of 
priests, who then offered himself on the cross; only the manner of offering is different.” 
And since “in this divine sacrifice which is celebrated in the Mass, the same Christ who 
offered himself once in a bloody manner on the altar of the cross is contained and  
offered in an unbloody manner ... this sacrifice is truly propitiatory.”74 (Catechism 1367) 

 

And this has profound implications for our daily lives. 

The Eucharist is also the sacrifice of the Church ... In the Eucharist, 
the sacrifice of Christ becomes also the sacrifice of the members of his 
Body. The lives of the faithful, their praise, sufferings, prayer, and work, 
are united with those of Christ and with his total offering, and so acquire 
a new value.75  (1368) 

 

 
74Council of Trent (1562): Doctrina de ss. Missae sacrificio, c.2: DS 1743; cf. Heb 9:14, 

27. 

75Catechism, 1368. 
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The offerings of bread and wine represent us - fruit of the earth/vine and work of human 

hands, as the ritual words from the offertory of the Roman Missal say. Vatican II teaches: 

“Taking part in the Eucharistic Sacrifice, which is the fount and apex of the whole Christian life, 

[the participants] offer the divine Victim to God, and offer themselves along with It.76 (Lumen 

Gentium 11) We are on the paten, offering ourselves in union with Christ, thus offering our lives 

to be consumed for the good of our brothers, the same as the Host is consumed and as Christ 

permitted his life to be consumed on the cross. 

For example, Fr. Bryan Pierce, O.P. told the following story to his pastoral ministry 

students. A volunteer from the St. Vincent de Paul society received the names and addresses of 

two families who had asked for help. It was around dusk when he found the first address. A 

woman opened the door to the trailer and invited him in. The volunteer noted a ragamuffin girl, 

the kitchen without any furniture, the living room with just a chair, a bed, and a small light. She 

was not Catholic but wanted them to help her with food and the electric payment. The volunteer 

promised to return the following day with food. Then he asked about the other family at the 

second address on that same street. The woman pointed to another smaller trailer alongside hers. 

The volunteer took leave of her and went to visit the second family. On the way his foot tripped 

over an electric extension cord running from the first trailer to the second. He realized the first 

woman was giving of her electricity so the other family might have an electric light.  

“That woman was Eucharist,” Fr. Bryan told us. “We are called to give of ourselves to 

the point of death. To give and give and give ... do THIS in remembrance of me. Then you can 

                                                 
76CF. Pius XII, encyclical “Mediator Dei,” Nov 20, 1947: AAS 39 (1947), especially pp. 

552 f. 



 
 53 

                                                

go   to church and truly celebrate, as opposed to the empty celebration of a night out on the 

town..”77  

 
77The story of this woman was told by Rev. Bryan Pierce, O.P. in “Sacramentos,” one of 

a series of lectures for pastoral formation sponsored by the Archdiocese of Atlanta at Immaculate 
Heart of Mary parish, Atlanta, GA, December 1990. It first appeared in written form in the 
unpublished original edition of Un Taller/Retiro para Ministros Extraordinarios de la Sagrada 
Eucaristía which formed my D Min project for the Graduate Theological Foundation. It later 
appeared in the catechetical newsletter of the Archdiocese of Atlanta Datelines in March of 1966 
under Rev. Pierce’s own authorship. 

The Eucharistic Lord calls us to that kind of complete self giving. The Catechism tells us: 

“The Eucharist commits us to the poor. To receive in truth the Body and Blood of Christ given 

up for us, we must recognize Christ in the poorest, his brethren” (1397). 
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The twentieth century saw a flood of apostolic letters and encyclicals that dealt with the 

theme of social justice, written by the popes the Lord sent to his Church at that moment in time. 

There is not space enough here to review all of their teachings,78 beginning with Rerum Novarum 

by Leo XIII in 1891, continuing with Quadragesimo Anno by Pius XI in 1931; Mater et 

Magistra in 1961 and Pacem en Terris in 1963 by John XXIII; Populorum Progressio by Paul 

VI in 1967; Centissimus Anno in 1991, Ecclesia in America in 1999, and Novo Millenio Ineunte 

in 2000 by John Paul II, as well as a plethora of lesser known papal or dicastral letters in 

addition to the documents of Vatican II and the documents from episcopal conferences such as 

Medellín or Puebla. In paragraph 20 of his encyclical Ecclesia de Eucharistia (20), John Paul II 

summarizes all that has been said, and goes beyond to connect the teachings on social justice 

directly to their foundation in the Catholic belief in the presence of Jesus in the Eucharist. 

A significant consequence of the eschatological tension inherent in the Eucharist is  
also the fact that it spurs us on our journey through history and plants a seed of living 
hope in our daily commitment to the work before us. Certainly the Christian vision  
leads to the expectation of “new heavens” and “a new earth” (Rev 21:1), but this 
increases, rather than lessens, our sense of responsibility for the world today.79 I 

 
78The Vatican itself has just released a Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the 

Catholic Church which gives such a review. 

79Cf. Second Vatican Ecumenical Council, Pastoral Constitution on the Church in the 
Modern World Gaudium et Spes, 39. 

wish to reaffirm this forcefully at the beginning of the new millenium, so that Christians 
will feel more obliged than ever not to neglect their duties as citizens in this world. 
Theirs is the task of contributing with the light of the Gospel to the building of a  
more human world, a world fully in harmony with God’s plan. 
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... 
 

Proclaiming the death of the Lord “until he comes” (1 Cor 11:26) entails that all 
who take part in the Eucharist be committed to changing their lives and making them 
in a certain way completely “Eucharistic”. It is this fruit of a transfigured existence  
and a commitment to transforming the world in accordance with the Gospel which 
splendidly illustrates the eschatological tension inherent in the celebration of the  
Eucharist and in the Christian life as a whole: “Come, Lord Jesus” (Rev 22:20) 

 
 
Cardinal Arinze recently took the opportunity to re-emphasize this. “The Holy Eucharist 

commits us to undertake initiatives to promote development, justice and peace. ... There is no 

doubt that the Holy Eucharist commits us to strive to make this world a better place in which to 

live.”80  

Just as the woman visited by St. Vincent de Paul in Brownsville, TX, the Lord calls us to 

give ourselves to him completely. Anyone who dares to approach the altar for Communion, who 

dares to receive the Body and Blood of Christ, makes himself/herself part of what the Church 

calls the Mystical Body of Christ. We become the Body and Blood of Christ when we receive 

Communion. The pope is challenging us to ask ourselves if we are willing to walk that far with 

our Lord. Are we willing to be consumed as the Host and the Precious Blood are consumed? 

With that, we have arrived at the point where one more turn of the diamond brings us 

back to where we started, with Jesus physically present to us as he was present to his disciples at 

the Last Supper uniting them and us once again with his Father in spite of our sinful state. Let us 

draw this chapter to a close by letting Pope John Paul II speak to us one more time. 

 
80Francis Cardinal Arinze, op. cit. 

The Church draws her life from the Eucharist. This truth does not simply express 
a daily experience of faith, but recapitulates the heart of the mystery of the Church. 
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In a variety of ways she joyfully experiences the constant fulfillment of the promise: 
“Lo, I am with you always, to the close of the age” (Mt 28:20), but in the Holy 
Eucharist, through the changing of bread and wine into the body and blood of the  
Lord, she rejoices in this presence with unique intensity. Ever since Pentecost, 
when the Church, the People of the New Covenant, began her pilgrim journey 
towards her heavenly homeland, the Divine Sacrament has continued to mark the 
passing of her days, filling them with confident hope. (Ecclesia de Eucharistia 1). 
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 CHAPTER THREE 

 The Reformation Theologies Appear in Roman Catholic Thinking 

 

We saw in the second chapter that according to the magisterium of the Catholic Church, 

the Eucharist is the source and summit of all activity of a Catholic Christian. It is the center of 

the faith and the reason for all being and doing. It is the Eucharist - Sacrifice-Sacrament (with 

roots in the sacrifice of the lamb during the Jewish Pasch which celebrates the Exodus from 

Egypt), Presence-Sacrament, and Communion-Sacrament (including, communion with the saints 

in the celestial banquet) - which we celebrate on Sunday, it is the Eucharist that forms the 

Church itself, it is the Eucharist that animates all ministerial or apostolic activity, and it is the 

doctrine of the Eucharist which is at the foundation of all theological or doctrinal explanation 

that the magisterium gives. Specifically, all official sacramental theology, ecclesiology, and 

christology of the Catholic Church are derived from the belief that the Eucharist is one and the 

same as the Sacrifice made at Calvary, that all who receive Eucharist are drawn into unity with 

God and with each other, because the Eucharist is physically Jesus (it has ceased to be bread or 

to be wine).  

Nevertheless, the studies we examined in the first chapter show that not all grass-roots level 

Catholics understand the Eucharist as the magisterium of the Catholic Church teaches it. 

Let us return to the first chapter to what Mr. Snyder said about the study his Center 

sponsored.“It is like these people are off on their own and feeling free to pick up whatever 

theories that seem to be floating around, and there are a variety of theories in that class now,” 

which are causing the “terrible confusion on the part of Catholics concerning one of the most 
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fundamental doctrines of the Roman Catholic Church.”81  

In the next three chapters we will examine writings of various theologians, most of whom 

would identify themselves as Catholic, looking for these “theories that seem to be floating 

around” which have moved out from magisterial teaching. But before we begin to look at these 

theologians’ work, we need to ask what motivated them to step beyond their own Church’s 

teachings. 

In 1988 the Centro de Pastoral Litúrgica in Barcelona published a small book Acuerdos 

Ecumenicos Sobre la Eucaristía in which Antonio Matabosch, in his introduction to the 

Anglican-Catholic accord on Eucharistic doctrine and the the accord from the Dombres group, 

gave this opinion:82

In the ecumenical dialogue the problem of the Eucharist has always had a preferred  
place. Not in vain has it been, since the Reformation, one of the sources of 
discord and separation. Since the sixteenth century the positions have been 
diversifiying until they have become a virtual mosaic. (5) 

 

Jerome Kodell has described this mosaic in more theological terminology: 

 

There are many different approaches to the Eucharist among Christians. It has 
no place at all in the worship of some Christians, others celebrate it rarely; while 
some Churches have the Eucharist every Sunday, frequently during the week 
or even daily. Among these Christian communities there is also a variety 
in the meaning of the eucharistic ritual. The Eucharist is a commemoration or 
re-enactment of the Last Supper, in which the risen Lord Jesus is present 

 
81http://www.traditio.com/tradlib/polls.txt 

82Translations to English of Matabosch’s comments are my own. 
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symbolically or really. The bread and wine are given a different meaning or 
they become really different, the body and blood of the Lord. The ritual is a 
community meal only or it is also a sacrificial banquet. (The Eucharist in the New 
Testament 11-12) 

And Max Thurian agrees. 

In the course of the Church’s tradition different conceptions of the presence 
of Christ in the Eucharist appeared. They all represent an effort of human 
intelligence to understand an unfathomable mystery of the faith. (The Mystery 
of the Eucharist 32) 

This “mosaic” - which appeared in Christianity’s second millenium and which spread like 

wildfire with the Age of Reformation - is now making itself visible among the Catholics in the 

studies in the first chapter. The Catholics in the Gallup study who chose the beliefs that do not 

represent Catholic teaching were simply reflecting the mosaic of Eucharistic theories present 

here in the United States among Protestants because no one had clearly presented them the 

official teaching of the Catholic Church in an authoritative and believable manner. 

Why not? I would like to suggest that Catholic theologians involved in the early steps of 

the ecumenical movement, in their enthusiasm to find unity of the faith, have dedicated so much 

energy to the efforts to emphasize the beliefs we do have in common with other ecclesial 

communities that, intentionally even though sincerely and without intending to have depreciated 

the additional Catholic beliefs we do not hold in common, they have set aside the need to teach 

all that the Church believes. In fact, the loss of belief among grassroots Catholics because of 

misplaced ecumenical sensitivity has now become so widespread that the highest levels of 

magisterium have felt it necessary to address the problem. The very recent Redemptionis 

Sacramentum from Cardinal Arinze repeats “with sadness” (8) what Pope John Paul II had 

written a year earlier in the encyclical Ecclesia de Eucharistia: “This has led ... to ecumenical 
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initiatives which, albeit well-intentioned, indulge in Eucharistic practices contrary to the 

disciplines by which the Church expresses her faith. ... The Eucharist is too great a gift to 

tolerate ambiguity and depreciation.” (Ecclesia de Eucaristía 10 or Redemptionis Sacramentum 

8) 

Joseph Powers seems to agree that ecumenical concerns are involved. He states: 

Ecumenical studies have tended to abandon the polemical concentration 
of the theology of the eucharist on the questions of the real presence and the 
sacrifice of the Mass and introduced a new unity into the theology of the Eucharist.  
With the ecumencial concentration on what is common to all Christian belief, there has 
been a renewed interest in the Eucharist as a sacrament ... . (Eucharistic Theology 45) 

 
In fact, he feels non-Catholic ecumenical writers may have sparked their Catholic peers to enter  
 
into this process.  

 
Thus the ecumenical writings of Leenhardt, Thurian, de Baciocchi, Dupont,  
Ghysens and others began the discussion. In more Catholic circles, a fresh approach 
to the understanding of the meaning of Christ’s presence appeared in the works of 
Verbeek and Schoonenberg. (125) 

 
These treatments of the Eucharist all have in common an ecumenical background 
and intention. In April of 1965, however, a more specifically Catholic development 
entered the scene with the attempts of Catholic theologians to present the doctrine of 
the Eucharist in terms of more contemporary modes of thought and expression. (120) 

 
In the meeting of the Catholic theologians in Holland in 1962, S. Trooster, S.J., 
presented all the developments both in Catholic and Protestant theology, taking 
note of the Protestant theological efforts which aim at eventual intercommunion 
and the current Catholic discussions of real presence and transubstantiation.83  (129) 

 
Matabosch also says in his commentaries that follow the texts of the accords: 

 
83Trooster, S., S.J., “De eucharistische werkelijke tegenwoordiheid van Christus in de 

hedendagse protestants een katholieke theologie,” Jaarboek (van de Werkgenootschap van 
katholieke Theologen in Nederland, 1962), 113-136. 
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The Anglican-Roman commission and the Dombres group found themselves faced  
with serious problems to reaching agreement, especially regarding the sacrificial 
character of the Eucharist and the presence of Christ. (22) 

 
The Council of Trent84 clearly affirmed the sacrificial character of the Eucharist 
when it said: “if anyone says that the Mass which is offered is not a true and 
appropriate sacrifice ... let him be anathema.” ... Protestants, on their part, ...  
traditionally are opposed to any formula that implies “offering” or “sacrifice”  
and insist on the reception of the fruits of the one and only sacrifice on the cross. 
Along this line of thinking, the Thirty-One articles from the Anglican Communion say: 
...The sacrifices of the Masses in which, as is commonly said, the priest offers to 
Christ for the living and for the dead, in order to obtain the remission of punishment  
and of culpability, are nothing else than blasphemous fables and dangerous deceits. 
(22-23) 

 
The presence of Christ in the Eucharist is the second nucleus of difficulties.  
Following the Council of Trent, Roman Catholics have always insisted in the 
true and real presence of Christ, in order to distinguish it from a mere figurative, the 
simple sign or the pure power of Christ. The council also affirms that “The  
Catholic Church suitable and properly calls transubstantiation” the conversion  
of the bread and wine into the body and blood of Christ. (D. 884) 

 
The term transubstantiation is universally criticized by the Protestants. Number 28  
of the 39 Anglican articles says this: “The Transubstantiation (change of the substance 
of Bread and Wine) at the Supper of the Lord cannot be proved in the Scriptures, 
is contrary to their very letter, destroys the nature of the Sacrament and gives 
grounding to a number of superstitions.” (23) 

 

 
84Please recall that the new Catechism of the Catholic Church written under the direction 

of John Paul II did not appear until some years after Matabosch writes here. For that reason he 
cites the Catechism of the Council of Trent. The new Catechism of the Catholic Church 
reaffirms all the doctrine that the Council of Trent had taught.  

The two serious problems surface immediately from Matabosch. According to the Catholic 

Church, it is “anathema” to deny that the Mass is the Sacrifice of Calvary, according to the 

Protestants the word “sacrifice” is not acceptable. The term “transubstantiation,” universally 
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criticized by Protestants, has been affirmed time and again by the Catholic Church. Given that 

the Eucharist is at the same time Sacrifice-Sacrament, Communion-Sacrament, and Presence-

Sacrament according to the Catholic Church, and if the Protestants firmly refuse to acknowledge 

both Sacrifice-Sacrament and the Catholic sense of Presence-Sacrament, then instead of 

demonstrating how much in agreement on the Eucharist we are among the denominations, the 

first ecumenical accords brought to light how firmly in disaccord we are.  

Powers, too, tells us: “The opposition of the Reformation to the eucharist took a two-fold 

form: the argument over the real presence and the rejection of the sacrificial character of the 

Mass.” (31) It seems there was agreement only on the third, Communion-Sacrament: the 

Eucharist in some manner (although the explanations of the manner also contradicted each other) 

signifies the communion of the believers with their Savior.  

Participating in the same bread and the same cup in a given place realizes 
among those who receive communion unity with the whole Christ, unity among  
themselves, and unity with others who take communion throughout all time 
and all places. Sharing the same bread makes manifest the belonging to the 
Church in its catholicity, the mystery of redemption is revealed in their eyes 
and the whole body grows in grace. 

 
Communion is, thus, the source and power of all communal life among 
Christians. (Dombres 21) 

 
By means of the life, death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, God has reconciled 
men with Himself, and in Christ offers unity to all humanity. With his word, 
God calls us to a new relation with Himself, as our Father and with each other 
as His sons - a relation inaugurated by Baptism in Christ, through the Holy Spirit, 
nourished and deepened by the Eucharist, and expressed in the confession 
of one faith and one common life of loving service. (Anglican-Catholic 2) 

 
Upon giving himself, Christ reunites all those who participate in his supper: the 
multitude is converted into “one single body” (1 Cor 10, 17). By the power of the 

  Holy Spirit the participants are built into one same people of God. (The Supper of  
the Lord - Roman Catholic/ Evangelical Lutheran 20) 
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Unfortunately for the ecumenical movement, in Redentor Hominis John Paul II says that the 

Eucharist “is at one and the same time a Sacrifice-Sacrament, a Communion-Sacrament, and a 

Presence-Sacrament.” Those few words say that, according to the magisterium of the Catholic 

Church, one cannot accept one aspect of the sacrament (Communion-Sacrament) but discard the 

rest because it is not convenient to one’s purposes, as laudable as those purposes may be. 

Attempts to “present the doctrine of the Eucharist in terms of more contemporary modes of 

thought and expression” (Powers, 120) cannot reduce Eucharistic doctrine to its lowest common 

denominator, to only the beliefs in common among the denominations, and at the same time 

expect to be seen as if they were in union with the magisterium. That would be like reducing the 

will of the Father (with which we human beings are to put our actions into accord to avoid sin - 

and the loss of salvation) to the “lowest common denominator” of the few parts of that will 

which theologians or human beings in general have agreed that they want to accept. 

Matabosch has shown us that the Roman Catholic teaching on transubstantiation formed 

a major obstacle to ecumenical efforts to bring about intercommunion. Joseph Powers traced 

efforts of ecumenically minded theologians - first Protestants, but then Roman Catholics too - to 

find a way to explain Eucharist that side-stepped the problem transubstantiation presented. Those 

efforts have continued long after Powers' book was completed, as shown by the findings in the 

writings of  theologians right up to the end of the twentieth century that we will be examining in 

the next three chapters, especially in Chapter Six. These theological efforts had been without the 

desired result - agreement sufficient to warrant intercommunion among the denominations, to 

include the Catholic Church. 

Ultimately, it was the magisterium itself which stumbled across the way to explain the 
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Catholic belief without the use of the problematic words "transubstantiation" or "real presence" 

and their accompanying mosaic of interpretations. Of course, the Eastern Catholic Church has 

insisted all along that it exists, as the Rev. Dr. Morse has noted in his dissertation; the Eastern 

Catholic Church and in particular the Slavic Byzantine tradition accepts transubstantiation as “an 

acceptable expression, but not the only explanation” for the Eucharist.85  As early in the 

twentieth century as June of 1968, Pope Paul VI, in Solemn Profession of Faith had set a 

standard by which to judge the orthodoxy of Eucharistic teachings and theologies. 

Every theological explanation which seeks some understanding of this mystery, 
in order to be in accord with Catholic faith, must firmly maintain that in  
objective reality, independently of our mind, the bread and wine have ceased to 
exist after the consecration, so that the adorable body and blood of the Lord  
Jesus from that moment on are really before us under the sacramental species  
of bread and wine. (30 June 1968), 25: AAS 60 (1968), 442-443.) 

