Walter B.,T. Douglas

The Eucheristic Theology of Thomas Cranmer in the Light of Recent Controversies

S.T.M., Divinity

ABSTRACT
This essay seeks to determine the nature of Cranmer's sacramental
~ theology in the light of the controversies between Don Gregory Dix, Cyril C.
Richardson and C.W. Dugmore. After tracing the slate of Eucharistic theology
"in the later Middle Ages and Reformation era, the author then examines Crahmer!s
own writings on the Lord's Supper. From this 6ur study takes up the discussion
between the three writers mentioned above, and the conclusion is that each, in
some way shows certain weakness in his treatment of Cranmer's views.

It is érgued that in this study that the difficulty of assessing
Cranmer's concepts on the Lord's Supper, lies in the character of the man
himself, and in the apparent contradictions that.:we find in some of his
writings.

Finally, the author maintains that although Cranmer was basically

"Swiss" in his sacramental theology, he was not entirely dependent upon
Zwingli and the Zurich School fér the development of his ideas. Also tﬁe
evidence from his writings does not support Dugmore'ls theory that he was

a realist - symbolist of the Augustinian tradition.
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INTRODUCTION

When in 1945 the Benedictine scholar Dom:
Gregory Dix published The Shape of the Liturgy, he
precipitated a controversy which lasted for several
years. Specifically the debate arose over the chap~
ter - "The Reformation and the Anglican Liturgy".

Dix maintained that when all Cranmer's writings are
considered the ineluctable conclusion is that in his
eucharistic theology Cranmer was a Zwinglian.

He adduced relevant passages from Cranmer's
works to support his theory that from the time of his
conversion from transubstantiation in 1546, Cranmer was
a convinced and consistent Zwinglian. Dix advocated
further that the First Prayer Book 1549, and in a special
sense the Second Book 1552, was deliberately devised to
give expression to .the Zwinglian interpretation of the
Bucharist. Thus Dix writes: "For my own part, surveying
all the exposition of his own words...I am quite unable
to distinguish the substance of his doctrine from that
of ZWingli."1

E.L.Mascall noted that "Dix's thesis evoked

startled protests from many Anglicans who had been



accustomed to look upon the 1549 rite as being, apart
from a few minor features, their ideal of a verhacular-
liturgy, and to venerate Cranmer as a sound Catholic
against whom the worst accusation that could be brought

was that of a slight and easily excusable leaning towards
2

receptionism.“

It is significant however that no less an auth-
ority than E.C.Ratcliff‘agreed that no other interpretation
than Dix's was possible in the ligﬂt of the evidénce; and
even suggested that his case might have been strengthened.

The first serious attempt to challenge Dix's thesis
came from G;Q.Timms in the form of two essays which appeared
in the Church Quarterly Review 1947, under the title "Cranmer
Dixit". Timms was convinced that Cranmer was not a Zwinglian.
In the two essays he described Cranmer as a dynamic recep-
tionist on the grounds that there are passages in his writings
in which he plainly spoke of the faithful communicant as
receiving the body and blood of Christ in the Sacrament.
According to Timms, it must be recognized that the whole
emphasis of Dix's controversial chapter was to prove that
the 1552 rite was contrived by Cranmer to express a
eucharistic theology which has never been held by any

except a small minority of English Churchmen, and to rule
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3
out all other interpretation. Further, Dix's inter-

pretation of Zwingli's teaching on the sacraments is that
they have hno force or efficacy of their own whatsoever.
They are bare signs or ceremonies by which a man assures
other people rather than himself of his saving faith in
Christ's redemption."4 Timms indicated that Dix's survey

of Cranmer's works, is out of harmony with a balanced view
of his writings. He suggested that this interpretation of
Cranmer is due to four things:' (1) Dix did not have,
according to Timms, a true understanding of Protestantism
even though he made a real effort to be fair and sympathetic
to'it. (2) He was confused by the presence of some passages
in Cranmer's works which havep%ndoubtedly Zwinglian tone
about them. (3) He has misinterpreted several crucial
passages which are the basis of this theory about Cranmer.
(4) Dix misunderstood the nature of faith as the reformers