 

The doctrinal document on the Eucharist which the USCCB approved at its June 2000 meeting, 

The Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Eucharist, Basic Questions and Answers, states (as we 

have seen elsewhere in this dissertation): “ ... the bread ceases to be bread in substance, and 

becomes the Body of Christ, while the wine ceases to be wine in substance, and becomes the 

Blood of Christ.” (4) Although the USCCB has not here completely put aside the scholastic 

terminology of St. Thomas Aquinas, it preserves the word “substance”, their phrase does indeed 

leave all vagueness behind as it makes clear that what we see on the altar after the priest 

pronounces the words of consecration (the institution narration, or, the epiclesis according to the 

teaching of the Eastern Catholic Churches) in fact IS NOT bread; likewise what the chalice 

contains after the words of consecration (or after the epiclesis) IS NOT wine any longer, even if 

 
85Morse, op.cit., p.83. 
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they still appear to be bread and wine. Then, when in 2003 Pope John Paul himself adopted this 

same language, he left the last vestiges of scholasticism behind, as he repeated the standard for 

discerning the orthodoxy of Eucharistic theology that Pope Paul VI had set.86

 
86Ecclesia de Eucharistia 15. 
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The ecumenical convergence document of the World Council of Churches Baptism, 

Eucharist, and Ministry (BEM), more recently released than the other ecumenical statements we 

have just examined here and developed over a far longer period of time,87  also attempts to 

explain the Eucharist while still not coming to an  acceptance of the Catholic teaching that the 

bread ceases to be bread and the wine ceases to be wine. The Roman Catholic response to BEM 

correctly points out that the position on Eucharist in BEM has moved a great deal toward an 

understanding of much of what the magisterium teaches. 

Theologians coming from groups that were historically often in direct theological 
confrontation and disagreement with each other, now together claimed 
agreement and/or convergence on key areas of faith. This itself is a  
remarkable achievement. (Churches Respond to BEM vol vi p. 2) 

 
We can speak in positive terms of many things said in the treatment of the 
sacramental aspects of baptism, eucharist and ministry in BEM. There are many  
areas of convergence. (p. 6) 
 
Catholics can recognize in the statement on the eucharist much that corresponds 
to the understanding and practice of the apostolic faith, or, as it is said in the 
document, the faith of the church through the ages. (p. 16) 

 
But it also notes that BEM stops short of the Catholic understanding of transubstantiation. 

On the one hand, we welcome the convergence that is taking place. On the 
other hand, we must note that for Catholic doctrine, the conversion of the 
elements is a matter of faith and is only open to possible new theological  
explanations as to the “how” of the intrinsic change. The content of the word 
“transubstantiation” ought to be expressed without ambiguity. For Catholics this is 
a central mystery of faith, and they cannot accept expressions that are ambiguous. (22) 

 

 
87For a rather indepth history of the development of this document, see Geoffrey 

Wainwright, “Growing into One Eucharistic Fellowship” in Midstream 18 (1979): 63-67 and 
“The Lima Text in the History of Faith and Order” in Studia Liturgica 16 (1986): 6-21. 
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Perhaps this is not all that surprising. Max Thurian, from the Taize community, who has been 

responsible for the documentation of the responses coming to the Faith and Order Committee of 

the WCC is fully aware BEM does not represent unity but merely commitment to try to find the 

much-sought-after unity of doctrine. In the preface to the first volume of responses published by 

the WCC Thurian notes: 

The official responses of the churches to BEM are a significant expression of 
this broader reception process, but they do not mark the conclusion of the process. 
Rather, they will, in many cases, provide additional encouragement for further 
reflection. (p. v) 

 

In spite of the barrier the Catholic belief has formed for ecumenical dialogues, the magisterium 

of the Catholic Church has stood absolutely iron-firm, insisting sometimes gently and sometimes 

forcefully that its teaching on the Eucharist is unmovable, that it is not a “position” on the 

Eucharist that is up for discussion. And, the magisterium has become concerned over the drift 

away from this belief among grassroots Catholics to the point of having issued major teaching 

documents to be sure the drift is reversed. Why all the insistence that the Catholic magisterium is 

right and that the rest of the Christian brotherhood needs to continue to move toward the 

Catholic understanding of Eucharist?  

Let us turn now to the theologians themselves who have advocated the positions which so 

profoundly have worried the Catholic magisterium to see if we can begin to understand why the 

Catholic Church has remained so very firm.  
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 CHAPTER FOUR 

 Loss of the Link between the Last Supper and the Calvary Event: Sacrifice-Sacrament 

 

In Chapter One we had reviewed the work of Mark Searle and the other researchers at 

Notre Dame, noting that their work falls into the trap of defining Eucharist as merely the human 

activity of gathering to worship. We noticed that Report 5 misstated Lumen Gentium; it is not the 

gathering of the assembly for liturgical celebrations that forms the “source and summit” of 

Catholic Christian life, rather it is specifically the Eucharist - as It is celebrated in the Sacrifice 

of the Mass which is one and the same as the Sacrifice at Calvary - which is the “source and 

summit” of Catholic activity. Mark Searle, in his book Liturgy Made Simple expresses the 

opinion: 

When Christ celebrated that Last Supper with his disciples on the night 
he was betrayed, he told them, “Do this in memory of me.” But what was it 
that he was doing that we had to do in his memory? From all accounts he was 
celebrating a meal, a Jewish ritual meal. It was probably not a Passover 
meal in the strict sense, though some echoes of the Passover celebration have 

  colored the Church’s memory of that occasion and its understanding of what 
Jesus was doing. (53-54) 

 
But, if the Last Supper was not a celebration of the Jewish Passover, then what kind of meal was  
 
being celebrated? Jerome Kodell has studied exactly this question in his book The Eucharist in 
the  
 
New Testament. He finds in the Scriptures that 
 

All the accounts place the Supper on the night before Jesus 
died. But there is a major discrepancy about the date of the Supper. For the 
Synoptics the Supper is a Passover meal, taking place on the first evening of  

     Passover, while the lambs are being slaughtered in the temple. In John’s 
account, the death of Jesus takes place at the hour of the sacrifice of the  
Passover lambs, and the supper is held the previous night, a day earlier 
than in the Synoptics. Though Jesus’ death is related to the Passover in John, 
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the Last Supper is not a Passover meal. (19) 
 
In his second chapter Kodell reviews the studies of the Scriptural descriptions of the Last Supper  
 
that have been done by various theologians. Kodell examines, with a brief summary of their  
 
conclusions: Jeremias, Lietzmann, Schürmann, Bornkmann, Delorme, Betz, Patsch, and others 
 
lesser known or more recent. From them Kodell himself then concludes: 
 

The radical scepticism of scholars early in this century has given way to  
growing confidence in the historical trustworthiness of the eucharistic institution  
accounts. This shift is due in large part to the leadership of Joachim Jeremias in  
his direct challenge to critical pessimism beginning in the 1930's. ... 

Today most Catholic and Protestant critics agree in principle on the 
trustworthiness of the Supper accounts, and have even drawn closer on the 
sacramental implications.88 Scholarly debate continues on many issues, however; 
for example, how much in the accounts is attributable to Jesus and how much to 
the Church, whether the Last Supper was a Passover meal, and how the  
interdependency of the traditions is to be understood. (37) 

 
In his third chapter Kodell examines the various types of Jewish ritual meals looking, in the 

theological studies and writings of the twentieth century, for what types of meals would fit the 

description in the Scriptures of what happened during the Last Supper. Kodell summarizes his 

study: 

In searching for the context of the Last Supper, various Jewish meal rituals 
have been considered over the years, among them the Kiddush, the Haburah meal 
and the Essene meal. These forms have been largely abandoned as candidates;  
today the discussion revolves around the general category of the Jewish festive 
meal, or to the specific format used for the Passover meal. Recently, investigating  
the development of the Lord’s Supper, attention has been drawn to the todah 
meal of thank offering and the todah theme contained in the Jewish benediction 
after meals. (52) 

 

 
88See, for example, the fruits of the Lutheran, American Catholic dialogues: The 

Eucharist as Sacrifice (1967), Eucharist and Ministry (1970), The Eucharist (1980). 
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In the end, Kodell decides that it is not important for Eucharistic doctrine if the Last 

Supper was a Passover meal or some other Jewish ritual. To Kodell what matters is that he is 

convinced Jesus thought Himself to be the new lamb who would be sacrificed to bring liberty to 

his people from the slavery of sin just as the lamb sacrificed at the Jewish Passover was to bring 

liberty from slavery to the Jewish people. 

Though the Last Supper was not the Passover meal of that year, the proximity 
of the feast added passover overtones to the meal which left their mark 
in the memory of the Church. The Eucharist is not interpreted in light of the 
Passover, but elsewhere Jesus’ victory is spoken of as an exodus (Lk 9:31), 
and Paul refers to “Christ our Passover” (1 Cor 5:7). Jesus himself may have 
implied a comparison to the Passover lamb in referring to his blood being poured 
out. This thesis is developed by John (Jn 19:36).  (66) 

 
Kodell explains his opinion that Jesus himself implied the comparison between his Blood poured 

out for us and the blood of the paschal lamb of the Jews.  

Covenant blood is always sacrificial blood. We find here the germ of the  
legitimate development of the sacrifice terminology found in the Letter  
to the Hebrews (9:26; 10:12) and later in the church; and the source as  
well of the concept of the Eucharist as “unbloody sacrifice.”89

             
Nevertheless, in concluding that the Last Supper was not a Passover meal - the sacrifice 

of a lamb that, with the shedding of its blood brought the Jewish people of God final and 

definitive liberty from Egyptian slavery - but another similar ritual, we lose the sacrificial link 

between what Jesus did in Calvary and what, according to magisterial teaching, the Holy Mass 

does for us - liberate us definitively from the slavery of sin. If the Last Supper was not a Jewish 

Passover meal, then, have Kodell’s studies of the Scriptures that narrate the moments of the Last 

 
89The idea of communion as a sharing in the sacrifice can be found  in 1 Co 10:18-21. 

Also see Sverre Aalen, “Das Abendmahl als Opdernahl im Neuen Testament,” NT 6 (19630 131-
134). 
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Supper been able to present evidence that Catholic teachings that the Eucharist is to be seen as 

Sacrifice-Sacrament are not the truth revealed by the Holy Spirit?  

Maybe, but then again maybe not. In his book The Mystery of the Eucharist Max 

Thurian, who has been involved in the ecumenical efforts of the World Council of Churches that 

produced BEM, also disagrees with Kodell: 

The Lord's Supper, or Christian Eucharist, cannot be understood unless it is 
placed in the context of the liturgical meal, celebrated to this day every year 
at the Passover season. “I have longed with all my heart to eat this Passover 
with you before my suffering”, said Jesus to his disciples, “for I will never eat it 
again until it is fulfilled in the Kingdom of God” (Luke 22, 15-16) This paschal 
meal will be considered as the supreme sacrifice when the sacrifices of the  
Temple are no more, it will be the great memorial of the deliverance of God's 
people. (13) 

 
Scott Hahn, in his video The Fourth Cup, also comes to a conclusion opposite from 

Kodell. The surprising opinion Hahn gives: the Last Supper not only was a celebration of the 

Jewish Passover meal, but what Jesus did in the cenacle that night continued in Gethsemane and 

on the cross, definitively linking the Last Supper to the Sacrifice of Calvary and making it part of 

a single salvific action that began with the Supper and ended Sunday with the Resurrection - 

completely in accord with Catholic teaching that the Triduum celebration is a single event, not 

three separate celebrations. Hahn proposes that after the singing of the ritual psalms that follows 

the action of eating, Jesus went to the Garden before having finished the entire ritual. He left the 

fourth cup of wine, the cup of blessing, without having celebrated it. According to Hahn, Jesus at 

last drank from the fourth cup on the cross itself, at the moment he gave over His spirit to the 

Father in human death. "When Jesus took the wine, he said, 'Now it is finished.' Then he bowed 

his head, and delivered over his spirit." (John 19:30) 

If Hahn is right, then he has explained why what the Scriptures present does not seem to 
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be a Passover meal but rather a shorter ritual meal. The discrepancy concerning the date that 

Kodell notes can also be explained by Hahn's theory - Jesus in fact began the Jewish Passover 

meal the night before the correct date, knowing that the part at the heart of the ritual - the 

sacrifice of the Lamb - would not be finished until the following day, the same day as the Jewish 

Passover. This strongly challenges Protestant aversion to seeing the Eucharist as a sacrifice as 

well as the tendency to reduce the Eucharist to a communal sharing of blessed but otherwise 

unchanged bread and wine.  

Geoffrey Wainwright, who chaired the drafting group and introduced BEM to the full 

Faith and Order Commission at Lima tackles the issue from a different angle.  In his book Is the 

Reformation Over he notes the Roman Catholic response to BEM stated concepts of a sacrifice of 

“praise, thanks, and intercession” as expressed in BEM were inadequate to Catholic 

understanding of this area of Eucharistic doctrine. (30) The Catholic magisterium would 

certainly admit the Eucharist includes elements of praise, thanksgiving and intercessory prayer,90 

but of course has been quick to point out repeatedly the Eucharist cannot be understood 

 
90The Liturgy of the Hours (also known as the “office,”) is the official prayer of the 

Catholic Church which its clergy are required to offer daily (laity may participate but are not 
required to do so). This prayer service is in fact a service of praise, thanksgiving for His having 
given us salvation, and intercession. Catholic magisterium understands the Mass to be praise, 
thanksgiving, intercession, but also something deeper and more profound, a concrete link to 
salvation itself. Cf. Catechism 1135-1134, 1348-1361. 



 
 73 

                                                

independently of the event at Calvary nor can it be reduced to just a fraternal meal, nor to just a 

word sacrifice.91 The Eucharist cannot be understood to be a shorter Jewish ritual meal, it has to 

be seen in the full context of the paschal sacrifice.  

 
91Cf. Ecclesia de Eucharistia 10 and 12; Redemptionis Sacramentum 8 and 38; Mane 

nobiscum, Domine 14-15. 
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David Power also picks up on the discrepancy between the way BEM explains Eucharist 

as a sacrifice of praise, thanksgiving and intercession versus the “propitiatory sacrifice” 

described by the Council of Trent; he tells us BEM “offers the explanation that catholic theology 

on the propitiatory nature of the sacrifice is to be related to the practice of intercession in the 

celebration of the eucharist.”92 As well, Power points out that same discrepancy apparent in the 

earlier ARCIC (Anglican/Roman Catholic International Commission) Report that “makes but a 

passing reference to Trent.”93 (The Sacrifice We Offer 3) 

“The Reformers,” Power tells us, “took the free gift of grace as the central point ... at the 

heart of worship.That heart could be nothing other than the free gift of the divine mercy won by 

the death of Christ.” (144) But, a worship service that goes straight to thanks and praise, a 

worship service that follows only the shorter ritual meal patterns of the Jewish faith rather than a 

full paschal celebration, comes up short. Yes, God is willing to freely grant us the grace of 

salvation, but if He does nothing to correct our human tendencies to selfishness and to pride and 

to all the other actions and attitudes that place us outside of His will (i.e. if He does nothing 

about our sin), what is to prevent us from simply continuing on in the same paths, outside His 

will? We have seen that participation in the Eucharist, identified as the sacrifice on Calvary, 

transforms not only the bread and wine but transforms us as well. Reception of the Eucharist 

slowly overcomes the effects of sin.94 But the link to Eucharist which effects the transformation 

 
92Faith and Order Paper No. 111, Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry (Geneva: WCC 

1982), commentary no.8, p.11. 

93Anglican-Roman Catholic International Commission, The Final Report (London:SPCK, 
1982), p.19, n.5. 

94Catechism 1393. 
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is its connection with Calvary. Removing (or ignoring) the link with Calvary brings into play the 

“grave deficiency” Cardinal Ratzinger pointed out in Dominus Iesus. 

With the coming of the Saviour Jesus Christ, God has willed that the church founded by 
him be the instrument for the salvation of all humanity (cf. Acts 17:30-31).95

... If it is true that the followers of other religions can receive divine grace, it is 
also certain that objectively speaking they are in a gravely deficient situation in  
comparison with those who, in the Church, have the fullness of the means of 
salvation.96 (22) 

 

 
95Cf. Second Vatican Council, Dogmatic Constitution Lumen gentium, 17; John Paul II, 

Encyclical Letter Redemptoris missio, 11. 

96Cf. Pius XII, Encyclical Letter Mystici corporis: DS 3821. 
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Yet Power later in his book attempts to reinterpret what the Council of Trent said about 

the Mass as propitiatory sacrifice and about the dogma defining the Mass as sacrificial from 

within four aspects: dogma as meaning, as worship, as historically conditioned language, and as 

a historically conditioned expression of the imperatives of faith. He notes sociological studies of 

popular piety and local religion97 which conclude that  “catholic dogma and protestant reform 

would both need to be seen in relation to social change and social ordering.” (145) “We see that 

to be lived faith has to be constituted as meaning, and that dogma is an expression of the 

meaning through which people at a given time live in faith.(146) Yet, one has to ask if defining 

dogma in terms of social change and social ordering is first of all to define dogma as 

changeable98 and secondly is to define it as human activity rather than as unchanging truth 

revealed to us by God Himself. In either case, the link to Calvary - the link which effects 

salvation itself - is broken. Power’s suggestions ask us to step across the bounds of magisterial 

teaching long enough to consider that dogma instead can in fact be changed according to the 

needs of the times. (141-163) 

That Power encourages his reader to see dogma as human activity is also evident as he 

cites Matthew Lamb regarding dogma as social performance. Power tells us, “When [dogma] is 

considered as a social performance, then it has to be considered in relation to the persons who 

were involved in its evolution, ... the persons who were affected by it, or continue to be affected 

 
97Power never identifies the studies in The Sacrifice We Offer; he merely mentions “This 

is an arduous study, ... so that only a brief indication of what it implies can be given here.” (p. 
145) 

98That is, to define dogma as a “position” moveable in response to popular pressure as we 
saw in the Notre Dame study rather than as part of the deposit of faith. Cf. Chapter One, p. 13-14 
of this dissertation. 
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by it.” (155) The magisterium of the Catholic Church has instead consistently taught the dogma 

that the Mass is one and the same as the Calvary event as a truth unchanged throughout all the 

ages.  
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  CHAPTER FIVE 

 Splintered Interpretations of “Transubstantiation” cloud Presence-Sacrament 

 

Before we take up a discussion of Communion-Sacrament, let us first turn our attention 

to the other formidable problem presented to the ecumenical movement by the Roman Catholic 

magisterium -  belief in the transubstantiation of the bread and wine. First, it is important to note 

the history of the word itself. Joseph Powers, S.J., tells us: 

It was somewhere in the early third of the 12th century that the word “transubstantiation” 
came into vogue. By 1150 the term was common in the works of the masters of theology 
of the University of Paris. Roland Bandinelli (later pope Alexander III) used it in his 
Book of Sentences between 1140 and 1142. It passed into the official documents of the 
Church and appeared in the profession of faith which the IVth Lateran Council directed 
against the Albigensians in 1215. Thus, it is not, as Luther claimed, the invention of St. 
Thomas Aquinas. (Eucharistic Theology 30). 

 
The Graduate Theological Foundation’s own Canon John Macquarrie agrees. He tells us in his A 

Guide to the Sacraments: “Various forms of the Latin verb transubstantiare begin to appear in 

the early Middle Ages, and it first appears in official ecclesiastical teaching in 1215, at the 

Fourth Lateran Council”(128); he quotes the Enchiridion: “the body and blood [of Jesus Christ] 

are in the sacrament of the altar and truly contained under the species of bread and wine, the 

bread having been transubstantiated into the body and the wine into the blood by divine power 

(potestate divina)”99 (128).  

 
99H. Denzinger (ed.), Enchiridion Symborum (Barcelona: Herder & Herder, 1957), para. 

430. 

Macquarrie continues on, however, to discuss philosophical nuances of the meaning of 
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the word transubstantiation as St. Thomas Aquinas used it: “he treated ‘substance’ as a 

metaphysical term. It does not denote anything material or accessible to the senses.” (128) Then 

Macquarrie gives his opinion of how the Council of Constance used the word two hundred years 

later, “the guarded statements of 1215 were abandoned in favour of more extreme and less 

defensible views. ... We no longer have to do with a change of metaphysical substance, but with 

one of physical matter.” (129) Then finally Macquarrie concludes that by the time the Council of 

Trent also used the word transubstantiation to define Roman Catholic belief concerning the 

Eucharist,  the Roman Catholic teachings of  “the austere doctrine of transubstantiation had 

degenerated into the semi-magical teaching which the Reformers attacked and rejected.” (129)  

In other words, Macquarrie seems to feel the Council of Trent was the end result of a four 

centuries long process in which the meaning of the word transubstantiation was changed within 

official Roman Catholic teaching, changed into something he labels “superstitious”, and 

“magical” (129). According to Macquarrie, Roman Catholic teaching changed the meaning of 

the word from describing a purely metaphysical change to describing  a physical, material 

change. But of course the magisterium of the Catholic Church would counter that it never ceased 

to hold that the bread and wine undergo a physical, material change as taught and believed by the 

Church Fathers; the Lateran Council was trying to describe that physical change. Equally, 

Catholic magisterium would hold Thomas Aquinas’s work indicates a physical change. Let us 

note, again, that in this very century the United States bishops, confirmed by Pope John Paul in 

Ecclesia de Eucharistia,  said: "The bread ceases to be bread in substance, ..., the wine ceases to 

be wine in substance ..." (The Real Presence of Jesus Christ ... 4). 

MacQuarrie’s position, it seems to me, is best expressed by the third of the Gallup 
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statements;100 this statement is, of course, the position often labeled “consubstantiation” and 

represents the Martin Luther’s doctrine of the Real Presence as well, as Mr. Snyder had noted. It 

is also the position I bumped across among priests of the Archdiocese of Atlanta who in all 

sincerity believed it to be the correct Catholic teaching.  

Joseph Powers, too, notes that O. Schelfhout has also concluded transubstantiation has 

come to be interpreted in very different ways: “Schelfhout, admitting his commitment to 

Thomistic philosophy, proposes that the heart of the Eucharistic mystery is in the proper 

understanding of transubstantiation.” (126) 

Given disagreement, the question that now confronts us would be: Is the Eucharist bread 

and wine, or it is NOT bread and wine - has it stopped being bread and wine and is human flesh 

and blood? I am apparently not the first to phrase the question this way. Joseph Powers tells us 

In 1956, A. Vaneste raised the question of “substance” and “transubstantiation”  
again.101 After tracing the development and influence of Aristotelian thought from 
Paschasius Radbert through St. Thomas, he grants that the meaning of the  
substance-accidents polarity does guarantee the essentials of the Eucharistic  
belief: that the Eucharist is Christ and Christ alone, not Christ-and-bread, 
Christ-in-bread or any other type of combination. (116) 

 
100“In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine in which 

Jesus is really and truly present.” 

101Vanneste, A., “Bedenkingen bij de scholastieke transubstantiatieleer,” in Coll BG 2 
(1956) 322-335. 

The possibility that E. Schillebeeckx, O.P. has contributed to the erosion of Catholic 

belief in a physical change that we saw in the Gallup poll seems especially strong. As he begins 
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his book The Eucharist he indicates that it may have been Thomas Aquinas himself, not later 

magisterial interpretations of Aquinas’s work, that constitutes a change in the interpretation of 

Christ’s presence in the Eucharist. Like Macquarrie, Schillebeeckx feels Aquinas should be 

interpreted as disagreeing that transubstantiation refers to a physical change in the bread. 

A completely new theological interpretation of the eucharistic presence arose in the 
thirteenth century in reaction to the “sensualistic” interpretation of the quite 
unique presence of Christ in the Eucharist (“in communion, I really bite the true 
body of Christ”) which had been generally prevalent, although not accepted entirely 
without criticism, in the Middle Ages. This new interpretation was advocated by, 
for example, Albert the Great, Bonaventure and Thomas. (11) 

In language that also echoes Mitchell and Macquarrie, Schillebeeckx tells us: 

The naive traditional conception of the Eucharist was often too much even for  
Thomas. There were, he said, Christians who thought that whenever unbelievers  
pricked consecrated hosts, in hatred or a desire to inflict torture, and the hosts 
began to bleed, this “blood” was really the true blood of Christ. Thomas was  
unable to accept this gross realism. (12) 

Schillebeeckx spends the first part of his book The Eucharist examining exactly what magisterial 

teachings on the presence of Jesus in the Eucharist contain. Then in an additional step, rather 

than questioning teaching of the magisterium, Schillebeeckx tries to limit each of the statements 

on Catholic teaching which he has discussed to being a way of expression belonging to an earlier 

culture and philosophy that is no longer relevant in today’s vastly changed world. After tracing 

the development of the canons themselves which the Council of Trent formulated (The Eucharist 

29-39), Schillebeeckx comments: 

The fathers of the Council of Trent could not establish or express the real  
presence of Christ in the Eucharist unless they insisted on the acceptance of a 
transubstantiation of bread and wine.  (47) 

 
Is this necessary connection between the “real presence” in the Eucharist and 
“transubstantiation” an inner necessity of the dogma itself or is it something  
that was necessary, in the spiritual and intellectual climate of the age, to thought - 
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the only way in which the dogma of the eucharistic real presence could, at that  
time, readily be established?  (47 - emphasis in original) 

 
Did Trent really mean to insist on an ontological aspect or does this too come 
within the scope of what at the present time may be called the aspect of “wording” 
of the Tridentine dogma? (65) 

 
The ancient Church was as firmly convinced of a real change of the bread and  
the wine as was the medieval Church. 

But the categories in which the ancient Church thought about this datum 
were rather different from those in which the Church thought about it later. (67) 

 
It was essential and fundamental to the dogma of faith that there should be no  
reality bread after the consecration, since, if the ultimate reality present in the  
Eucharist were to be called bread, there would be simply bread (a reality cannot 
at the same time be two realities!). ... Is this implication something that was  
necessary to thought in the Middle Ages, or is it clear from the affirmation of the 
whole of patristic thought which was oriented in the same direction and (...) the  
whole of pre-Tridentine theology that it is primarily an inner ontological implication 
of the dogma of the eucharistic presence and for this reason (emphasis in original)  
a universally valid necessity - in other words, a dogmatic requisite of faith?  (64-65) 

 

Schillebeeckx is suggesting to his readers that the magisterial teaching on transubstantiation is 

perhaps an interesting anthropological study in religious beliefs of the thirteenth century, but that 

in the current cultural and philosophical milieu it is out-of-date. His comment that 

transubstantiation was the best explanation available in the thirteenth century asks the reader to 

conclude that transubstantiation is inadequate to explain the Eucharist in the twentieth (and now 

the twenty-first) century, and leaves the reader expecting Schillebeeckx to move on to a more 

adequate explanation. Schillebeeckx thus opens his reader to accept that his ideas presented in 

the second half of the book are merely new ways of restating orthodox doctrine rather than ideas 

that move him outside the framework of magisterial teaching. But, as we saw in Chapter One, 

cultural issues only sit on the surface of the debate. Underneath the cultural problems we found 

doctrinal issues at the root.   
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Schillebeeckx in fact was judged to be outside that framework in the mid-eighties after 

several investigations beginning as early as 1968.102 And clearly, Schillebeeckx was promoting a 

teaching at odds with the magisterial teaching of transubstantiation. To say that bread takes on a 

new significance is to not say that the bread ceases to be bread. In The Eucharist he tells us: 

Symbolic activity has come to be seen in a very different light. A sign as such always  
refers to something else which is absent. ... If what is referred to in a sign is really  
present, it can never be so by virtue of the sign itself. (100) 

[Christ is only referred to in the sign of the bread or of the wine?] 
 

In the new approach to the distinctively eucharistic presence of Christ, an  
attempt is made above all to situate this presence within the sphere of Christ’s 
real presence in the believer and in the whole community. (104) 

[in the believer and the community, but what about a corporal presence?] 
 

If God gives a different destination to this bread, then it is metaphysically something 
different: “philosophically too, the bread is no longer bread”  

[Schillebeeckx is quoting A. Vanneste - only metaphysically or 
philosophically, but not physically or corporeally] 

 
Sceffczyk, like De Baciocchi, stated that a real transubstantiation must be a 
transsignification, which is a transfinalization. B. Welte offered a more fully worked  
out analysis. His starting point was that personal and spiritual relationships are  
more real than physical and material relationships. He therefore viewed bread and  
wine in the Eucharist in light of their relationships. (112) 

[bread and wine “in” the Eucharist, not one and the same with It]  
  
And in a statement which steps completely outside any attempt to maintain conformity with  
 
magisterium, Schillebeeckx tells us: 
 

Christ’s real presence in the eucharist therefore only finds its completion in the 
reciprocal encounter that takes place between Christ and ourselves. Davis’ view thus 

                                                 
102“The Endless Case of Edward Schillebeeckx” in The Church in Anguish, Hans Küng 

and Leonard Swidler, eds. (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1987) contains a well-done history 
of the various investigations by the Vatican into Schillebeeckx’s writings. 
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amounts to an ontological “transfinalization” and “transsignification” even though  
he does not in fact use these words. (117) 

 
 

In Eucharistic Theology Joseph Powers tells us: 
Of particular interest are the remarks of Edward Schillebeeckx, O.P. ... 
He points out several matters of fact which are useful. The expression “per  
modum substantiae” which scholastic theology has used to describe the  
presence of Christ in the Eucharist, indicating that Christ’s presence is not  
known by “accidents” such as shape, size, etc., is often misunderstood.  
All this expression actually means is that Christ is present, but present in an  
extraordinary way, indeed in a “spiritual way” as opposed to the corporal  
presence which people ordinarily experience. (130) 

 
Schillebeeckx thus acknowledges there is more than one interpretation of transubstantiation,  
 
as well as puts himself squarely within Macquarrie’s opinion as to which interpretation forms the  
 
correct interpretation rather than with the magisterium of the Catholic Church. Equally, Joseph  
 
Powers comments on Schillebeeckx’s 1965 articles for Tijdschrift voor Theologie: 
 

Applying these principles to the reality of bread, Schillebeeckx points out that bread is 
itself a cultural product of man, made by man because of the meaning he sees (a “given” 
meaning) in the biological realities which compose it. On this basis, bread takes 
on a variety of meanings for man: nourishment, the congeniality of the mealtime, 
the sealing of friendship, and so on. This does not eliminate the biological reality 
of the bread, but assumes that reality into a higher level of meaning and function: 
a specifically human meaning and function. Thus, though bread remains bread  
physically (emphasis in this case is mine) , ‘it is “transsignified,” “humanized” 
(vermenselijkt). And this transsignification of the physical reality of bread is more than a 
mere relation; it is an “essential correlation between the object bread and the subject man 
... . (Eucharistic Theology 150) 

 
Again, according to what Schillebeeckx here says, the bread is still bread.  
 

Ultimately, Schillebeeckx has embraced, in a single sentence,  a position that 
encompasses  
 
all three of the Gallup statements that conflict with official Catholic teaching.103

 
1032. “When receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine 
which symbolizes the spirit and teachings of Jesus and in so doing you  
are expressing your attachment to his person and words.” 
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3. “In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine in which 
Jesus is really and truly present.” 

 
4. “In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving the body and blood of 
Christ which has become that because it is your personal belief.” 
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In asserting, on the witness of the entire Christian tradition (in accordance with  
“Pneuma-christology”), that an ontological aspect is present in the Eucharist, 
a change of being, we should not forget that we are at the same time dealing 
here with an ontological aspect of a sacramental symbolic activity on the part 
of Christ and therefore with a profound objective reality of precisely this 
symbolic activity which is, of its nature, oriented towards the sacramental  
response of the believer. (83-84). 
 

In Eucharistic Theology Joseph Powers makes every attempt to work within the teaching 

of the Catholic Church as he seeks to explain transsignification to his reader. He insists several 

times that “Transsignification does not preclude a real conversion of the substantial reality of the 

unleavened bread and the cup of benediction into the substantial reality of Jesus. Rather, it 

demands that true conversion.” (173) And yet, he just as consistently insists that Eucharist is a 

“sign-act” of Christ. “The institution of the sacraments does not appear so much to be a matter of 

the determination of a ritual of actions and words as it is a matter of the transformation of the 

inner meaning and value of these actions by the creative word of Christ.” (50) And he notices 

how all-pervading is the question of transubstantiation, as we will see later in this chapter. He 

tells us: 

“The problem of the body of Christ, after all, is not simply a sacramental problem. It is a 

christological problem, an ecclesiological problem and, indeed, an aspect of the broader problem 

of God itself which is so prominent in theological endeavor today.” (101). Yet he leaves Catholic 

teaching behind as he states “That sacrificial act took place in history, it is true, and is not 

something which can be renewed in such a way that it is present here and now.” (101) In fact, 

the Catholic Church teaches that the Eucharistic liturgy is the bringing of the Sacrifice of 
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Calvary right here, into our here and now.104 He also says “But as a personal action of the Son of 

God, that action does possess a timeless dimension which is real in the timeless existence of the 

Son. It is with this reality of the eternal high priest that the Church is associated in the action of 

the Eucharist.” He is defining Eucharist solely as the action of celebrating the Mass; it is a 

logical next step to see Christ’s anaphora as an act full of the new meaning (transsignification) 

that Powers discusses throughout the book, but an act whose meaning is not in what the act 

accomplishes in the real world (makes Christ physically present), rather in what the act conveys 

to believers (a new significance to the bread on the altar). After carefully summarizing 

Schillebeeckx, Powers finally identifies his own position as consubstantiation - the bread 

remains bread but gains the spiritual presence (not physical bodily presence) of Christ: 

The consideration of the presence of Christ must begin from His presence in the 
community which celebrates the Eucharist, for He is present here even before 
there are any consecrated hosts present. The Eucharist begins with the “real  
presence” of Christ and aims at deepening that real presence. This deepening of a 
presence which is already real is the context in which one can approach some  
understanding of the presence of Christ in the bread and wine of the Eucharist.  
Thus, it is correct to refer to this presence in the species of bread and wine as a 
“real presence,” but it is not correct to see this as the only or even the primary 
“real presence.” His presence under the species is a fluid and transitory presence 
whose meaning and reality is directed toward a more permanent and abiding 
presence. This presence is by no means a repetition of His spatial presence as 
He was in Palestine (emphasis mine).  (138) 
 

Keenan Osborne, OFM, a Franciscan priest in the United States, has also contributed to 

the confusion evident in the Gallup study. In his book Sacramental Theology: a General 

Introduction Osborne tells us: 

 
104Cf. Catechism 1363-1364. 
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We see that the definition of sacrament antedates the theological interpretation  
of "seven sacraments." There is no intrinsic connection between the Christian  
definition of sacrament, on the one hand, and the number seven, on the other.  
Such a separation between the definition of sacrament and the number "seven"  
permits us to understand why Luther and Calvin employed the same definition of 
sacrament in the sixteenth century, but restricting it to just two ecclesial rituals: 
Baptism and Eucharist. It also helps us understand why in the twentieth century 
the theologians, just as Vatican II, have been able to go beyond the number seven 
by incorporating in the theological vision of "sacrament" the Church and the  
humanity of Jesus. (17) 

 
That is, Osborne tells us that since Vatican II the Catholic Church has taught that there are nine 

sacraments. But, according to the teachings of the Church itself, the Eucharist (the host, the 

species of bread, and that which is in the cup, the species of wine, which have been consecrated) 

IS Jesus. And as we have seen the Church also teaches that it too is the Body of Jesus. Therefore, 

according to the Catholic Church, Jesus Christ in his human body, in his mystical body, and in 

the Eucharist are one and the same sacrament. Osborne treats Jesus in His humanity, the Church, 

and the Eucharist as separate entities. He does not take into account the identification of the 

Church nor of the Eucharist with Jesus Himself. It is not that Vatican II contradicted the Council 

of Trent. Instead, Vatican II has affirmed the decrees of Trent. Yes, the humanity of Jesus is the 

primordial sacrament - but it is so because it is one and the same as the Most Holy Sacrament of 

the altar, because it is the Sacrament of Sacraments105, the Paschal Banquet, the Bread of Life. It 

is the source and summit. Thus, the humanity of Jesus Christ is one more facet of the diamond 

which is the Eucharist; if one can accept the faith of the Catholic Church, the humanity of Jesus 

is the Eucharist. That means one can say “the humanity of Jesus is the primordial sacrament” and 

mean exactly the same as saying “the Eucharist is the source and summit of all the Catholic 

                                                 
105Catechism, 1328-1332. 
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faith.”106 There are not nine sacraments, there are seven.107

Schillebeeckx, too, insists on separating out the humanity of Jesus from the Sacrament of 

the Eucharist. In his christological work Christ the Sacrament of the Encounter with God, he 

tells us: 

The man Jesus, as the personal visible realization of the divine grace of 
redemption, is the sacrament, the primordial sacrament because this man, 
the Son of God himself, is intended by the Father to be in his humanity 
the only way to the actuality of redemption (Emphasis mine).  (15) 

 

 
106Lumen Gentium, 11. 

107Even more so, in many workshops I have attended, including at the national level, the 
speakers use the word “Eucharist” as if it were one and the same with “the Mass” and nothing 
further. I do not propose, by any means, that we return to the pre-Vatican days when Catholics 
attended Mass for nothing more than “ocular” communion at the moment of the elevation of the 
Host that the priest had just consecrated but only a few, rare times actually receive Communion. 
Nevertheless, the Catholic Church, in its new Catechism, does not teach that the Eucharist is 
only the action of celebrating the Mass - Eucharist is also what is kept in the tabernacle or 
exposed to view in the monstrance during adoration of the Blessed Sacrament (1330). To me, 
identifying “The Eucharist” with the Mass is a way of saying that the Eucharist is the real 
presence of the soul and divinity of Jesus Christ (presence of the Holy Spirit), but not the Body 
and Blood (a physical, bodily presence). 
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It seems to me that insisting that the humanity of Jesus forms a distinct and additional sacrament 

to the Eucharist is an implicit denial of the doctrines of the Mystical Body and of 

transubstantiation as taught by the Catholic Church. It amounts to insisting that the Church is 

NOT one and the same as the Mystical Body of Christ; it amounts to insisting that Jesus in His 

humanity is something distinct from rather than one and the same as the Blessed Sacrament seen 

to our human eyes as if it were merely a piece of bread. That denial, in turn, supports 

Macquarrie’s view that transubstantiation refers only to a metaphysical change: if Jesus’s 

humanity is distinct from the Eucharist, then what our eyes see as bread is in fact bread, not His 

body and blood (his humanity): it has remained a piece of bread. And, what Schillebeeckx and 

Osborne have taught is justly restated as the second of the doctrinal statements from the Gallup 

poll.108

William Bausch, another North American, in his book A New Look at the Sacraments 

exposes a position similar to Osborne, but somewhat closer to the official teaching of the 

Catholic Church: “The sacraments are actions of the Church which is the action of Christ who is 

the act of the Father’s love. Again, the Father pours himself into the humanity of Christ and so 

becomes visible (sacramental)” (20). That is to say, the humanity of Jesus forms a channel 

through which the Father can initiate the encounter between God and man that is a sacrament. In 

Bausch, the humanity of Jesus is not exactly a sacrament, but a channel, a sign, through which 

the essence of the sacrament passes. Nevertheless, since Bausch refers to the humanity as a 

channel, not the same entity as the Sacrament itself, he too is separating the humanity of Jesus 

 
108“When receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine 
which symbolizes the spirit and teachings of Jesus and in so doing you  
are expressing your attachment to his person and words.” 
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and the sacrament of the Eucharist. 

Nathan Mitchell, who directed the studies for the Notre Dame Center for Pastoral Liturgy 

that we examined in the first chapter, also writes in agreement with Macquarrie. In his book Real 

Presence, the Work of Eucharist, he says 

In the eucharist, for instance, the known, material quantities of bread and wine 
draw us into the mystery of Christ’s body and blood, but at the same time, the  
mystery of Christ’s body redefines matter and reconfigures perception. The 
reality of sacrament forces us to recognize that matter itself must bear the 
weight of spirit. If bread and wine can trigger access to a risen Body, then 
the root of all matter has been transfigured. (90) 

 

This is a clear denial of transubstantiation as the Catholic Church understands it; he is saying 

bread and wine trigger access to another separate and distinct entity, the Body of Jesus, instead 

of saying the bread and wine have themselves become the Body. Besides, the Catholic Church 

teaches not that bread or wine trigger our access to our God, but rather actions of God Himself 

bring it about. As we saw in the last chapter, Catholic Church teaching tells us we creatures are 

incapable of repairing the damage sin has done to our “access” to God, it is God who chose to re-

establish our “access” through His Incarnation, His establishment of the Eucharist, and His death 

and resurrection. It is God Himself, in the person of the Holy Spirit, whose actions give us the 

access, not the bread and wine - according to Catholic Church teaching, the bread and wine cease 

to be! Likewise, Mitchell agrees with Macquarrie on the correct interpretation of Aquinas. 

Mitchell tells: 

Whatever kind of change may be said to happen in the eucharist (for example, 
the change or conversion of the substance of bread and wine into the substance  
of Christ’s body and blood), such change can be perceived by us solely 
through faith. By implication, therefore, any other kind of change - perceived 
by the senses or by the imagination or by the natural powers of the intellect 
(Like a “bleeding host,” an image of the crucified in the host) - cannot be the  
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change to which transubstantiation points. In other words, what happens in the 
eucharist has absolutely no parallel in the natural world.   (95) 

 
Macquarrie uses language almost identical to exemplify his interpretation of transubstantiation. 
 

St. Thomas Aquinas, ..., called Aristotelian philosophy to his aid. Most importantly, 
he treated ‘substance’ as a metaphysical term. It does not denote anything 
material or accessible to the senses. ... There could be no eucharistic marvels,  
such as that famed Miracle of Bolsena, featured in Raphael’s painting which hangs  
in the Vatican. It shows a priest who had doubted the truth of the doctrine 
of transubstantiation being won over to belief when he saw drops of blood 
falling from the host. But in fact, if anyone had such an experience, it would not 
prove but utterly disprove the doctrine. For if it is the substance that changes,  
the accidents remaining unchanged, there can be no possible empirical 
verification of the change.109   (128) 

 
In spite of St. Thomas’ attempt to construct a reasonable account of 
transubstantiation, one which should have put an end to the crudely 
materialistic interpretations that were going around, superstitious ideas 
continued to gain ground. (129) 

 
 

In his own book The Mystery of the Eucharist Thurian too is in agreement with 

Macquarrie’s interpretation of transubstantiation. Thurian first states: 

The balance between the metabolist conception110 and the sacramental conception 
assured by the liturgies produced in the course of the first four centuries of the 
Church was maintained for several centuries. ... 