5
saw it; he believed that for the reformers faith was

"purely mental and psyc'hological."6

- This protest drew from Dix a rejoinder in the
shape of two articles which he called "Dixit Cranmer et

non Timuit". In these essays, he explained that the state-
ments which Timms adduced from Cranmer's writings to prove

his thesis of a dynamic receptionism, could also be found

in the writings of such thorough going 2Zwinglians as Hooper,
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Bullinger énd even Zwingli himself. He added further,
fhat the Zwinglians of the sixteenth century regarded
the "gpiritual eating of Christ's body" not as some-
thiné directly connected with receiviné Holy Communion,
but purely as a mental and emotional exercise, ﬁhich the
reception of Holy Communion can on occasion accompany,
but which is in no sense whatever dependent on partic-
ipation in the Lord's Supper.jl |
Furthermore, Dix quoted Hooper as expressing
complete satisfaction with Cranmer's views, ahd showed

that almost all alterations in the 1549 rite for which

the receptionist Bucer pressed in his Censura, were ig-

nored by Cranmer in compiling the rite of 1552.

At the conclusion of his articles, Dix re-
asserted that "in so far as the prayers of our present
&Ucharistic rite are Cranmer's workmanship, Reception-
ists...can only interpret them in worship as expressing
their own belief by deliberately ignoring the declared
intention of their author not only to repudiate, but to
exclude devotional meaning which they seek to place

8
upon them."

In 1949 Cyril C.Richardson, an American theol-
ogian entered the controversy by publishing a paper

Zwingli and Cranmer on the Eucharist, with a subtitle
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"cranmer Dixit et Contradixit." In this work Richardson
defended the thesis that Cranmer was a Zwinglian but with
a difference. On the main issue he agreed with Dix, but
insisted that Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine was not en-
tirely identical with Zwingli's, and that Dix did not
have a clear grasp of what the Reformers meant by the
term "faith".9 He rejects any suggestion that tended

to deécribe“Cranmer as a dynamic receptionist, and points
out thatkTimms' categorization stems from his failure to
distinguish between different modes of Christ's presence

10
in the Eucharist.

The difference Richardson sees between Zwingli
and Cranmer relates to the manner in which the two under-
stood the Lord's Supper to be a pledge.

"Where Zwingli's leading idea'ﬁas that the pledge
referred to Christians who by the Lord's supper gave public
testimony to each other of their faith in Christ and of
their resolution to lead the Christian life, Cranmer views
the matter in a different light. The bread and wine are
visible pledges, confirming our faith in the fact that
Christ died for us, and assuring us that He now nourishes
and unites Himself with us. They are not pledges that

11
Christ now feeds us with the substance of His flesh."




Richardson noted that Cranmer gave a higher
value to the elements than 2wingli, and this is import-
ant to an examination of the eucharistic teachings of

the two.

C.W.Dugmore criticized Dix and Richardson for
12
their categorization of Cranmer as a Zwinglian. Dugmore

in his The Mass and the English Reformers,presents a

thesis that is diametrically opposed to his opponents.

- He sees Cranmér not as a Zwinglian, but rather as a
Réformed Catholic or Augustinian Realist -~ Symbolist. He
argues that any theory which in fact identifies Cranmer
with Zwinglianism is inconsistent with what Cranmer taught
concefning the Eucharist. He tries to show the incon-
sistency in Dix's thesis by'giving notice of the fact
that the evidence Dix used to maintain his position rested
almost entirely on passages taken from Cranmer's Defence which
wascwritten-when: alasco was at Lambeth, and on a
mistaken view of what Zwingli really held.l3

Thus Dugmore insisted that Cranmer held that non-
papist Catholic doctrine of the real presence until the
end of his life. Further, his writings, taken together

show that he stood in the Catholic or Augustinian realist-

symbolist tradition of eucharistic doctrine which was
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handed down from the days of the Barly €hurch.
A new point of view was introduced into the
controversy with the appearance of Francis Clark's

Eucharistic Sacrifice and the Reformation. In this

study, Clark showed the inadmissability of the pre-
supposition that the Reformers in general, and Cranmer
in particular, did not quite understana‘the traditional
Catholic doctrine of eucharistic sacrifice due to its
corruption and distortion by Nominalism and cg$qj*f@xma
S popular}piety in the medieval period. He advocated
that such an argument presumed that the Reformers were
incompetent when it is quite clear that we are dealing
with some of the most acute minds of the age.