Two crises happened in the ninth and eleventh centuries and upset this balance. 

 
109For the reader’s reference, Joan Carroll Cruz’s book Eucharistic Miracles (Rockford, 

Illinois: Tan Books and Publishers, 1987) documents nearly a hundred of these kind of 
Eucharistic incidents and other miraculous phenomena related to the Eucharist.  

110Thurian uses the term “metabolist conception” to label the position that the eucharist is 
in fact Jesus’s flesh and blood, capable of transforming us because it is metabolized by our our 
bodies when we receive Communion. He identifies Paschasius Radbertus, the Synod of Rome 
(1079) which drew up the statement Berengar of Tours was forced to sign, and Martin Luther as 
proponents of this position. It is also the position of the magisterium of the Catholic Church. 
Thurian uses “sacramentalist conception” to label the position that such realism is “shocking”; 
he identifies Ratramnus, Berengar of Tours own statements before Rome intervened, and 
Zwingli. 
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(40) 
 

We have seen how in the early Church the metabolist and the sacramentalist  
conceptions balanced one another. When the realism became aggravated and  
ran the risk of becoming a fleshly conception, the idea of substance arose to  
indicate a change in the profound reality allowing the outward signs to subsist.  
Would it not even be possible to admit, in the unity of the eucharistic belief,  
both ideas, transubstantiation and concomitance,111 as possible approaches to  
the same mystery which remains always unfathomable. (47) 

 

 
111Please note Thurian here uses the word “concomitance” to mean the same as 

“consubstantiation,” but the magisterium of the Catholic Church uses the word “concomitance” 
to refer to their doctrine that either species of the Eucharist in fact contains both the Body and 
the Blood (and the soul and divinity as well).  

The third point on the conversion has become problematic by reason of the 
scholastic explanations about the substance (profound reality) and the accidents 
(appearances of the signs), which have complicated the doctrine of  
transubstantiation. (48) 

 
He has recognized the two stances on the nature of Eucharist that Macquarrie puts forth, even if 

he uses different labels for those stances. Thurian’s mentions that the two stances had been kept 

in balance in the earlier Christian times. But in spite of Thurian’s suggestions that both 

transubstantiation and consubstantiation could be valid explanations for the phenomenon of 

Eucharist, his subsequent comments manifest a defense of the teaching of consubstantiation 

which does exclude it from acceptance by the magisterium of the Catholic Church.  

How can the species or the outward appearance of bread remain without leaving  
the substance of the bread but only the substance of the body of Christ? In scholastic 
language, how can the accidents of the bread remain without the substance of the 
bread? (60) 

 
Luther also instances the mystery of the two natures, the human and divine, which 
are one in the person of Christ. If we name the humanity of Christ declaring: This  
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is the Son of God; it is not necessary for his humanity to disappear or to be 
changed into divinity; on the contrary, the christological faith of the Church 
affirms the permanence of the humanity and the divinity in the unity of the person 
of Christ, who is at the same time God and man. Why could the same mystery 
not take place with the concomitance112 of the substance of the bread and that of the 
resurrected body of Christ? (61) 

 
It is not a question of one object taking the place of another object. (61) 

 
The presence of the resurrection body of Christ remains united with the  
eucharistic signs. (63) 

 
Can transubstantiation and consubstantiation co-exist? Can the Eucharist be bread and at the 

same  

 
112Again, please carefully note Thurian’s use of this word differs from Catholic Church 

usage. Please refer back to note 12. 

time not be bread? Catholic magisterium would say no. It would say the accidents can remain 

without the substance - God can do anything He chooses to do. It would remind Thurian that it is 

a question of one object replacing another, not of the body of Christ being united with the bread. 

Catherine Pickstock has recently done studies of Aquinas and his concept of 

transubstantiation. She is also in agreement with Macquarrie that what Aquinas intended to say 

with the word transubstantiation is very different from the usage of that word which has evolved 

within the Catholic Church. In After Writing, On the Liturgical Consumation of Philosophy she 

tells us: 

It is not the case that Aquinas simply reads the eucharistic “conversion” as a miracle 
which implicitly calls into question the ultimacy of these metaphysical categories. (259) 

 
The substantiality of the bread is not so much destroyed as more utterly constituted by 
being taken up into God, who is more truly “substance” insofar as He is more truly self-
sufficient (although Aquinas finds even the category of “substance” to be inadequate for 
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God). (260) 
  

Through a carefully crafted and nuanced argument beginning, as Aquinas did, with Platonic 

philosophy, in After Writing, ...  she has put forth a Eucharistic theology that leads us to the very 

brink of the line between “It is bread” and “it is NOT bread,” but ultimately does not cross that 

line, remaining instead with the Eucharist is very special bread, bread that is inexorably and 

permanently joined to the physical Being who is Christ (and to the Triune Deity of which Christ 

is one person).       

One can look at the bread in a mode of equal uncertainty and certainty, an 
uncertainty  which results from an absolute empirical discontinuity between Body and 
bread, Blood and wine, and an absolute certainty of faith which judges that the 
Body of Christ is present and completely continuous with the bread and wine.  
(Emphasis mine, After Writing p. 257) 

 
The word “This” seems to indicate bread, but where bread is simply referred to, 
“body” is signified, or evoked as a sense, which assimilates the sense to the 
referent, or rather, effaces the stage of reference altogether. ... The indicated is no 
longer that “other” of language which anchors all signs, but instead is that which 
fold back into language, for instead of being confirmed by our glance toward the 
bread (emphasis mine), it is confirmed by Jesus’ phrase itself. (262) 

 
 

Pickstock goes beyond any other of the theologians, even beyond the BEM, right to the line itself 

between “bread” and “ceases to be bread”, but she stops short of crossing over it, continuing to 

identify the Eucharistic elements as “bread.” 

The bread/Body amalgam is, as it were, such an extreme case of sign that it is no 
longer sign, but that which gives signs to be. This amalgam is a “thing” not a sign,  
yet becomes a sign in being given to us. (263) 

 

Pickstock might even identify herself with the Gallup statement that correctly gives the Catholic 
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teaching113 - the body and blood, soul and divinity of the Lord, Jesus Christ, under the 

appearance of bread and wine, but as the above quote shows, she does not understand those 

words the way the magisterium would. Her position remains one of consubstantiation, a 

coexisting of the Body and Blood with the bread and wine, which is better represented by 

Gallup’s third statement.114  

  

 
113“When receiving Holy Communion you are really receiving the body and 
blood, soul and divinity of the Lord, Jesus Christ, under the appearance of 
bread and wine.” 

114“In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving bread and wine in which 
Jesus is really and truly present.” 
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 CHAPTER SIX 

 Dangerous Undercurrents below the Surface Agreement on Communion-Sacrament 

 

We have noted that the ecumenical documents Matabosch studied seem to demonstrate 

agreement with the fact that the Eucharist results in the formation of a single body, the body of 

Christ.  

Participating in the same bread and the same cup in a given place 
realizes the unity of those who receive communion with the whole Christ, unity  
among themselves,  and with other communicants from every time and place.  

 
Thus Communion is the source and the power of all communal Christian life  
among Christians. (Dombres 21) 

 
God calls us to a new relation with Himself, with the Father and with one another  
as His sons - a relation inagurated by Baptism in Christ, through  the Holy Spirit, 
nourished and deepened by the Eucharist, and expressed in the confession of one 
faith and one common life of loving service. (Anglican-Catholic 2) 

 
In giving Himself, Christ reunites all who participate in his supper: the multitude 
is converted into “one single body” (1 Cor 10:17). By the power of the Holy  
Spirit the participants are built into one single, same people of God. (The Supper of 
the Lord - Roman Catholic/Evangelical Lutheran 20) 

 
Still, a closer reflection on the manner in which this Communion is effected reveals 

ecclesiological concepts that contradict each other with respect to the nature of the Communion 

that is formed by the celebration of the Eucharist. The early accords avoid exploring that one and 

the same conclusion - we are the Body of Christ - has been reached by two different and 

mutually exclusive antecedents. Is the Mystical body formed by Jesus Himself by means of 

reception of the Blessed Sacrament (the Catholic position on transubstantiation), or is it a body 

formed by human beings who share bread, bread which represents the presence of Jesus (or that 

is a sign or a symbol of the spiritual presence of Jesus), bread shared with desires to follow 
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Christ and be united as He asked? This second manner of forming the Body of Christ conforms 

to the second option that Gallup gave to its participants. Although put in other words, Max 

Thurian asks the same question in his Introduction to the volumes Churches Respond to BEM: 

“Is the church part of the revelation of God and of the faith of Christians, or is it only the human 

and social consequences of the gospel message which alone is of decisive importance?” (Vol vi 

p. 6) We need, at last, to take up the christological/ecclesiological question that has lurked just 

around the corner all through this study. Just what is the nature of the unity formed by Eucharist? 

Just what is the nature of the Church? 

It is possible to construct an ecclesiology, that is, to explain how the Church is formed, in 

a way that does not depend on the transubstantiation nor on the Sacrifice of Calvary as its point 

of reference. Jon Sobrino identifies precisely such a starting point for his ecclesiology in the 

introduction to his book Resurrección de la verdadera iglesia.115 He says that the book, “Más 

 
115The book has been translated into English by Matthew J. O’Connell who gave it the 

title The true Church and the Poor. He has rendered these sentences as: 
 

The book is thus not so much an ecclesiology as it is a theological reflection on  
the very basis of the Church. On this basis an ecclesiology may then be developed. (1)  

 
  Faith in God, the building of the kingdom of God, the practice of justice, the option for 

 the poor, the holiness of the new being - these are the very substance of Christianity.  
 
However, I have left the quote here in the original Spanish  because I feel O’Connell’s rendering 
of these sentences is colored by his own theological interpretation of Sobrino’s words. I would 
have rendered these sentences more literally: 
 

 The book, “more than an ecclesiology, treats, therefore, of a theological reflection  
on the first and fundamental ecclesial substance, from which a detailed ecclesiology  
ought to be developed”.  

 
To translate “la primera y más fundamental sustancia eclesial” as “the very basis of the Church,” 
in my opinion, loses my point that instead of identifying Eucharist as the substance which brings 
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que de una eclesiología, se trata, por lo tanto, de una reflexión teológica sobre la primera y más 

fundamental sustancia eclesial, a partir de lo cual debería desarrollarse una detallada 

eclesiología” (15-16). And Sobrino identifies of what the ecclesial substance consists: “La fe en 

Dios, la construcción del reino de Dios, la práctica de la justicia, la opción por el pobre, la 

santidad del hombre nuevo, etc., son la sustancia del cristianismo.” (15) 

His words are in evident contrast to the magisterial documents of the Catholic Church . 

“In the sacrament of the Eucharistic bread the unity of all believers who form one body in Christ 

is both expressed and brought about” (Lumen Gentium 3). The Eucharist is “... source and 

summit...” (Lumen Gentium 11). “ The ecclesial Communion ... has at its root and center the holy 

Eucharist” (On Some Aspects of the Church Understood as Communion 5). “The Lord Jesus, the 

only Savior, did not establish a simple community of disciples, but constituted the Church as a 

salvific mystery (Dominus Iesus 16). “The Eucharist is the efficacious sign and sublime cause of 

that communion in the divine life and that unity of the People of God by which the Church is 

kept in being” (Catechism 1325). “The Eucharist Builds the Church” (Ecclesia de Eucharistia, 

title of Chapter II). 

 
Church into being as the Catholic magisterium teaches, Sobrino instead feels action to effect 
social justice is what unites believers into a single body, the Church. And O’Connell’s use of an 
English subjunctive “may be developed” is simply inadequate to express Sobrino’s point that 
social justice “debería” - ought necessarily - to be the starting point for an ecclesiology. 
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As we saw in Chapter Two, the Catholic Church has developed a large body of teachings 

regarding social justice that in fact takes into account and preaches on Sobrino’s concerns - 

“justice, the option for the poor, the holiness of the new man, etc.” Beginning with Rerum 

Novarum and continuing right up to the just-released Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the 

Church, the Church has taught the need for one to conduct his life in a manner that recognizes 

the right of one’s neighbor to simple justice and respect. But, that entire body of official Catholic 

teachings on social justice is based upon, and flows from, the belief that God has saved every 

human being.116 According to the magisterium, “The link between Eucharist and mission is 

integral to the Catholic explication of the connection between Eucharist and life. Christian ethic 

has a sacramental basis.” (RC Response to the BEM, in Churches Respond ... Vol 6 p 23). 

Thurian himself says this in other words: 

After all, if Christ has accomplished all that is necessary for the salvation of 
all people, if objective redemption and reconciliation are accomplished in fact 
on the cross, the Church, the Body of Christ, still has to be the instrument 
by which the graces of salvation are extended to each and to all. 

 
Through the Eucharist, seen as a sacrifice of intercession, the Church unites with the 
intercession of Christ, which is founded on his sacrifice on the cross, 
beseeching the Father for all, for the forgiveness of their sins, for their liberation 
and their happiness, and she prays for the glorious manifestation of the Kingdom 
(The Mystery of the Eucharist p. 25) 

 
What happened on Calvary makes salvation a fait accomplis. These teachings on human rights 

flow from, or better put, are the logical conclusion of that same Eucharistic doctrine of sacrifice, 

communion, and presence (transubstantiation in the magisterial sense) that we examined in the 

second chapter of this dissertation. 

                                                 
116Cf. Gaudium et Spes, 39; Ecclesia de Eucaristía 20; Sollicitudo Rei Socialis,31. 
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Proclaiming the death of the Lord “until he comes” (1 Cor 11:26) entails that 
all who take part in the Eucharist be committed to changing their lives and  
making them in a certain way completely “Eucharistic”. It is this fruit of a  
transfigured existence and a commitment to transforming the world in  
accordance with the Gospel which splendidly illustrates the eschatological 
tension inherent in the celebration of the Eucharist and in the Christian life 
as a whole. (Ecclesia de Eucharistia 20) 
 

Sobrino proposes the construction of an ecclesiology that begins with the need to establish social 

justice rather than with the solution with which God has already gifted us at Calvary so that 

social justice be achieved. Sobrino would construct an ecclesiology based on human efforts to 

achieve social justice. 

In his book Jesus and Community Gerald Lohfink also looks to Scripture to formulate a 

concept of ecclesiology that makes no reference to the Passion. Lohfink tells us that “[The 

Twelve] exemplified Jesus' claim on Israel as a whole.” (11)  “Jesus tried to gather the people of 

God; he sought the restoration of lost and scattered Israel.” (11) Lohfink sees in the institution of 

the Twelve, and in their sending forth to preach, an intention to reestablish the system of twelve 

tribes (20-29), noting that “the complete restoration of the twelve tribe people was expected for 

the eschatological time of salvation..” (10) According to Lohfink, “The existence of 

eschatological Israel began with the constitution of the Twelve and their preaching of the reign 

of God.” (10) That is, salvation begins with, not the person of Jesus in the Eucharist nor his 

Passion, but with the establishment of a structure that had originally existed in Israel specifically 

in order to wait for salvation. Lohfink observes: 

There are thus two grounds for Israel’s being a holy people. First, there is the 
electing love of God who chose Israel from all nations to be his own people. 
But, in the second place, Israel’s holiness also depends on whether it really 
lives in accordance with the social order which God has given it, a social 
order which stands in sharp contrast with those of all other nations. This 
connection is expressed trenchantly in the so-called “holiness code” (Lev 17- 
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26), in texts such as Lev. 20:26. 
 
But this says not a word about the paschal mystery as a founding factor for the People. 

Lohfink defines the Church not as a people in union with God, rather as a “contrast society”, a 

society in contrast to the world around it. (134-144) In notable contrast with the ecclesiology of 

the magisterium, which admits all humanity that wants to accept and believe, Lohfink defines the 

Church as coming together, and separating itself from humanity in general, through human 

intention and effort. It is to be hoped this human intention be guided by the Holy Spirit, but even 

if that is so the efforts to unite human beings and achieve union would not cease to originate in 

human activity rather than in a work of God, nor to manifest an exclusivity that is not in accord 

with the fact Jesus came to save all. Lohfink defines the nature of the Church as the 

reestablishment of ancient Israel - an association of human beings, hopefully called by God, that 

lives according to the teachings of Jesus. 

Hans Kung also defines his ecclesiology without reference to the Calvary event. In the 

chapter entitled “The Church as the Body of Christ” from his book The Church, Kung tells us: 

The community is included in the destiny and the way of Christ, just as the  
race and people were included in the destiny and way of the ancestor of the race. 
The connection between Christ and the Church as his body is not a physical 
substantial one, as in gnosticism, nor a symbolic metaphorical relationship 
such as the Stoics would have understood, but an actual historical relationship 
in the Old Testament sense. (230) 

 
This, of course, contradicts both the official magisterial teaching of the Catholic Church and the 

position of Canon Macquarrie - Kung is telling us the presence of Christ in the Church is neither 

physical and substantial nor is it metaphysical, rather he proposes a third alternative to explain 

the real presence of Christ in His Church, an alternative which could agree with either the second 

or the fourth of the statements Gallup proposed to their respondents: Christ present in the 
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historical memory of His people need not be present in the bread and wine to be effective nor 

would He necessarily be present for the non-believer who would not be included in the destiny 

and way of Christ.  

Kung’s lack of agreement with either interpretation of transubstantiation is even more 

clear a few pages earlier in The Church. In speaking of the Last Supper he states: 

Knowing of his coming death, which he was now confronting, he speaks  
of himself as a sacrifice, just as the unleavened bread is broken, so my body 
will be broken; just as the red wine is poured out, so my blood will be poured 
out. For what purpose? All four texts agree that Jesus’ death is an atonement 
and is the founding of a new covenant. “Body” is already seen in Mark (Matthew) 
as a parallel to “wine-blood”, as the material for sacrifice (i.e. “flesh”); 
... “Blood” is already described in Mark (Matthew) as “blood of the new 
covenant, which is poured out for many” ... .  The Jews regarded every  
death, but particularly an innocent death, innocent blood, as having the 
character of atonement, Jesus was bound to see his innocent sufferings 
in this way. (213-214) 

 
The use of simile in Kung’s explanation of the Eucharist clearly indicates he does not feel the 

bread and wine are changed; they are merely a convenient way for Jesus to explain to the 

disciples what is about to happen to him. Neither does Kung necessarily see the Eucharist as 

indicating a spiritual presence of Jesus; in Kung’s view the community the disciples will form 

after the Crucifixion comes together because three years of association with Jesus have bound 

them up inseparably into the same destiny as their Master. A community basing itself on 

common experience need not even necessarily celebrate the Lord’s Supper; to renew and solidify 

itself (to form itself into a unified corporate body) such a community needs only to meet to retell 

its historical memory of that experience (Liturgy of the Word) in order to prevent that historical 

memory from dissolving into nonexistence, taking the community with it. And, Kung certainly 

could have completely agreed with Gallup’s second statement as well.  
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The problem is, these ecclesiologies fail to explain a very important question. Why did 

Jesus have to die? The Israel of two millenia before Christ, with its twelve tribes, waited for a 

Messiah who would bring salvation. But, if Jesus merely reestablished the twelve tribes, even if 

he formed them (please read “formed” in the catechetical sense of “instructed”) to make them 

more aligned with the prophets and more aligned to the celestial Father’s way of living, then 

how is it that Jesus has given them salvation? They will remain in the same position as Israel 

before Jesus’s coming - living in accord with the law and seeking mercy from God for a sinfully 

inclined  humanity, hoping that God will concede it - that is, waiting for salvation! 

If it were that the reestablishment of the twelve tribes (the imposition of a structure), even 

if that structure were as God originally wanted and were lived out according to the teachings of 

Jesus, could effect salvation, then, why did Jesus have to die on the cross? Why wasn’t His 

mission finished with the mere establishment of the alternative communities? The Scriptures tell 

us that Jesus begged the Father that he not to have to pass through the Passion if there were any 

way to avoid it. “Father, if it is possible, let this cup pass me by.” (Mt. 26:39) The Father in 

heaven did not grant his petition to avoid the Passion. Jesus had to pass through it. Jesus Himself 

recognized this at the moment the soldiers took him prisoner and Peter pulled out his sword to 

defend Him: “Put back your sword where it belongs. Those who use the sword are sooner or 

later destroyed by it. Do you not suppose I can call on my Father to provide at a moment’s notice 

more than twelve legions of angels? But then how would the Scriptures be fulfilled which say it 

must happen this way?” (Mt. 25:52-54) Neither Lohfink nor Sobrino nor Kung has explained 

why it was essential that Jesus die on the cross. Christian community as Kung would explain its 

origin could get along just fine even with Jesus living to a ripe old age; after his death the 
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historical memory of his teachings would replace him. 

Nor has anyone more recent been able to satisfactorily answer that question, according to 

a series of articles that appeared in Time magazine last spring. The first article noted that Mel 

Gibson’s just-released film The Passion of the Christ had thrust the question which neither 

Sobrino nor Schillebeeckx nor Kung could answer - why did Jesus have to die - back into the 

center of Holy Week.117 Its author, Biema, tells us that explaining “How precisely does his 

death, usually referred to in this context as the atonement, lead to the salvation of humanity? ... 

has divided theologians and clergy for centuries.”118 The articles propose three possible 

explanations: Christ triumphs over Satan and rescues humanity from evil, atonement, and 

example to inspire people to live in God’s ways. All three, interestingly, are within the bounds of 

Catholic teaching, but each one taken individually comes up short just as taking only Sacrifice-

Sacrament, or only Communion-Sacrament, or only Presence-Sacrament would. “Barbara 

Wheeler, president of New York’s Auburn Seminary, asserts that these days ‘most mainstream 

theologians recognize more than two possibilities and the importance of balancing and 

integrating them.’”119  

 
117David Van Biema et al., “Why Did Jesus Die?”, in Time, 12 April 2004. Also accesible 

at http://www.time.com/time/subscriber/covers/1101040412. 

118Ibid., story 4. 

119Ibid., story 4. 
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If one believes salvation is merely making contact again with God, nothing further, then 

Jesus does not have to be divine. Nor need He have gone to Calvary. But if  we concede that the 

Eucharist is Jesus, it is not bread and wine that represent Him, if  we consider the Last Supper an 

integral part of the events of the Passion of our Lord, as Scott Hahn’s work demonstrates, we can 

explain why the Calvary event was a necessary part of God’s plan. The Passion is the link, the 

bridge as it were, with which every human being who ever lived can reunite himself/herself with 

God after being separated from Him by sin (i.e. can achieve “salvation”). If the Eucharist is one 

and the same as the Sacrifice of Calvary, the Passion then - because of the hypostatic union in 

Jesus - has the power to restore the link between us our God which we lost through sin. The 

Eucharist, if it is one and the same as the Calvary event, connects us, as it were, to the eternal life 

God the Father gave to Jesus (that is, it links us to salvation itself).120

We can even go so far as to say that without the belief that “It is no longer bread/wine but 

is Jesus” Christianity itself is called into question. Christians who do not accept this magisterial 

teaching find themselves on their knees begging God to forgive and to be merciful, praying for 

the salvation they hope He will concede. But, even Jews pray for God’s forgiveness and mercy 

and hope for His intervention to bring them salvation. Catholics instead teach salvation is 

already accomplished, although they do have to open themselves up to receive it. Without the 

belief that the Eucharist is Jesus Himself, there is no effective faith difference between a Baptist 

who asks God to grant salvation and a Jew who asks God to send the Messiah.  

                                                 
120Cf. John 3:16. 

Therefore, it does matter - it matters critically - which interpretation of transubstantiation 
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is the correct one. If the bread and wine remain just that, bread and wine, a meal shared among a 

community formed by human efforts to remain united, then why did Jesus have to go to the 

Cross? Only if the bread and wine cease to be bread and wine can we explain the Father having 

sent His only Son through the excruciating suffering and death at Calvary or explain why Jesus 

Himself felt He should not call on the legions of angels to protect Him in Gethsemane. Either, 

the bread and wine cease to be bread and wine and reverse the separation between God and 

mankind caused by sin in the greatest miracle of love the universe has ever known, or, we would 

have to accept that salvation (however that is defined) is attained through human efforts, leaving 

the Crucifixion to be a cruel and unnecessary consequence of human rivalries, but NOT a 

necessary part of the plan of God. 

Joseph Powers seems to understand this intuitively, even though as his line of argument 

develops in Eucharistic Theology he ends up defending the understanding of Eucharist as a 

transsignification instead of transubstantiation.  

Thus the presence of Christ, the real presence, the true presence of Christ is 
absolutely central to the biblical faith in the meaning and power of the Eucharist. (62) 

 
If the change in the bread and wine is physical, then of course the Catholic magisterium 

is going to remain unswervingly firm in its understanding of the Eucharist as it dialogues with 

ecumenical partners. It is not stubbornly “taking a position” on the other side of a line that 

neither Thurian nor Pickstock nor the Faith and Order Committee will cross; from its perspective 

it is reiterating teachings Jesus Himself left us in the “deposit of faith.   

Ecumenism has another problem as well. The Communion formed by celebrating the 

Eucharist will have to be defined in contradictory ways by the proponents of the two 

interpretations of transubstantiation. Case in point is the furor raised by Cardinal Ratzinger’s 
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document Dominus Iesus over his limited definition of “Church” and his mention of the “grave 

deficiency.”121

Kung saw where accepting salvation as the result of human efforts would lead. About ten 

years after writing The Church, in a subsequent book Does God Exist?, Kung worked his way 

through a look at the writings of various philosophers moving from the Enlightenment to 

nihilism.  He states: 

 
121Cf. Dominus Iesus 22 or Corporis Mystici 8 and 62-63. 

 This becomes particularly clear with the personal (“theistic”) God of 
Christianity, independent and existing outside man. This God is nothing 
other than the specific notion of man, given independent existence, the 
personified nature of man. ... The attributes of God are really the attributes 
of the objectified nature of man. It is not, as in the bible, that God created man 
in his own image. But, on the contrary, man created God in his own image.  
God as a ghostly Opposite, existing outside man, simulated by man himself. 
Man as a great projector, God the great projection. (201) 
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Setting aside for a moment the fact that this statement is totally in opposition to most Christian 

teaching, let alone that it is in direct contradiction to the teachings of the Catholic Church’s 

magisterium, it does show that Kung understood seeking to obtain salvation through human 

efforts would not lead to the centrality of the Calvary event. It has led Kung instead to question 

the very existence of God as the Judeo-Christian tradition understands Him. His position that 

“man created God in his own image”, while not identical to the fourth choice in the Gallup 

poll,122

is definitely close to it. That fourth statement could easily be arrived at using Kung’s position as 

a starting point. 

The magisterium of the Catholic Church has also realized that a salvation based on 

human efforts can go far astray. Specifically, Cardinal Ratzinger, in the document Dominus 

Iesus, has cited Pope Pius XII in speaking of the “grave deficiency” which arises when the 

Catholic interpretation of transubstantiation is inoperative.  

“If it is true that the followers of other religions can receive divine grace, it  
is also certain that objectively speaking they are in a gravely deficient situation 
in comparison with those who, in the Church, have the fullness of the means 
of salvation.123 (Dominus Iesus 22) 

 

 
122“In receiving Holy Communion you are receiving the body and blood of Christ which 

has become tht because it is your personal belief.” 

123Cf. Pius XII, Enc. Mysticis corporis, DS 3821. 
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While Cardinal Ratzinger was much criticized for the idea of a grave deficiency as spoken about 

in Dominus Iesus, it is worth noting that at this point in his document he does not speak of other 

Christian denominations or communities, he speaks of non-Christian religions (22). This is clearer 

in other translations of Dominus Iesus than it is in the English translation; for instance the English 

says “followers of other religions” while Spanish says “los no cristianos.” And, this is not a new 

idea with the Cardinal, rather his footnote indicates he encountered the idea in the writings of 

Pope Pius XII.124  

 
124Ibid., especially nos. 8, 62, and 63. 

Certainly there are many more theologians whose writings could have been examined in 

the search for the source of the confusion regarding teaching on the Eucharist among Catholics 

“out there in the pew.” We have reviewed only a sampling, really, of those theologians (many of 

whom consider themselves a loyal part of the Catholic Church itself) whose ideas taught in the 

late twentieth century  have eroded the official Catholic teaching from within, as the Gallup poll 

so clearly demonstrated. But how do we tell if these theologians are on target in contradicting 

Holy Mother Church’s magisterium, explicitly or implicitly, and perhaps not even conscious they 

are  doing so? Did the magisterium of the Catholic Church veer off track on transubstantiation at 

or around the time of the Council of Trent? All of the differences of opinion, on whether the Mass 

is in fact the Sacrifice of Calvary, on how to interpret St. Thomas Aquinas as he speaks of 

transubstantiation, on just how it is that the Church is formed and what its nature is (on 

Sacrament-Sacrifice, Sacrament-Presence, and on Sacrament-Communion), turn on the question  

posed earlier: Is it bread and wine, or has it ceased to be bread and wine and become human flesh 
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and blood? Just what did Jesus intend for his People to understand when He said “Do this in 

memory of me”? Hans Kung himself once proposed “Our main purpose must therefore be to find 

out what theological meaning was attributed to the Lord’s Supper in the preaching of the early 

Church.” (The Church 216). It seems to me we need to do just that. The key to solving the 

stalemate over transubstantiation (and with it, the disagreement over what kind of sacrifice the 

Eucharist represents) lies in retrieving the belief of Christians back before there was any 

controversy over the nature of the Eucharist, before Berengar of Tours or La Franc, or before 

there were various ways in which Christians interpreted the troublesome word 

“transubstantiation.” 
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 CHAPTER SEVEN 

 Patristic Origins 

In this chapter we will examine some of the early magisterial writers looking for evidence 

of continuity between these teachings here in the twenty-first century and the beliefs and 

magisterial teachings from the earliest days of Christianity. The question before us in this chapter, 

and the fundamental question this dissertation seeks to address,  is whether or not this language, 

the very recent Catholic teaching that the Eucharist is not bread nor wine, represents a change in 

doctrine from what was taught before the controversies which led to a breakdown in unity of 

Christian belief regarding the Eucharist (i.e. led to the “mosaic” of beliefs), or whether the 

Catholic doctrinal teaching has managed to remain, through the centuries,  in continuity with 

what Christians believed about the nature of the Eucharist before the breakdown. Our 

investigation will examine a number of the writings of the early Church Fathers, but not with the 

intention of studying any one of them in great depth; we will be looking only at the very narrow 

question “What doctrine does this bishop teach about the Eucharist?” That is, are recent Catholic 

Church teachings on the Eucharist as Sacrifice-Sacrament, as Communion Sacrament, and 

especially, as Presence-Sacrament (i.e. that the Eucharist is not bread and wine but rather human 

flesh and blood) in continuity with the teachings of these early Fathers, or has the Catholic 

Church in fact materially changed the content of its Eucharistic teaching, resulting in justified 

criticism from the Reformers, and from twentieth century Roman Catholic theologians whom we 

examined in the last three chapters.  

Sacrosanctum Concilium 5 tells us it is “from the side of Christ as He slept the sleep of 

death upon the cross that there came forth the wondrous sacrament which is the whole Church.” 
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And Lumen Gentium 1 tells us “the Church is a kind of sacrament of intimate union with God, 

and of the unity of all mankind.” Those words recall once more that the Church is the Body of 

Christ; it is the Eucharist that forms her. Joseph Powers, in reflecting upon those words of the 

Vatican Council II, stated that this is a return to a very “patristic way of speaking of the Church 

and of Christ, which, in turn, is a reflection of St. Paul’s use of mistérion,125 which the first Latin 

versions of the Bible translated as either mysterium or sacramentum. (Eucharistic Theology 87)  

Mistérion, in English “mysteries,” is of course, the term the Byzantine Catholic Churches 

use to refer to what the Roman Catholic Church calls “sacraments.” As well, the Eastern Catholic 

Churches all have their own rites for celebrating the Eucharist. As we begin to examine the early 

Church Fathers, and later the Greek Fathers, it will be important to keep this in mind since many 

of these writers are from an Eastern tradition. We will be seeing this difference in terminology, 

we will be seeing references to these other rites; we will need to recognize them as referring to 

the official celebration of the Eucharist in order to correctly interpret the writings we examine. 

Sacred Scriptures 

 
125The word which actually appears on p. 87 in Powers is mustérion, which I have 

assumed is a typographical error. 

The earliest record existing of what the magisterium of the Catholic Church taught,  

before there was even such a label as "magisterium," is of course in the Sacred Scriptures. Let us 

also recall that our task here is not exegesis or historical criticism of the Scriptures, our task is to 

find out how the earliest magisterium - the first bishops - taught Eucharist. For our purposes in 

this dissertation we do not need to know if the words the apostles and their companions put into 
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Jesus's mouth in their writings are exact transcriptions of what He said, we need only to note 

those words do express what the apostles and companions were actually teaching to their flocks 

about Eucharist.  

In one of the letters we find St. Paul saying: 

I received from the Lord what I handed on to you, namely, that the Lord Jesus on 
the night in which he was betrayed took bread, and after he had given thanks, broke 
it and said, “This is my body, which is for you. Do this in remembrance of me.” In 
the same way, after the supper, he took the cup, saying, “This is the new covenant 
in my blood. Do this, whenever you drink it, in remembrance of me.” ... This means 
that whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord unworthily sins 
against the body and blood of the Lord. (1 Cor 11:23-27 - written c. 40's A.D. 126 ) 

 
It is noteworthy that Jesus is not reported to have said “This bread is my body” as if to say it 

represents me or it is a symbol of me, or a symbol of what will happen to me tomorrow. Jesus is 

reported as having said the substance he holds in his hands “is” his body (human flesh), and what 

the cup holds “is” the new covenant in his blood.127 While that last phrase “new covenant in my 

blood” can be used to question if St. Paul in fact was teaching the contents of the cup is human 

blood, the last sentence makes it clear he is indeed so teaching.  

We also find the three synoptic evangelists each recording very similarly worded 

statements coming from Jesus during the Last Supper. 

 
126Dates for books of the Bible herein mentioned are taken from those given by Eugene 

LaVerdiere, S.S.S. in The Eucharist in the New Testament and the Early Church (Collegeville: 
The Liturgical Press, 1996). 

127Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, III q. 78, a. 5. 
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During the meal he took bread, blessed and broke it, and gave it to them. “Take 
this,” he said, “this is my body.” He likewise took a cup, gave thanks and passed it 
to them, ... “This is my blood, the blood of the covenant, to be poured out on behalf 
of many.” (Mk 14:22-24 - written c. 70 A.D.) 

 
During the meal Jesus took bread, blessed it, broke it, and gave it to his disciples. 
“Take this and eat it,” he said, “this is my body.” then he took a cup, gave thanks,  
and gave it to them. “All of you must drink from it,” he said, “for this is my blood, 
the blood of the covenant, to be poured out in behalf of many for the forgiveness 
of sins. (Mt. 26:26-28 - written c. A.D. 85) 

 
Then, taking bread and giving thanks, he broke it and gave it to them, saying: "This  
is my body to be given for you. Do this as a remembrance of me." He did the same 
with the cup after eating, saying as he did so: "This cup is the new covenant in my 
blood, which will be shed for you." (Lk 22:19-20 - written c. A.D. 85) 

 
In all four cases we find the teaching that what appears to be bread is, rather, the human flesh of 

Jesus. Two of the synoptic evangelists also quite clearly state their teaching that what the 

Communion cup contains is blood (not wine); in the case of St. Paul or St. Luke, we find the cup 

being identified with "the covenant" of Jesus's blood.  

Eugene LaVerdiere, S.S.S. has also noticed this wording. He tells us the wording "recalls 

the Mosaic covenant and its sealing in the blood of young bulls (see Exod 24:3-8). Jesus' 

covenant was in his own blood, shed on behalf of many." (The Eucharist in the New Testament 

and the Early Church, 76) As we noted with St. Paul, and as Matthew and Mark make explicit, all 

four of these Scriptural writers, including St. Luke,  are teaching that what the cup contains (after 

those important words of consecration) is human blood.  

The Gospel of John does not specifically contain the institution narration found in the 

synoptics, but very definitely does contain the teaching that the Eucharist is neither bread nor 

wine. In the part of John 6 often called the “Discourse on the Bread of Life” Jesus tells the people 

crowding around him: 
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I myself am the living bread 
come down from heaven.  

... 
If you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man 
and drink his blood, 
you have no life in you. (Jn 6:51-52) 

 
The crowd to whom Jesus spoke quite obviously understood Him to be speaking concretely of 

flesh and blood, not symbolically. They are recorded in the Gospel as asking “How can he give us 

his flesh to eat?” (6:52) and “This sort of talk is hard to endure! How can anyone take it 

seriously?” (6:59) and we are told “From this time on, many of his disciples broke away and 

would not remain in his company” (6:69).  

John’s Gospel is also consistent with the current magisterial teaching regarding the 

Eucharist as bringing the grace of participation in the eternal life of the Trinity that was lost 

through sin and the unity between God and man that is re-established through the link between 

Eucharist and Calvary. 

He who feeds on my flesh 
and drinks my blood 
has life eternal. (6:54) 

 
The man who feeds on my flesh 
and drinks my blood 
remains in me, and I in him. (6:56) 

 
Just as the Father who has life sent me 
and I have life because of the Father, 
so the man who feeds on me 
will have life because of me. (6:57) 

 
Finally, La Verdiere draws attention to what is corroboration of Ratzinger’s teaching that 

the Eucharist forms the Church, the christological issue related to the link between Calvary and 

Eucharist that we have already seen in the previous chapter. LaVerdiere tells us that “as the 
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dialogue ends, ..., John returns to the theme of Jesus’ identity. It is because Jesus, the Word made 

flesh, is ego eimi (John 6:16-21) ..., because he is ‘the bread of life’ that those who believe in him 

have eternal life.(6:51-59).”  (Eucharist in the New Testament ..., 125) 

Ignatius, bishop of Antioch 

Ignatuis was martyred for the faith in A.D. 110. As he traveled to Rome and his appointed 
fate, he met with and corresponded with various of the Christian communities along the way.  
 
While his writings, by and large, are an exhortation to maintain unity through maintaining  
 
obedience and oneness with the properly appointed bishop, in the course of these exhortations he  
 
does twice reveal his belief regarding the question before us here on the Eucharist. In his Epistle  
 
to the Romans we read 
 

There is no pleasure for me in any means that perish, or in the delights of this life; 
I am fain for the bread of God, even the flesh of Jesus Christ, who is the seed of 
David; and for my drink I crave that Blood of His which is love imperishable.128

 

And in the Epistle to the Philadelphians we have 
 

Make certain, therefore, that you all observe one common Eucharist; for there is  
but one Body of our Lord Jesus Christ, and but one cup of union with His Blood, 
and one single altar of sacrifice - even as also there is but one bishop, with his 
clergy and my own fellow servitors the deacons. This will ensure that all your doings 
are in full accord with the will of God.129

 
As Ignatius warns against those who refuse to accept the truth about Jesus, he writes in the  

Epistle to the Smyrnans 
 

The Eucharist is the self-same body of our Saviour Jesus Christ which suffered for  
our sins, and which the Father in His goodness afterwards raised up again.130

 
128As found in Stanforth, translator and Louth, ed., Early Christian Writings (London: 

Penguin Books, 1987), 87. 

129Ibid., p. 94. 
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130Ibid., p. 102. 

We have a clear, almost word-for-word affirmation that the magisterial teachings of this our 

century are in complete continuity with what a bishop, part of the magisterium of his own 

century, has taught. Specifically, the Eucharist is human flesh. That should not really be a 

surprising finding; this teaching on the Eucharist is considered part of the deposit of faith that we 

examined in Chapter One, and therefore the Church feels it is not able to have changed it at any 

point through the centuries.  

With the mention of “altar of sacrifice” St. Ignatius also teaches the Eucharist is a 

sacrifice. He likewise affirms that the Eucharist forms the community, which is admonished to 

remain in unity with its bishop. Johannes Quasten explains, “It is characteristic of Ignatius to 

stress repeatedly that Christians are united with Christ only when they are one with their bishop 

through faith, obedience, and particularly through participation in divine worship. He ... 

acknowledges only one divine union with the Savior, namely that accomplished through 

liturgical worship. (Patrology vol.I, 72-73 - emphasis mine) 

Comments LaVerdiere makes also corroborate these: “Once again Ignatius refers to the 

flesh of the risen Lord, the same that suffered for our sins.” (Eucharist in the New Testament 

...163)  La Verdiere also identifies Ignatius’s reference to Eucharist as Presence. “He uses the 

term “Eucharist in two senses, for the Eucharistic celebration [Communion-Sacrament] and for 

the ‘gift of God’ (see John 6:31-35) Christ’s self-giving presence in the Eucharist [Presence-

Sacrament].” (163) 
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Dionisio Borobio, in Eucaristía from the series Sapientia Fidei, notes that in the Epistle to 

the Smyrnaeans “the anti-docetist intention also stands out clearly in the christological 

dimension”131 (54) This too is one and the same christological issue as we saw in LaVerdiere.  

They [the docetists] even absent themselves from the Eucharist and the public  
prayers, because they will not admit that the Eucharist is the self-same body of 
our Saviour Jesus Christ which suffered for our sins, and which the Father in His 
goodness afterwards raised up.132

 
Commenting on this same passage from Ignatius, Johannes Quasten writes: 
 

At the same time he attacks the form of heresy called Docetism, which denied  
a human nature and especially suffering to Christ. ... All in all , the foundation  
of Ignatius’ Christology is St. Paul, but influenced and enriched by the theology 
of St. John. (Patrology vol. I, 65-66) 

 
Justin the Martyr  

 
Although he was not a bishop, Justin’s writings reveal the beliefs of some of  the very  

 
earliest Christian communities, that is, the writings of Justin (c. 100-c. 165) reveal what  
 
the magisterium of his day was teaching. Justin the Martyr (c100-c165), in paragraph 66 of his  
 
First Apology tells us  
 

And this food is called among us eucharist, of which no one is allowed to partake 
except one who believes that the things which we teach are true, ... . For we do not  
receive these things as common bread nor common drink; but in like manner as  
Jesus Christ our Savior having been incarnate by God’s logos took both flesh and  

 
131All the translations to English of quotes from Borobio which appear herein are my own 

work. 