Clark admitted that Cranmer and his associates
were willing to apply sacrificial terms to the Ehcharist,
but only in a sense that excluded what was éssential to
the traditional Catholic Doctrine. He contended that they
had accurate knowledge of the authorized Catholic teaching

on the Eucharistic Sacrifice and how it was presented by

~their contemporary opponents.

However, they could not but repudiate this
teaching since it was in implicit contradiction with

14
their basic theology of grace and justification.

-yii-



3

E.L,Mascall observed that ”whatever is the ;;h7f‘

tzuth about Cranmer s own he1iefs, it is at 1east sigss""'

B nificant that the’ church of England, saddled as it was ':e
with Cranmer s Jiturgy, respectfully'but firmly refused'
to interpret it in a Zwinglian sense. 15 |

It is quite evident from our survey of the

conflicting theories regarding Cranmer 8 eucharistic e

theology that the doctrinal and liturgical writings of f\\i‘

Cranmer have- always been highly controversial. Indeed,
‘the controversy tends to leave one with the feeling |
‘that the justification of the English Reformation de-
pends on an accurate assessment of What Cranmer taught
about the Eucharist.

| The following thesis seeks to examine Cranmer s
eucharistic theology in the light of the controversy,
especially between Dix, RiChardson and‘Dugmore who re-
present radically opposite views. "

In this study an effort will be made to follow
Cranmer's thoughts through the various stages of his
development in order to grasp what precisely were his
theological understanding of the Eucharist. In doing
this we are aware of the caveat of G.E.Rupp that the

vocabulary of the sixteenth century was in a constant
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state of change and that it is possible by a judicious
. selection of passages to show that Cranmer held views '
‘ 16
which in reality were held by his chief opponent Gardinex.

With this caution in mind we come to the first

chapter of our essay.
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CHAPTER I

THE LIFE AND TIMES OF CRANMER

Even a brief study of the life and the times of
Cranmer presents two fundamental problems. The first
}s due to the complexities and uncertainties.of the
period, particulérly with reference to the state of
religion and the shifting political and ecclesiastical
expedients-of royal policy. The second relates to the
controversy surrounding the character of Cranmer, his
theological and liturgical teachings, and his role as
Primate of England. After four hundred years the con-
troversy has not yet ended.

As David Knowles has indicated no one can claim
to approach>such a study without prejudice, or having
approached it, that he had presented Cranmer's actions
in their true light. The English Reformation in whidh
Cranmer was a conspicibué figure, was not a project
conceived and executed by one man. It was rather, a
series of events wrought out amidst éynastic, political
and social, as well as ecclesiastical upheavals, in which
Henry VIII, Thomas Cromwell and Somerset, Mary I, no less

than the Archbishop of Canterbury, played their several



and respective rdlas The conflicting personalities
and policies of Tudor England each contributed its
share to the result. The theological and liturgical

work of Cranmer was not carried out in academic re-
1 _ A
treat.

Looking at the religious climate in England at
the time of Craﬁmer's birth (i489), one could hardly
have forecast the tremendous”cﬁanées which were to
come before his death sixty-seven years later.

Henry VII's (1485-1509) pre-occupation was
certainly not with the religious condition of the
country, but with the task of securing his own pos-
ition and building a strong monarchy.
| It is generally agreed among Tudor historians
that the'immediate occasion of the Reformation in England
was Henry VIII's insistence on freeing himself, at all
costs from his marriagé with Catherine of Aragon. Un-
doubtedly, the events which shaped the developﬁent of
the Refcrmation were greatly affected by this marriage
and by the personalities involved in it. The occasion is,
therefore, important but it must be distinguished from

the more deeply rooted causes which made some kind of
2
reformation probable.