132As quoted in the Stanforth translation, p. 102-103. 



 
 120 

                                                

blood for our salvation, so also we have been taught that the food eucharistized  
through  the word of prayer that is from Him, from which our blood and flesh are 
nourished by transformation, is the flesh and blood of that Jesus who became  
incarnate. (Emphasis mine)133

 

 
133Quoted as it appears in: Leslie William Barnard, trans. and ed., The first and second 

apologies/ St. Justin Martyr (Mahwah, N.J.: Paulist Press, 1997). 

Again, it could not be clearer; Justin’s own words are almost one and the same as those of the U.S 

.bishops. Dom Gregory Dix in The Shape of the Liturgy discusses a translation of this same 

passage from the  First Apology: 

 
No language could be more uncompromising than that of the second century writers  
(and indeed that of the New Testament) about ‘discerning the Lord’s Body’ - as to the 
fact that what is received in communion is the Body and Blood of Christ. There is 
no hesitation, no qualification.  (Emphasis is in Dix - 244) 

 
Morse too comments on this passage from the First Apology.  
 

The fundamental elements given here show a second century expression developed 
from the scriptural norm. ... We have a rejection of a “communion” bread, one 
which is shared in common as the sole purpose of the eucharistic bread. (63-64) 

 
And citing various sources, Borobio labels the theology Justin exhibits in the First Apology a  
 
“Eucharistic incarnation.”  
 

The testimony of Justin (died c. 165) is important not only from a celebrative  
point of view but also a theological one. We are looking at this moment just at 
his theology. Justin continues and develops the line of thinking labeled a  
“Eucharistic incarnation”. The eucharist, prefigured in the Old Testament,  
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instituted by Christ at the Last Supper as a memorial (eis anamnesim)134, is the 
continuation of the mystery of the incarnation through the signs of bread and 
wine that are “flesh and blood of the very same as Jesus who was incarnated. 

 
Specifically, Borobio cites  J. Betz’s opinion: 
 

With this Justin is trying to say the following: the eucharistic incarnation comes  
about in the historical incarnation. The result in both cases is the very same 
flesh and blood of Jesus.  ... Just as the Word of God caused Jesus to become  
incarnate and save us, so too the Eucharistic “word of prayer” causes the 
bread and wine to be the flesh and blood of Jesus incarnate. (55) 

 
 

I did find a voice in possible disagreement, however. Barnard himself, in the introduction  
 
to his  translation of the First Apology, states: 
 

 
134Apología, c. 66. 

[Justin] applies the term eucaristia to the consecrated elements and teaches the 
doctrine of the real presence of Christ in the eucharist. As in the incarnation the 
divine logos was incarnate in the flesh and blood of Jesus for our salvation, so in 
the eucharist, he says, there is a further action of the logos such that the elements 
of bread and wine become united with the logos and so become the flesh and 
blood of the Incarnate Jesus. (20) 

 
Barnard’s words “the elements of bread and wine become united with the logos” strikes me as the 

position of consubstantiation - the bread remains bread, the wine remains wine, Christ’s presence 

is added to that of bread and wine.  

And, there is evidence in Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho of the belief that the celebration 

of the Eucharist was a sacrifice, specifically the same sacrifice as Jesus made on Calvary. In 

chapter 70, paragraph 4 we find: 

It is quite evident that this prophecy also alludes to the bread which our Christ gave  
us to offer in remembrance of the Body which he assumed for the sake of those who 
believe in him, for whom he also suffered, and also to the cup which he taught us to 
offer in the Eucharist, in commemoration of his Blood. (as translated by Thomas Falls, 
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110) 
 
And in Chapter 117, paragraph 1 we have 
 

God has therefore announced in advance that all the sacrifices offered in his name, 
which Jesus Christ commanded to be offered, that is, in the Eucharist of the Bread and 
of the Chalice, which are offered by us Christians in every part of the world, are 
pleasing to him. (Falls, 175) 

 
Dix again agrees. Referring to the Dialogue ..., paragraph 41 he writes: 
 

In another work, intended for Christian readers he interprets the words of  
Malachi i.II - ‘In every place incense shall be offered unto My Name and a pure  
offering’ as referring to the eucharist. He explains the last words as ‘The sacrifices  
which are offered (prospheromen_n) to God by us gentiles, that is the bread of 
the eucharist and cup likewise of the eucharist.’135 Thus though he habitually prefers 
the term ‘sacrifice’ (thusia), which he uses some half-a-dozen times over of the 
eucharist, to that of prosphora, he is quite clear that there is a real ‘offering’ in the 
rite. (111) 

 
135Dialogue, 41. 

Quasten speaks of “a lively discussion” that “still continues concerning the question  
 
whether St. Justin considered the Eucharist a sacrifice.” Yet he too concludes, after quoting this  
 
same passage from the Dialogue ... paragraph 41, that “There can be no doubt that Justin here  
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clearly identifies the Eucharist with the sacrifice which was prophesied by Malachy” (217).136  
 

Thus, recent magisterial teachings on the Mass as one and the same with the Sacrifice on  
 
Calvary are also in direct continuity with the testimony of Justin the Martyr, i.e. with the belief 
the  
 
laity had received from the early magisterium. 
 
Iranaeus, bishop of Lyons 

Iranaeus, the dates of whose birth and whose death have not been established with 

certainty, was elected bishop of Lyons in 177 after the martyrdom of Pothinus. Of his writings, 

Borobio tells us: 

The Eucharistic discourse of Iranaeus of Lyons (born between 140-150) is  
understood from within his struggle against gnostic dualism (Adversus haereses),  
that considers the material world as evil and not susceptible to salvation, which can 
only be attained through gnosis or knowledge of the spiritual world.137 Faced with  
this doctrine Iranaeus defends the oneness of the plan of salvation in the Old and New 
Testament, and the oneness of the action of God by means of His “two hands”: 
the Son who gives form to creation, and the Spirit who impels it on to perfection. (56) 

 
The christological aspect of the Eucharist manifests itself again, more clearly, in Introducción a 

la Teología Patristica by Luis Padovese 

 
136Quasten does not identify this prophecy any further. It seems most likely he refers to 

Malachi 1:11. 

137In general, see: R. Trevijano, Patrología (Sapienta Fidei, BAC 5, Madrid, 1994) 77-
86. Regarding Eucharist: A. Hamman, «San Ireneo de Lyon», in L’Eucharistie des premiers 
chrétiens, 89ss; J.P. Jong, Der ursprüngliche Sinn von Epiklese und Mischurgsritus nach der 
Eucharistielehre des hl. Iranaeus: ALW 9 (1965) 28-47. 
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In the christological teaching of Iranaeus, which is above all a teaching on redemption, 
the founding  axiom ought to be sought in the double nature of Christ: “inasmuch as the 
Word of God was man ..., did the spirit of God rest upon Him. ... But inasmuch as 
He was God, He did not judge according to glory,  nor reprove after the manner of 
speech ...138  
... In any case, Iranaeus establishes the problem as the oneness of God being in conflict  
with the gnostics who distinguish between a Christ incapable of suffering and a 
Jesus who was subject to suffering. (58-59)  

 
Thus, we will encounter in his Eucharistic discourse an effort to maintain the oneness of God and 

man in Christ, a oneness that Irenaeus will teach us occurs in the Eucharist in spite of what he 

calls the “two aspects.” 

Let us turn to Irenaeus directly now. In Adversus haereses we find 
 

How can they be consistent with themselves, [when they say] that the bread over 
which thanks have been given is the body of their Lord, and the cup His blood, if  
they do not call Himself the Son of the Creator of the world, that is, His Word? ... 
 
Then again, how can they say that the flesh, which is nourished with the body of  
the Lord and with His blood, goes to corruption and does not partake of life? 
... We offer to Him His own, announcing consistently the fellowship and union 
of the flesh and Spirit. For the bread, which is produced from the earth, when 
it receives the invocation of God, is no longer common bread, but the Eucharist,  
consisting of two realities, earthly and heavenly; so also our bodies, when they 
receive the Eucharist, are no longer corruptible, having the hope of the resurrection 
to eternity.139

 
Paul declares in his Epistle to the Ephesians that “we are members of His body, of His 

 
138Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. III, 10,3, as translated by Roberts and Donaldson, The Ante-

Nicene Fathers, <http://www.newadvent.org/fathers. Electronic version (c) 1996 by New 
Advent, Inc.   

139Ibid.  
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flesh, and of His bones.” He does not speak these words of some spiritual and 
invisible man, for a spirit has not bones nor flesh; but [he refers to] that dispensation 
[by which the Lord became] an actual man, consisting of flesh, and nerves, and  
bones - that flesh which is nourished by the cup which is His blood, and receives 
increase from the bread which is His body. (Emphasis mine)140

 

 
140Ibid. 

Apart from the context of the defense against gnosticism, the words “consisting of two realities, 

earthly and heavenly” leave room for the possibility that Irenaeus believes the Eucharist to be 

earthly bread and at the same time the presence of Christ (whether corporal or merely spiritual). 

But given that he is trying to maintain the unity of Christ - the unity of his earthly nature as man 

and his heavenly nature as God - it is seen that “the two realities” refer to the natures of  Christ, 

not to two natures of the bread. Quasten backs this up: “The heart of Iranaeus’s christology ... is 

his theory of recapitulation. ...  Since by the fall of man the whole human race was lost, the Son of 

God had to become man in order to effect as such the re-creation of mankind.” (296) According 

to the teachings of Bishop Iranaeus, the Eucharist is Jesus Christ, man and God united in what we 

today call the hypostatic union; It is not bread. 

Quasten points out two other considerations. Commenting on the second paragraph just 

quoted here from Iranaeus, he notes, “Iranaeus is so convinced of the real presence of the body 

and blood of the Lord in the Eucharist, that he derives the resurrection of the human body from 

the fact that this body has been nourished by the body and blood of Christ” (304). He also notices 

the words of Iranaeus “when it receives the invocation of God, it is no longer common bread.” 

Quasten points out, “From these words it appears that Iranaeus thinks bread and wine are 

consecrated by an epiclesis,” rather than at the institution narration. That, of course, is what the 



 
 126 

                                                

Eastern Catholic Churches teach.  

St. Cyprian, bishop of Carthage 

Cyprian (200-258), bishop of Carthage in the mid-third century A.D., found himself 

forced into exile by persecution and having to write to his flock. While his most-noted concern 

has to do with unity in the Church, he also dealt with the problem of some Christians carrying 

their desire for abstinence from alcohol to the point of putting only water into the chalice during 

the Sacrifice of Eucharist.  

Regarding Sacrifice-Sacrament, Quasten tells us Cyprian’s Epistle 63 On the Sacrament of 

the Cup of the Lord “is the only ante-Nicean writing that deals exclusively with the celebration of 

the eucharist. It importance for the history of the dogma consists in the fact that the entire letter is 

dominated by the idea of sacrifice.” (Patrology vol II, 381) For instance, Cyprian tells us  

That priest truly discharges the office of Christ, who imitates that which Christ did;  
and he then offers a true and full sacrifice in the Church to God the Father. (Epistle  
63, 14)141  

 
We make mention of His passion in all sacrifices (for the Lord’s passion is the 
sacrifice which we offer), we ought to do nothing else than what He did. (63, 17) 

 
Quasten continues on to point out Cyprian is the first to expound the doctrine that the body and 

blood of the Lord are the oblation. “Both the Last Supper and the eucharistic sacrifice of the 

Church are the representation of Christ’s sacrifice on the cross. The eucharist is called dominicae 

passionis et nostrae redemptionis sacramentum.142 (Patrology vol II, 382) Those very words also 

grace the first sentence of the recent Vatican on the Eucharist, Redemptionis Sacramentum from 

 
141Ibid. 

142Ibid. 
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the Congregation for Divine Worship and the Discipline of the Sacraments. 

Regarding Presence-Sacrament, Cyprian tells us: 
 

The blood of Christ is assuredly not water, but wine; neither can His blood 
by which we are redeemed and quickened appear to be in the cup, when in the cup 
there is no wine whereby the blood of Christ is shown forth (2).143  

 

 
143Ibid. 

Really, this passage could also be taken to teach either transubstantiation or consubstantiation. 

One could interpret it to mean that after the consecration what is in the chalice is still wine which 

also is a manifestation of the Blood of Christ (consubstantiation), or one could take it to be saying 

that unless you put wine into the chalice at the time the gifts are offered there is nothing in the 

chalice which can then become the Blood of Christ (transubstantiation as the Catholic Church 

teaches it). Two paragraphs later Cyprian clearly shows his teaching to be the latter, and in doing 

so he too teaches implicitly the same ecclesiological doctrine - it is the Eucharist which actually 

forms the Church - that both Pope John Paul II and Cardinal Ratzinger have recently taught. 

Cyprian tells us: 

For because Christ bore us all, in that He also bore our sins, we see that in the water 
is understood the people, but in the wine is showed the blood of Christ. But when  
the water is mingled in the cup with wine, the people is made one with Christ, and 
the assembly of believers is associated and conjoined with Him on whom it believes; 
which association and conjunction of water and wine is so mingled in the 
Lord’s cup, that the mixture cannot any more be separated. Whence, moreover,  
nothing can separate the Church--that is, the people established in the Church,  
faithfully and firmly persevering in that which they have believed--from Christ, in 
such a way as to prevent their undivided love from always abiding and adhering.  
Thus, therefore, in consecrating the cup of the Lord, water alone cannot be offered, 
even as wine alone cannot be offered. For if anyone offer wine only, the blood of 
Christ is dissociated from us; but if the water be alone, the people are dissociated from 
Christ; but when both are mingled, and are joined with one another by a close union, 
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there is completed a spiritual and heavenly sacrament (13).144

 
A. Gerken (as quoted in Borobio) also sees in Cyprian’s theology a manifestation of Communion-

Sacrament. 

The two fundamental lines that characterize the Eucharistic doctrine of Cyprian are: 
the Eucharist as a sign and source of strength for the moral life of the Christian, and the 
Eucharist as a realization and origin of the unity of the community, unity understood as 
much as communion with Christ as communion among Christians themselves. (62) 

 
And J. Aldazábal (also as quoted in Borobio) corroborates these opinions. 

 
144Ibid. 

From his doctrine this definition can be extracted: “The Eucharist is the celebration 
of the true and full sacrifice, sacrament and memorial of the passion of Christ, 
offered through the priest in the community who is representing the authority of  
Christ, in the presence of the brethren, to God the Father, in the form of bread and 
wine, that are truly the body and blood of Christ.” (62) 

 
Once again we have word-for-word continuity between patristic magisterium and very recent  
 
teachings of the magisterium of the Catholic Church, not just in regard to the nature of Presence,  
 
but also in regard to Sacrifice and to Communion. 
 
Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria 

 
Athanasius (279-373), who while a deacon accompanied his bishop to the Council of 

Nicea as his secretary, was himself named bishop of Alexandria three years after the Council. 

Known as the “pillar of the Church” and as the “hammer of the Arians”, the life of Athanasius 
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as bishop was characterized by his struggle against the errors of the Arians and the defense of the 
truth sanctioned at Nicea. The Eastern Church calls him the “father of orthodoxy” and the Roman 
Church counts him one of the four great Fathers of the East.145  Regarding the Eucharist, in Ad 
Serapion, Athanasius echoes the words of Jesus in Jn. 6: 
 

What appears and what is given for the salvation of the world is the flesh that I have, 
but this same flesh with blood, I will give to you in a spiritual manner as food.146

 
And in his sermon To the Newly Baptized Athanasius teaches: 
  

You shall see the levites bringing loaves and a cup of wine, and placing them on the 
table. So long as the prayers of supplication and entreaties have not been made,  
there is only bread and wine. But after the great and wonderful prayers have been 
completed, then the bread is become the Body, and the wine the Blood, of our  

 
145Pedro R. Santidrián, Diccionario breve de pensadores cristianos (Estella ,Navarra: 

Editorial Verbo Divino, 1991), 41-42. 

146My own translation into English from the Spanish as cited in José Vives, Los Padres 
de la Iglesia (Barcelona: Editorial Herder, 1998), 464. 

Lord Jesus Christ. ... Let us approach the celebration of the mysteries [sacraments].  
This bread and this wine, so long as the prayers and supplications have not taken  
place, remain simply what they are. But after the great prayers and holy supplications  
have been sent forth, the Word comes down into the bread and wine - and thus  
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His Body is confected.147

Cyril, bishop of Jerusalem 

Cyril (c315- 387), bishop of Jerusalem from 348, was exiled from his See three times; all 

of the exiles in one way or another had to do with the Arian controversies of his time. But his own 

personal history takes a back seat to the series of catechetical lectures for which he is best known. 

Delivered in 350, the lectures include pre-catechumenal, Lenten catechumenal, and the post-

Baptismal Mystagogical addresses to those who had chosen to be Baptized at the Easter Vigil. Of 

the last, the fourth of the five deals directly and specifically with the Eucharist. In Mystagogical 

Catecheses #4 “On the Body and Blood of Christ” Cyril tells those who were now neophytes:148

He once in Cana of Galilee, turned the water into wine, akin to blood, and is it 
incredible that He should have turned wine into blood? When called to a  
bodily marriage, He miraculously wrought that wonderful work; and on 
the children of the bride-chamber, shall He not much rather be acknowledged 
to have bestowed the fruition of His Body and Blood? (2) 

 
Wherefore with full assurance let us partake as of the Body and Blood of Christ: 
for in the figure of Bread is given to thee His Body, and in the figure of Wine His 
Blood; that thou by partaking of the Body and Blood of Christ, mayest be made of 
the same body and the same blood with Him. For thus we come to bear Christ in 
us, because His Body and Blood are distributed through our members; thus it is that, 
according to the blessed Peter, we became partakers of the divine nature. (3) 

 
.... 

 
.. the seeming bread is not bread, though sensible to the taste, but the Body of  
Christ; and that the seeming wine is not wine, though the taste will have it so, but 

 
147As quoted by New Advent, <http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/310122.htm. 

148Ibid. 

the Blood of Christ. (9 - emphasis mine) 
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Cyril’s words seem crystal clear - the Eucharist is human flesh and blood. And even beyond this, 

Quasten points out, “According to Cyril this Real Presence is brought about by a changing of the 

substances of the elements” (vol III,375).  

However, in his dissertation Saving Presence in the Mystagogical Catecheses of Cyril of 

Jerusalem Emmanuel Cutrone sets out to explain the teachings of the Eucharist in the 

Mystagogical Catecheses from a framework which shows itself to be outside Catholic magisterial 

teaching, a framework which is very close to that of the ecumenically-minded theologians we 

examined in previous chapters. Cutrone tells us: “Mystogogical Catechesis IV, ..., is basically a 

commentary on the eucharistic elements and their relation to the body and blood of Christ.” (P. 

27 - emphasis mine) even though two sentences later he continues on to give the Catholic 

magisterial understanding “Paragraph one begins with a reference to the Pauline passage 1 Cor. 

11:23 as sufficient assurance that the eucharistic elements are the body and blood of Christ.” But 

if Cutrone feels Cyril writes about the relation between Eucharist and Christ’s body and blood, he 

is implicitly stating they are not one and the same entity, i.e. the Eucharist is not Jesus Himself. 

We then have to ask ourselves if Cutrone disagrees that 1 Cor. 11:23 in fact gives sufficient 

assurance and is simply stating that Cyril felt it does. That is, Cyril teaches the Eucharist is human 

flesh, but does Cutrone agree that it is? 

For the purposes of this dissertation, we do not need to delve deeply into Cutrone’s own 

position or belief, however. It is enough to note that even Cutrone eventually concludes that 

Cyril’s teaching as a bishop and part of the magisterium of his day is in fact in continuity with, 

and therefore is one more link in a 2000 year old consistent teaching, that the Eucharist is not 

bread and wine, that it is human flesh (that of Jesus). 
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There can be no doubt that Cyril believes that communion is really a reception  
of the body and blood of Christ. In the next paragraph, Mys. Cat. V, 21, he  
says plainly, “so receive the body of Christ.” When Cyril describes the antitype 
of the body and blood of Christ, he has reference to the fact that in scripture 
Christ gave us his body and blood in the form of bread and wine. What happened 
to our image in scripture, happens also to us now, and this means that there is a  
likeness achieved with Christ. (52-53) 

 
Thus Cutrone not only concedes Cyril’s teaching to be that the bread and wine cease to be, but 

also concedes the soteriological stance that we become one with Christ physically when we 

receive Communion (the unity destroyed by sin is restored - we become, like Christ, one again 

with the Godhead). As Cutrone draws his dissertation to a close, he repeats this conclusion that 

Cyril is teaching the same as Pope Paul VI or the U.S. bishops or Pope John Paul II. But 

Cutrone’s choice of words “antitype of the body and blood of Christ” in the above quote (not the 

Body and Blood itself, only their antitype) and “real presence” in the quote below also evidence 

that he himself believes, and had set out to demonstrate that the Mystagogical Catecheses teaches, 

the position that Eucharist contains a spiritual if salvific presence of Christ. 

Therefore, it must be concluded that the Mystagogical Catecheses demonstrate 
real presence of the body and blood of Christ in the eucharistic elements. Such a 
presence is brought about through the power of the Holy Spirit. When one receives 
communion he achieves identity with Christ. In his explanation of this fact, Cyril  
relies heavily on typology. (134 - emphasis mine) 

 
 
St. Basil the Great, bishop of Caesarea of Capadocia and metropolitan of Capadocia 

Basil was born in Caesarea of Capadocia around the year 330 and consecrated bishop in 

370. “Tradition has been wont to distinguish Basil with the title ‘The Great’ because of his 

extraordinary capabilities as an organizer, pastor, great teacher of Christian doctrine, defender of 
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the orthodoxy of the apostolic faith, reformer of the Byzantine liturgy and father of the poor.”149 

Although known mostly for his writings against the Arian heresy, Basil did of course include the 

Eucharist in the course of what he taught.  

I did not find specific explicit reference to “Eucharist”, only to “communion”. Neither did 

I find the specific word “sacrifice” in relation to communion or celebration of the liturgy, but in  

“The Morals” Basil writes: 

What is the mark of a Christian? That he be purified of all defilement of the flesh 
and of the spirit in the Blood of Christ, ...; that he be holy and blameless and so 
eat the Body of Christ and drink His Blood. ... What is the mark of those who eat  
the Bread and drink the Cup of Christ? That they keep in perpetual remembrance 
Him who died for us and rose again.”150  (Ch. 22 - emphasis mine) 

 
Besides the clear statement of Presence-Sacrament as what the Catholic Church would soon call 

transubstantiation, Basil makes reference to the perpetual remembrance of Jesus and His passion. 

In “Concerning Baptism” Basil similarly refers to Sacrifice-Sacrament: 

He, therefore, who approaches the Body and Blood of Christ in commemoration  
of Him who died for us and rose again ..., he must actively manifest the  
remembrance of Him who died for us and rose again.151 (Book I, Ch. 3 - emphasis mine) 
 

 
149Luis Glinka, ofm, ed., introduction to San Basilio el Grande, Tratado del Espíritu 

Santo (Buenos Aires: Editorial LUMEN, 1998) p. 6. Translation to English is mine.  

150As quoted at <http://www.therealpresence.org/eucharist/father/a5.html. 

151Ibid.  
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In both quotes, we see Basil referring to an active participation - a remembrance, as in the 

Institution Narration - on the part of the one approaching the Body and Blood of Christ. Given 

that Basil would have celebrated (and is credited with reforming) the Byzantine Rite, the word 

“approach” may well allude to the bidding of the priest as he prepares to distribute Communion in 

that rite: “Holy Things for the Holy. ... With fear of God and faith approach.” That would place 

this quote into the context of a direct reference to the liturgy of the Eucharist: remembrance in the 

Jewish sense of remembering as discussed in Chapter Two152 - mystically but actively being a 

part of the event being remembered. While not conclusive, this does give us some evidence Basil 

taught the Eucharist as Sacrifice-Sacrament.  

 
152Cf. p.30 of this dissertation; also Catechism 1365-66; Ecclesia de Eucharistia 4, 11. 
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Besides the mention of the body and blood of Jesus in these two quotes, Basil gives 

several other indications of his teachings on Presence-Sacrament. In his “Letter to a Patrician 

Lady Caesarea” [no. 93] he tells us: “It is good and beneficial to communicate every day, and to 

partake of the holy Body and Blood of Christ.”153 And more clearly, in his Letter to the 

Caesareans [no. 8] he also writes, “for we eat His flesh, and drink His blood, being made through 

His incarnation and His visible life partakers of His Word and His Wisdom.”154 In addition,  the 

anaphora of the Liturgy of St. Basil also speaks to his belief in the change of substance itself of 

the bread and the wine. In it Basil asks the Spirit descend upon the gifts being offered: “Make this 

bread the precious Body of thy Christ. ... For this bread is in very truth the precious Body of our 

Lord, and God, and Savior Jesus Christ” and “Make that which is in this chalice the precious 

Blood of thy Christ. ... For this chalice is in very truth the precious Blood of our Lord, and God, 

and Savior Jesus Christ.”155 Being at the very foundation of the Eastern tradition, Basil of course 

feels this change happens at the moment of the epiclesis; Borobio notes “The most direct text, 

among the earliest witnesses, is that of Basil in his Treastise on the Holy Spirit:156

«Volverse hacia el oriente en la oración, ¿qué Escritura nos ha enseñado?  
Las palabras de la epíclesis en vistas de la consagración del Pan de la 
eucaristía y del cáliz de la eulogía, ¿qué santo nos lo ha dejado por escrito?»157

 
153As quoted in Quasten, op. cit., vol III p. 233. 

154New Advent . <http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202008.htm. 

155As found in Isabel Hapgood, Service Book of the Holy Orthodox Catholic-Apostolic 
Church (New York: Association Press, 1922), 105-6. 

156Borobio, op. cit., p. 219. 

157The footnote in Borobio is “De Spiritu Sancto, 17: M.M. Garijo Guembe, 136.” 
Apparently, his footnote has a typographical error; the Spanish translation edited by P. Luis 
Glinka, OFM contains very similar wording in Chapter 27, but not in Chapter 17. Glinka’s 
edition, Tratado del Espíritu Santo, says: “Qué Escritura nos ha enseñado el volverse hacia el 
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Basil’s understanding and teaching of the Communion-Sacrament aspect of Eucharist is in 

harmony with Cardinal Ratzinger’s teachings in Dominus Iesus.158  

The Lord Jesus, the only saviour, did not only establish a simple community of 
disciples, but constituted the Church as a salvific mystery. ... (cf. Jn 15:1ff; Gal 3:28; 
Eph 4:15; Acts 9:5). ... Christ and the Church can neither be confused nor  
separated, and constitute a single “whole Christ”. (16) 

 

 
Oriente, durante la oración? ¿Qué santo nos ha dejado por escrito las palabras de la epíclesis, en 
el momento de la consagración del pan de la Eucaristía y de la copa de Bendición?”  

I found two English translations of Basil’s On the Holy Spirit, one at www.new 
advent.org/fathers/ and the other in the book of the same title edited and published by St. 
Vladimir’s Seminary Press, Crestwood, New York (2001). Both were nearly word for word 
similar to each other, but they differ rather notably from the two Spanish translations; I presume 
all four were made using the original language in which Basil wrote. The book says: “Which 
book teaches us to pray facing the East? Have any saints left for us in writing the words to be 
used in the invocation over the Eucharistic bread and the cup of blessing?”  

Since the Spanish in both translations specifies “Scripture” and “epiclesis” whereas both 
in English note only a “book” and an “invocation [over the gifts]” I felt leaving Borobio’s quote 
in the language Borobio himself used would be more helpful in understanding his point. 

158Cf. Dominus Iesus 16.  
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Without setting aside either the idea of liturgy as sacrifice or the reality of Jesus’s physical 

presence in the Eucharist, Basil speaks in many of his letters of being in communion with fellow 

believers (specifically, those believers who profess the Nicene Creed) and/or being in communion 

with the Godhead Himself.159  

Letter to Eusebius, bishop of Samosata [no. 128] 
I set out propositions which were perfectly simple, ...; 
do we decline to receive into communion those who refuse to accept the 
Nicene Creed? 

 
Letter to Eusebius, bishop of Samosata [no. 167]  

... that I should be held in honour by one whose virtue is so great, 
and who is in such close communion with God as to be able, ... 

 
Letter to Peter, bishop of Alexandria [no. 133] 

The grace of the Lord has granted me this favour, ... 
to come into close union with you in the communion of faith. 

 
Letter (without address) [no. 70] 

I have been constrained to beseech you by letter ... either to 
conciliate the dissentient and bring back the Churches of God 
into friendly union, or at all events to make you see more plainly 
who are responsible for the unsettled state in which we are, that it 
may be obvious to you for the future with whom it befits you to be in 
communion.  

 
 

 
159Emphasis in the quotes from these letters is mine. The translation to English is taken 

from http://www.newadvent.org/fathers. 
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In Letter 167 Basil identifies this “communion” of which he speaks  as being in oneness with God 

Himself as well, a reference to the Catholic teaching on Mystical Body. Basil here is in continuity 

with Cardinal Ratzinger’s idea that the Eucharist forms the Body of Christ specifically because It 

is the physical body of Jesus; anyone who receives the Eucharist (who communes) is physically 

joined to Him and therefore everyone who is joined to Him is also joined to one another. In 

Basil’s Letter to the Caesareans we also find: “It is Jesus Who prayed ‘Grant that they may be one 

in us as I and Thou are one, Father’ ”160 (emphasis mine). As the magisterium understands 

Eucharist, those who are not receiving It are not physically a part of the Church since they are not 

physically part of His body.  

In Summary 

We have examined the description of early Christian belief about the Eucharist given by 

Justin, and we have examined a series of bishops’ teachings on the faith, that is, we have 

examined what the magisterium of the first several centuries taught regarding the Eucharist. Each 

one of the bishops we have looked at has been found to teach exactly the same as the recent 

teachings from the Vatican and from the USCCB. The Eucharist is Jesus Himself, not bread and 

wine which somehow represent Him. The Eucharist is at one and the same time the Sacrifice of 

Calvary, a real and physical presence, and a communion of believers who themselves are formed 

into the Body of Christ. 

We started out this chapter asking what theological meaning was attributed to the Lord’s 

Supper in the preaching of the early Church? We were looking, concretely,  to find out how early 

Church magisterium, before any of the scandalous divisions came about, would answer the 

 
160Ibid. Basil is quoting Jn 17:21. 
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question “Is It bread, or is It NOT bread? We have found the following. 

 
Sacred Scripture          

St. Paul, St. Luke   This is my Body. This is my Blood. 
St. Mark, St. Matthew   

 
St. John    If you do not eat the flesh of the Son of Man 

and drink His blood .... 
 

Bishop Ignatius    I am fain for ... the flesh of Jesus Christ 
I crave that Blood of His. 

 
St. Justin the Martyr    ... the food eucharistized ... 

is the flesh and blood of that Jesus 
Bishop Iranaeus    nourished by the cup which is His blood, 

... receives increase from the bread 
Which is His body 

 
Bishop Cyprian    the blood of Christ ... by which we are 

redeemed and quickened 
 

Bishop Athanasius    After the great and wonderful prayers have 
been completed, then the bread is 
become the Body, and the wine the 
Blood, of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

 
Bishop Cyril     the seeming bread is not bread, ... 

But the body of Christ; 
the seeming wine is not wine, 

... but the Blood of Christ 
 

Basil, Metropolitan of Capadocia  the bread is in very truth the precious Body 
of our Lord and God and Savior 

         this chalice is in very truth the precious             
                                 Blood of our Lord and God and Savior 

 
 
 
Quite apparently, these early Christian bishops would answer, “No, It is not bread. It is human  
 
flesh and blood.” Just as surely, the following contemporary leaders would also answer “It is not 
bread. It is human flesh and blood.” 
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Pope Paul VI     ... the bread and wine have ceased to exist 

after the consecration. 
... the adorable body and blood of the Lord 

Jesus from that moment are really 
before us ... . 

 
Catechism of the Catholic Church  the body and blood, together with the soul 

and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ 
and, therefore, the whole Christ is 
truly, really, and substantially  
contained. 

 
USCCB     the bread ceases to be bread in substance, ... 

The wine ceases to be wine in             
       substance 

 
Pope John Paul II    (Quotes Pope Paul VI in his own encyclical 

Ecclesia de Eucharistia) 
 
 
 
 

Such continuity of teaching leads us to the obvious conclusion that the current Catholic 

teaching (which we need to note as also being in harmony with the Catholic magisterial teaching 

on transubstantiation) does not represent a change but rather that the Catholic Church 

magisterium has maintained a continuous and consistent doctrine on the Eucharist since the 

earliest days of organized Christian activity. Let us allow St. John Chrysostom, bishop of 

Constantinople,  to have the concluding word for this chapter.  

For this reason also the mysteries [sacraments], awesome and full of  
abundant salvation, which are celebrated at every assembly, are called a  
thanksgiving [eucaristia], because they are a recollection of many benefactions  
and exhibit the totality of God’s care for us and dispose us in every way to be  
thankful. (Homily on Matthew 25.3)161

 

 
161As quoted in Sheerin, op. cit., p 288. 
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Since our words are about the Lord’s body, come, let us turn our thoughts  
to it, the body which was crucified, which was nailed, which is offered in sacrifice.  
If you are the body of Christ, carry the cross, for he carried it; endure spittings,  
endure blows, endure nails. Such was His body. His body was sinless, for “He did  
not sin, nor was guile found in His mouth” (1 P 2.22). ... 

Since we are speaking of the body, we know that we, as many of us as 
partake of the body, as many as taste of that blood, we partake of something 
which is in no way different or separate from that which is enthroned on high,  
which is adored by the angels, which is next to Power Uncorrupt. (Homily 
on Ephesians, 3.3-end.)162

 
 

 
162Ibid., p 298. 
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 CHAPTER EIGHT 

 

 Implications 

We have established that the Catholic Church doctrine on the Eucharist, and its teaching 

that after the words of consecration in the anafora of the liturgy there is no longer bread nor wine 

present on the altar but rather Jesus Christ Himself in human flesh and blood, as well as soul and 

divinity, goes all the way back in Christian history to the very dawn of the Church.  

That established, the ecclesiological question “What is the nature of the Church?” which 

had shadowed our discussions all through this investigation, when seen in the light of Catholic 

doctrine, becomes crystal clear. If the Eucharist is Jesus, then Jesus Himself, the Eucharist, forms 

into a union with Himself and each other all those who worthily receive Communion. That union 

is called the Church. Cardinal Ratzinger’s teaching in Dominus Iesus that the term “Church” can 

only include those Christian bodies who have a valid Eucharist/ Body of Christ is therefore 

affirmed. It is Eucharist that forms the Church; conversely, the Church is the Mystical Body of 

Christ. 

The christological question which has surfaced several times in this investigation is also 

illuminated by early Christian belief. Jesus, because He is God but also human, can therefore be 

the Christ (the Messiah, the Savior) for all generations of human beings all through the centuries; 

 He (and His saving Sacrifice) are and have been present to them Eucharistically throughout the 

ages. If one accepts the patristic teaching that the Eucharist is Jesus in human flesh and blood, 

then one is free to use that Eucharistic doctrine as a basis from which to construct a christology 

that begins neither as a high christology (with Jesus divinity) nor a low christology (with Jesus 
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humanity). Rather, a christology that starts with patristic Eucharistic doctrine finds itself 

beginning in the middle, with Jesus suspended (on the Cross) between heaven and earth, giving 

human beings a bridge back to union with their God, the union they have lost through sin. Such a 

christology unifies high and low christologies into one,  just as Jesus’s humanity and divinity are 

united in a single being by the hypostatic union.  

Soteriology, too, is impacted. The three possible explanations proposed by Time writer 

David Van Biema to explain how the Calvary event effects salvation - Christ triumphs over Satan 

and rescues humanity from evil, atonement, or by giving example to inspire people to live in 

God’s ways - are within the bounds of Catholic teaching, but each one taken individually comes 

up short just as taking only Sacrifice-Sacrament, or only Communion-Sacrament, or only 

Presence-Sacrament would. None can account for the fact Jesus had to die any more than can the 

ecclesiologies that start with social justice issues instead of starting with the Eucharist. Van 

Biema has concluded his articles by noting “Barbara Wheeler, president of New York’s Auburn 

Seminary, asserts that these days ‘most mainstream theologians recognize more than two 

possibilities and the importance of balancing and integrating them.’”163 That is Sacrifice-

Sacrament, Communion-Sacrament, and Presence-Sacrament are all necessary for salvation. 

None is sufficient by itself.  

 
163David Van Biema et al., “Why Did Jesus Die?”, in Time, 12 April 2004, story 4. Also 

accesible at http://www.time.com/time/subscriber/covers/1101040412. 
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If one believes salvation is merely making contact again with God, nothing further, then 

Jesus does not have to be divine. Nor need He have gone to Calvary. But when we concede that 

the Eucharist is Jesus, it is not bread and wine that represent Him, when we consider the Last 

Supper an integral part of the events of the Passion of our Lord, as Scott Hahn’s work 

demonstrates, we can explain why the Calvary event was a necessary part of God’s plan. The 

Passion is the link, the bridge as it were, with which every human being who ever lived can 

reunite himself/herself with God after being separated from Him by sin (i.e. can achieve 

“salvation”). Only if Eucharist is one and the same as the Sacrifice of Calvary, as the early 

bishops taught, does the Passion have the power to restore us to union with our God. That is 

because we can only be restored to union with God through His reaching out to us. He chose to 

do so by sending His only Son that we might have eternal life, that is, salvation.164 God does not 

want just to forgive us, He longs to fully restore us to union with Him, the kind of full “com-

union” that Adam and Eve knew; He longs for, and sent Jesus to re-establish, our full 

participation in the life of the trinitarian Godhead itself. To settle for merely contact with God, or 

to settle for a static forgiveness without moving on to full reconciliation, is in my opinion, settling 

for a pale shadow of God’s love and concern for us.  

We can even go so far as to say that without the belief that “It is no longer bread/wine but 

is Jesus” Christianity itself is called into question. Christians who do not accept this magisterial 

teaching find themselves on their knees begging God to forgive and to be merciful, praying for 

the salvation they hope He will concede. But, even Jews pray for God’s forgiveness and mercy 

and hope for His intervention to bring them salvation. Catholics instead realize salvation is 

                                                 
164Cf. John 3:16. 
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already accomplished, although they do have to open themselves up to receive it. Without the 

belief that the Eucharist is Jesus Himself, there is no effective faith difference between a Baptist 

who asks God to grant salvation and a Jew who asks God to send the Messiah.  

Sacramental theology too is transformed and takes on new depth. Neither BEM nor any of 

the responses which followed it contain a discussion of the Catholic teaching on the difference 

between actual and sanctifying grace. Neither does the BEM process address the Catholic 

differentiation of a Sacrament (one of the seven channels of sanctifying grace - that which slowly 

transforms us into a holy being) and sacramentals (those things tangible or intangible which draw 

us closer to God and deeper into prayer). Any human being, Christian or non-Christian, can 

encounter God spiritually in a “sacramental moment” - a walk along the riverbank, contemplation 

of a crucifix or icon, in a moment of enlightenment while reading Scripture, during prayer and/or 

conversation with another person. Such a sacramental moment brings contact with God. It “gives 

actual grace” in Catholic terminology.  

But such a sacramental moment, in Catholic teaching, is the same pale shadow of spiritual 

contact instead of the intimate sacramental encounter with Christ Himself, physically, acting in 

our lives, which happens as we receive one of the seven Sacraments and the infusion of 

sanctifying grace which it brings. It is sanctifying grace which effects the slow, life-long process 

Karl Rahner has called “divinization”; it transforms us little by little into a saint worthy to enter 

God’s presence and capable of being in the presence of the beatific vision. Sanctifying grace is 

channeled by God’s design through the Eucharist, the primordial Sacrament from which the other 

six flow.  

And sanctifying grace is channeled to us only through the Sacrifice on Calvary. Those 
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who deny that the Mass is one and the same as Calvary are also denying themselves sanctifying 

grace which gives access to the deeper level of soteriology that cannot be reached through actual 

grace alone.  

It is here that ecumenical efforts to come to a unified, single understanding of Eucharist  

hermeneutically interface with the early Christian belief and present Catholic teaching. At first 

glance, it would seem that all the ecumenical efforts throughout the entire twentieth century go up 

in smoke in front of the line between “bread” and “not bread”, between “wine” and “not wine” 

that the theologians in Chapter Six would not cross nor would the Catholic magisterium. But that 

view fails to see beyond the blinders of human pride on both sides of the line. 

Rather, it seems to me that Geoffrey Wainwright has chosen a much better way to view 

the work of the ecumenists during the twentieth century; he speaks of a convergence and of BEM 

as a convergence document.165 We are all being called by the Holy Spirit, to converge on that 

unity for which Jesus prayed as He began his Passion in the Upper Room. Hopefully, as the early 

Fathers did, we will all be able to converge again on the source and summit of sacramental 

theology, of soteriology, of christology, and of ecclesiology - the Eucharist. 

  

                                                 
165Cf. Geoffrey Wainwright, “Growing into One Eucharistic Fellowship” in Midstream 

18 (1979), 63-67 and “The Lima Text in the History of Faith and Order” in Studia Liturgica 16 
(1986), 6-21. 



 
 147 

 LIST OF WORKS CITED 
 
Abad, José Antonio. El Sacrificio de la Misa. Madrid: Cuadernos BAC, 1968. 
 
Abbott, Walter M., S.J. (Ed.). “Gaudium et Spes,” “Lumen Gentium,” and “Sacrosanctum 

Concilium.” The Documents of Vatican II. New York: Guild Press, 1966. 
 
Arinze, Francis. Redemptionis Sacramentum. Congregation for the Divine Worship and 

Discipline of the Sacraments. 25 March 2004. Vatican: The Holy See. 
<http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/ccdds/doc_20040423_redemptionis-
sacramentum_en.html. 

 
----. “The Holy Eucharist Unites Heaven and Earth.” address at a Eucharistic congress for women 

religious, Basilica of National Shrine of the Immaculate Conception, 25 September 2004. 
As quoted in BCL Newsletter. Washington, D.C.: USCCB Publications. October 2004 (vol 
XL). 

 
Athanasius. To the Newly Baptized. New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/310122.htm. 
 
Barnard, Leslie William. St. Justin Martyr: the First and Second Apologies. New York: Paulist 

Press, 1997. 
 
Basil the Great. On the Holy Spirit. Crestwood, NY: St. Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001. 
 
----. Concerning Baptism. The Real Presence <http://www.therealpresence.org/fathers/a5.html. 
 
----. Letter (without address - no. 70). New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202070.htm. 
 
----. Letter to Eusebius, bishop of Samosata (no 128). New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202128.htm. 
 
----. Letter to Eusebius, bishop of Samosata (no 167). New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202167.htm. 
 
----. Letter to Peter, bishop of Alexandria (no.133).  New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202133.htm. 
 
----. Letter to the Caesareans (no 8).  New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3202008.htm. 
 
----. On the Holy Spirit. New Advent <http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/3201000.htm. 
 



 
 148 

----. The Morals. The Real Presence <http://www.therealpresence.org/eucharist/fathers/a5.html. 
 
Basilio el Grande (Luis Glinka, ofm, ed.). Tratado del Espíritu Santo. Buenos Aires: Editorial 

LUMEN, 1998. 
 
Bausch, William J. A new look at the Sacraments. Mystic, CN: Twenty-Third Publications, 1994. 
 
Bellah, Robert et al. Habits of the Heart. New York: Harper and Row, 1985. 
 
Blumer, Lella. “Foley proclaims dynamic Eucharist.” Western Catholic Reporter 25 October 

1999. <http://www.wcr.ab.ca/news/1999/1025dynamiceucharist102599.shtml. 
 
Borobio, Dionisio. Eucaristía. Madrid: Biblioteca de Autores Cristianos, 2000.  
 
Bush, Josephine. Un Taller/Retiro para Ministros Extraordinarios de la Sagrada Eucharistía. 

Jackson, GA: by the author, 2002.  
 
Carlin, David. The Decline and Fall of the Catholic Church in America. Manchester, NH: Sophia 

Institute Press, 2003. 
 
Casarella, Peter and Raúl Gomez, ed. El Cuerpo de Cristo: the Hispanic Presence in the U.S. 

Catholic Church. New York: the Crossroads Publishing Company, 1998. 
 
Catechism of the Catholic Church. Washington, D.C.: USCCB, 1994. 
 
Chupungco, Anscar J., O.S.B. Liturgies of the Future: the Process and Methods of Inculturation. 

New York: Paulist Press, 1989. 
 
Canon Law Society of America. Code of Canon Law, Latin-English Edition. Washington, DC:   

Canon Law Society of America, 1983. 
 
Consejo Episcopal Latinoamericano - CELAM. Puebla and Medellín.<http://www.celam.org/. 
 
Cruz, Joan Carroll. Eucharistic Miracles. Rockford, IL: Tan Books and Publishers, 1987. 
 
Cutrone, Emmanuel. Saving Presence in the Mystagogical Catecheses of Cyril of Jerusalem. Ann 

Arbor: University Microfilms, 1975. 
 
Cyprian. Epistle 63 On the Sacrament of the Cup of the Lord. New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/0506.htm. 
 
Cyril of Jerusalem. Mystagogical Catecheses #4. New Advent 

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/310122.htm. 
D’ Antonio, James D. Davidson, Dean R. Hoge and Katherine Meyer. American Catholics: 



 
 149 

Gender, Generation, and Commitment. Walnut Creek: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers, 
Inc., 2001. 

 
Davidson, James D. et al. The Search for Common Ground: What Unites and Divides Catholic 

Americans. Huntington, IN: Our Sunday Visitor, 1997. 
 
Denzinger, H. ed. Enchiridion Symborum. Barcelona: Herder & Herder, 1957. 
 
Dix, Gregory. The Shape of the Liturgy. London: Dacre Press, 1964. 
 
Faith and Order Paper No. 111, Baptism, Eucharist, and Ministry. Geneva:WCC, 1982. 
 
Falls, Thomas S. St. Justin Martyr: Dialogue with Trypho. Washington, DC: The Catholic 

University of America Press, 2003. 
 
Florovsky, George. “The Worshiping Church.” In The Festal Menion. London: Faber and Faber, 

1969. 
 
Gallup Organization, Inc.,The. “A Gallup Survey of Catholics Regarding Holy Communion.” 

Princeton, NJ. January, 1992. 
 
Garcia-Carreras, Evelio. “Eucaristía: Alimento y Sacrificio (Banquete y Cena)”. Unpublished 

lecture for training of extraordinary ministers of the Eucharist. 1994. 
 
Geertz, Clifford. “Religion as a Cultural System.” In Anthropological Approaches to Religion, ed. 

Michael Banton. London: 1965.  
 
Gibson, Mel. The Passion of the Christ. Produced by Bruce Davey, Mel Gibson, Steven 

McEveely. Directed by Mel Gibson. 126 min. Icon Productions, 20th Century Fox Home 
Entertainment, 2004.  DVD. 

 
Hahn, Scott. The Fourth Cup. Produced by St. Joseph Communications. 60 minutes. 1997. 

Videocasette.  
 
Hapgood, Isabel Florence. Service Book of the Holy Orthodox-Catholic Apostolic Church. New 

York: Association Press. 1922. 
 
Holton, Robert. “Catholics weak on eucharistic teaching, poll shows.” Our Sunday Visitor 15 

March, 1992. 
 
Iranaeus of Lyons. Adversus Haereses. New Advent <http://www.newadvent.org/fathers. 
 
“Is Catholic appreciation of the Eucharist in decline?” Our Sunday Visitor 12 July 1992. 
 



 
 150 

John XXIII. Mater et Magistra. Vatican: The Holy See. 15 May 1961. 
<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_xxiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_j-
xxiii_enc_15051961_mater-et-magistra_en.html. 

 
John Paul II. Charter of the Rights of the Family. Washington, DC: NCCB Committee for Pro-

Life Activities, 1983. 
 
----. Centessimus Annus. Vatican: The Holy See. 1 May 1991. 

<http://www.vatican.va/edocs/ENG0214/_INDEX.HTM. 
 
----. Dominicae Cenae. Vatican: The Holy See. 24 Feb 1980. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/letters/documents/hf_jp-
ii_let_24021980_dominae-cenae_en.html. 

 
----. Ecclesia in America. ----. Vatican: The Holy See. 22 Jan. 1999. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/apost_exhortations/documents/hf_jp-
ii_exh_22011999_ecclesia-in-america_en.html. 

 
----. Ecclesia de Eucharistía.  Vatican: The Holy See. 17 April 2003. 

<http://www.vatican.va/edocs/ENG0821/_INDEX.HTM. 
 
----. Familiaris Consortio. Claveria, Mexico: Librería Parroquial de Clavería, 1981. 
 
----. Mane nobiscum, Domine. Vatican: The Holy See. 8 Oct. 2004. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/apost_letters/documents/hf_jp-
ii_apl_20041008_en.html. 

 
----. Novo Millenio Ineunte.  Vatican: The Holy See.  6 Jan. 2001. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/john_paul_ii/apost_letters/documents/hf_jp-
ii_apl_20010106_novo-millenio-ineunte_en.html. 

 
----. On the Dignity and Vocation of Women. Boston: St. Paul Books and Media, 1988. 
 
----. Redemptor Hominis. Washington, DC: USCCB Office of Publications, 1979. 
 
KRC/Communications Research. “The Boston Globe Spotlight Investigation: Abuse in the 

Catholic Church.” <http://www.boston.com/globe/spotlight/abuse/poll. 
 
Kavanaugh, Aidan. “Liturgical Inculturation: Looking to the Future.” Studia Liturgica vol. 20 - 

1990 - no. 1, 95-106. 
 
Kodell, Jerome. The Eucharist in the New Testament. Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 

1988. 
 



 
 151 

Küng, Hans. Does God Exist? New York:Random House, 1981. 
 
----. The Church. New York:Sheed and Ward, 1967.  
 
----. The Living Church. New York:Sheed and Ward, 1963. 
 
Küng, Hans and Leonard Swidler. The Church in Anguish. San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1986. 
 
La Verdiere, Eugene. The Eucharist in the New Testament and the Early Church. Collegeville, 

MN: The Liturgical Press, 1996.  
 
Lara, Jaime. “El Lenguaje de la Cultura.” Presented at the conference Languages of Worship. 

Notre Dame University, 17 July 2003. 
 
----. “The Sacramented Sun: Solar Eucharistic Worship in Colonial Latin America.” In Peter 

Casarelli and Raúl Gomez, eds. El Cuerpo de Cristo, the Hispanic Presence in the U.S. 
Catholic Church. New York: Crossroad Publishing Co., 1998. 

 
Leo XIII. Rerum Novarum. Vatican: The Holy See. 15 May 1891. 

<http:www.vatican.va/holy_father/leo_xiii/encyclicals/documents/hf_l-
xiii_enc_15051891_rerum-novarum_en.html. 

 
Lohfink, Gerhard. Jesus and Community. Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1984. 
 
Macquarrie, John. A Guide to the Sacraments. New York: Continuum, 1997. 
 
Martino, Renato Raffaele. Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church. Vatican: The Holy 

See. Pontifical Council for Justice and Peace. 25 Oct. 2004. 
<http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia  

 
Matabosch, Antonio. “Acuerdos Ecuménicos Sobre la Eucaristía” en J. Aldazábal, ed. Cuadernos 

Phase 2. Barcelona: Centre de Pastoral Litúrgica, 1989. 
 
McHugh, John A. O.P., S.T.M., Litt. D., and Charles J. Callan, O.P., S.T.M., Litt. D. (trans.). 

 Catechism of the Council of Trent for Parish Priests. Rockford, IL: Tan Books and 
Publishers, 1982. 

 
Mitchell, Nathan. Real Presence: the Work of Eucharist. Chicago:Liturgy Training Publications, 

2001. 
 
Morse, Jonathan. “Holy Things for the Holy: Henosis and Theosis as fruits of the Eucharist in 

Slavic Byzantine Theology.” Unpublished dissertation presented at Greenwich School of 
Theology, London, U.K., 1996. 

 



 
 152 

New Advent: Fathers of the Church. <http://www.newadvent.org. 
 
Notre Dame Study of Catholic Parish Life. Institute for Church Life 

<http://www.nd.edu/~icl/study.html. 
 
Osborne, Keenan, O.F.M. Teología Sacramental: Introducción general. Valencia: EDICEP. 
 
Osborne, Keenan, O.F.M. Sacramental Theology: a General Introduction. New York:Paulist 

Press, 1988.  
 
Pardo, Andrés (ed.). Documentación Litùrgica Posconciliar: Enchiridion. Barcelona: Editorial 

Regina, 1995. 
 
Padovese, Luigi. Introducción a la Teología Patristica. Estella, Navarra: Editorial Verbo Divino, 

1996. 
 
Paul VI. Populorum Progressio. Vatican: The Holy See. 26 March 1967. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/paul_vi/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-
vi_enc_26031967_populorum-progressio_en.html. 

 
----. Solemn Profession of Faith. 30 June 1968, 25: AAS 60 (1968). 
 
Paulson, Michael. “Catholics Want Change, Polls Finds. Seek Archbishop Open to New Ideas.” 
 The Boston Globe 11 May 2003, A1. 
 
Pickstock, Catherine. After Writing: On the Liturgical Consummation of Philosophy. Oxford: 

Blackwell Publishers, 1998. 
 
Pierce, Bryan, O.P. “Sacramentos.” Final session of “Caminantes,” a series of lectures for 

pastoral formation given by the Archdiocese of Atlanta at Immaculate Heart of Mary 
parish, Atlanta GA, December 1990. 

 
Pius XI. Quadragesimo Anno. Vatican: The Holy See. 15 May 1931. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/pius_xi/encyclicals/ documents/hf_p-
xi_enc_19310515_quadragesimo-anno_en.html. 

 
Pius XII. Mediator Dei. Vatican: The Holy See. 20 Nov. 1947. 

<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/pius_xii/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-
xii_enc_20111947_mediator-dei_en.html. 

----. Mystici Corporis Christi. Vatican: The Holy See. 29 June 1943. 
<http://www.vatican.va/holy_father/pius_xii/encyclicals/documents/hf_p-
xii_enc_29061943_mystici-corporis-christi_en.html. 

 
Power, David, O.M.I. The Eucharistic Mystery:Revitalizing the Tradition. New York:Crossroads, 



 
 153 

1992. 
 
----. The Sacrifice We Offer: the Tridentine Dogma and its Reinterpretation. Edinburgh: T. & T. 

Clark Limited, 1987. 
 
Powers, Joseph, S.J. Eucharistic Theology. London: Burns & Oates/Herder and Herder, 1967. 
 
Quasten, Johannes. Patrology (vol. I and II). Westminster, MD: Christian Classics, Inc., 1994. 
 
Ratzinger, Joseph (Adrian Walker, trans.) Called To Communion: Understanding the Church 

Today. San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1991. 
 
----. Dominus Iesus. Vatican: The Holy See. 6 Aug 2000. Congregation for the Doctrine of the 

Faith. <http:// 
www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_200008
06_dominus-iesus_en.html. 

 
----. Letter to the Bishops of the Catholic Church On Some Aspects of the Church Understood As 

Communion. Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith. Vatican: The Holy See. 28 May 
1999.  
<http://www.vatican.va/roman_curia/congregations/cfaith/documents/rc_con_cfaith_doc_
28051992_communionis-notio_en.html. 

 
Roman Missal: The Sacramentary. New York: Catholic Book Publishing Co., 1985. 
 
Santidrian, Pedro R. Diccionario breve de pensadores cristianos. Estella (Navarra): Editorial 

Verbo Divino, 1991. 
 
Schillebeeckx, E. Christ the Sacrament of the Encounter with God. New York: Sheed and Ward   
             1963. 
 
----. The Eucharist. New York: Sheed and Ward, 1968. 
 
Searle, Mark. Liturgy Made Simple. Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1981. 
 
----. “The Notre Dame Study of Parish Life.” Worship.  July 1986 vol. 60, no. 4, 312-333. 
 
Sheerin, Daniel. The Eucharist: Message of the Fathers of the Church. Wilmington, Delaware: 

Michael Glazier, 1986. 
 
Sobrino, Jon. Resurrección de la verdadera Iglesia. Santander: Editorial Sal Terrae, 1984. 
 
Sobrino, Jon. The true Church and the poor. Matthew J. O'Connell, trans. Maryknoll, NY: Orbis 

Books, 1984. 



 
 154 

 
Stanforth, Maxwell (trans.) and Andrew Louth (ed.). Early Christian Writings: the Apostolic 
 Fathers. London: Penguin Books, 1987. 
 
Steinfels, Peter. “Future of Faith Worries Catholic Leaders.” The New York Times 1 June 1994, 

A1. 
 
Taft, Robert. The Byzantine Rite, a Short History. Collegeville, MN: the Liturgical Press,  1992. 
 
The New American Bible. Chicago: Good Counsel Publishers, 1971. (C) 1970 Confraternity of 

Christian Doctrine, Inc., Washington, D.C. 
 
The Real Presence Association. <http://www.therealpresence.org.  
 
Third Plenary Council of Baltimore, The. Baltimore Catechism No. 3. Rockford, IL: Tan Books 

and Publishers, Inc., 1995.  
 
Thurian, Max (ed.). Churches Respond to BEM:official responses to the “Baptism, Eucharist, and 

Ministry” text, vols. I, V, and VI. Geneva: World Council of Churches, c.1986.  
 
----. The Mystery of the Eucharist. Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdman’s Publishing 

Company, 1984. 
 
TRADITIO Traditional Roman Catholic Internet Site. “Polls and Statistics.” <http:// 

www.traditio.com/tradlib/polls.txt. 
 
 
United States Conference of Catholic Bishops. Institutio Generalis Missalis Romani 2000. 

<http://www.usccb.org/liturgy/current/mr_001~1.pdf. 
 
USCCB. The Real Presence of Jesus Christ in the Sacrament of the Eucharist: Basic Questions 

and Answers. Washington, DC: USCCB Office of Publishing and Promotion Services, 
2002. 

 
Van Biema, David et al. “Why Did Jesus Die?” Time Magazine 12 April 2004. 

<http://www.time.com/time/subscriber/covers/1101040412. 
 
Vives, José. Los Padres de la Iglesia. Barcelona: Editorial Herder, 1988. 
 
Wainwright, Geoffrey. “Growing into One Eucharistic Fellowship.” Midstream, 18 (1979). 
 
----. Is the Reformation Over? Catholics and Protestants at the Turn of the Millenium. 

Milwaukee, WI: Marquette University Press, 2000. 
 



 
 155 

----. “The Lima Text in the History of Faith and Order.” Studia Liturgica 16 (1986). 
 
 
 
 
 OTHER RESOURCES OF INTEREST 
 
Aldazábal, José. Gestos y símbolos (6a ed.). Barcelona: Centre de Pastoral Litùrgica, 2000. 
 
Arinze, Francis (Cardinal). Meeting Other Believers. Huntington, IN: Our Sunday Visitor, 1998. 
 
Blattner, Elsie F. El Tabernaculo. Miami: Editorial Vida de Zondervan. 
 
Borobio, Dionisio. Dimension Social de la Liturgia y los Sacramentos. Bilbao: Editorial Desclee 

de Brouwer, 1990. 
 
----. La Liturgia Eucarística Desde el Siglo IV al Vaticano II. Madrid: Fundación Santa María, 

1986. 
 
Burns, J. Patout. Cyprian the Bishop. London: Routledge, 2002. 
 
Champlin, Joseph. An Important Office of Immense Love. New York: Paulist Press, 1984. 
 
Cooke, Bernard. Sacraments and Sacramentality. Mystic, CN: Twenty-Third Publications, 1989. 
 
Cullman, Oscar. Early Christian Worship. Bristol, IN: Wyndham Hall Press, 
 
Dupuis, Jacques. Introducción a la Cristología. Estella, Navarra: Editorial Verbo Divino, 1994. 
 
Durwell, François-Xavier. La Eucaristía Sacramento Pascual. Salamanca: Editorial Sigueme, 

1986. 
 
Flores, Juan Javier. Traducir en la Vida el Misterio Pascual: Apuntes para una Espiritualidad 

litúrgica. Madrid: Ediciones Paulinas, 1992. 
 
Francis, Mark R., C.S.V. Liturgy in a Multicultural Community. Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical 

Press, 1991. 
 
Hershberger, Erwin N. Seeing Christ in the Tabernacle. Harrisonburg, VA: Choice Books of 

Northern Virginia, Inc., 1995. 
 
John Paul II. El Misterio y el Culto de la Eucaristía. Coyoacán, Mexico: Ediciones Paulinas, 

1980.  
 



 
 156 

Kelley, George A. The Battle for the American Church.Garden City, NY: Image Books, 1981. 
 
Maldonado, Luis. La Acción Litúrgica:Sacramento y Celebración. Madrid: San Pablo, 1995. 
 
Nacianceno, Gregorio. La Pasión de Cristo. Madrid: Editorial Ciudad Nueva, 1988.  
 
Navarro, Ma. Ángeles. La Eucaristía: Origen, Doctrina, Celebración y Vida. Madrid: PPC. 

Editorial y Distribuidora, SA, 2002. 
 
O’Malley, William J. Sacraments:Rites of Passage. Allen, TX: Thomas More, 1995. 
 
Osborne, Eric. Irenaeus of Lyons. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2001. 
 
Rahner, Karl. Curso Fundamental sobre la Fe: Introducción al concepto de cristianismo. 
 Barcelona: Editorial Herder, 1989. 
 
Schillebeeckx, Edward. Jesùs en Nuestra Cultura. Salamanca: Editorial Sigueme, 1987. 
 
Schulz, Hans-Joachim. The Byzantine Liturgy. New York: Pueblo Publishing Co., 1986. 
 
Sheedy, Charles E., C.S.C. The Eucharistic Controversy of the Eleventh Century Against the 

Background of the Pre-Scholastic Theology. Washington, D.C.: The Catholic University 
of America Press, 1947. 

 
Vonier, Abbot. A Key to the Doctrine of te Eucharist. Bethesda: Zaccheus Press, 2003. 
 
Wainwright, Geoffrey. For Our Salvation: Two Approaches to the Work of Christ. Grand Rapids, 

MI: William B. Eerdmanns Publishing Company, 1977. 
 
Wand, J. W. C., Lord Bishop of London, John Morgan, ed.  The Greek and Latin Doctors. Bristol, 

IN: Wyndham Hall Press. 
 
 
 
Specialized Bibliography on Eucharist available at 

<http://www.nd.edu/~ndpl/Bibliography/eucharistextensive.html  