. period of crisis and transition

The religious,coﬁditibh of the country was a
more ppotant factor in bringing about the break with
Rome than were the personal desires'of Henry VIII. -
As Hutchinson has noted, the King could not have
effected his personal desire if there had been a stiff

resistance on the part of the people to a rupture with
3

Rome.

This general dissaﬁisfaction arose in England,'
not for doctrinal reasons, but from practical grievances.
There were, for example, strong feelings of anti-cleric-
alism and nationalism which led Englishmen . to resent
the payment of money to Rome and to regard papal coll-
ectors as foreigners. Both the king and his subjécts‘
believed that the authofity of Rome over Englishmen had
threatened their sovereign rights and had virtually re-
duced their country to being a staté of the papacy. The
enormous expense which was involved in appeals to Rome
and the uncertainty regarding papal judgment witness
to the increasing power of the papacy in England. Thus
with the growth of national expenditure and the unex-
panding revenue of the crown, the people looked cove-
tously at the great wealth of the church and the sumpt-

uous living of some of the clergy.
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It was the opinion of many that the life and
practice of the clergy was a greater hindrance to the
church than the words of heretics. Because of this,
there were voices which protested against the current
abuses and emphasized the need for reform.

The influence of English humanism helped to
preparegthe way for the subsequent religious changes.
The general criticisms of the humanists reflected the
bpinions and protests of the nation. These still devout
and believing Catholics were greatly distrésseg over the
Church's image in the world and many looked upon it
as a state within the realm.

Daniel-Rops has described the condition of the
church during this period in this way:

"The church was not only at fault in being

.too Roman. The privileges which she had

been granted. to prevent her from being en-

gulfed in the feudal world, and the enor-

mous possessions which she had then accum-

ulated, seemed out-dated and scandalous now

that feudalism was so enfeebled and the

state was becoming increasingly aware of

its own prerogatives. This was particularly

the view held by the middle class, which

though sincerely religious, had a markedly

practical attitude to life." (4)

In the light of the economic burden of the people

on the one hand, and the increasing wealth of the church
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on the other, Parliament readily supported the King's
decision to confiscate the properties and revenﬁes of
thelchurch. It can therefore be said, that the papacy's
~wmassing of more and more wealth at the expense of
Englishmen, certainly did not help the cause of the
church. |

In. addition to the anti-clerlcallsm and nation-
allstic hostility, the church was soon to encounter a
serious oppqnent through the introduction of Luther-
anism which was beginning to infect the ﬁnivefsities.
Archbishop Warham, recognizing the danger, drew Wolsey's
‘attention to it and recommended that certain measures
be adopted to-prevent Lutheranism from spreading. Conse-
quently, all books on Lutheranism that could be discovered,
wera confiscated and burnt.

In spite of this attempt by Wolsey and Henry VIII
to prevent the spread of Lutheranism}'5 Lutheran books
continued to find readers in the univeréities, especially
at Cambridge, and as we ghall see, the doctrines for
which Luther contended-were.espoused and expounded by
many scholars.

Henrv's marital problem

The divorce of Henry VIII and Catherine of Aragon

was to have far-reaching consé@ﬁénces both in its religious
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and political character. It is not sure who provided

Henry with the canonical,aﬁd biblical argument which

_he adduced to support his claim for an annulment, but

G.R.Elton champions the view that Henry's conscience
is the clue for understanding his bersistent demand
for a separation.6 In any event, the king, who was
once the pope's protector now by force of ciréumstancés
became'his enemy. His disappointment in Rome's failure
to grant the annulment, was expressed in a release of
feelings against the church and the pope.7

With the abortive attempt to persuade the papacy
through negotiations and request the king now cast about
for a new approach that would force the hands of his enemy

to bend to his desires.

When the Reformation Parliament met in 1529 a

series of measures were passed which witnessed to the

power and resolution of Parliament to interfere with
ecclesiastical preferments. By the Act of Supremacy (1534)
the king was made the only Supreme Head of the church in
England. ‘ |

Thomas Cranmer first came to the attention of
Henry VIII through a chance conversation with two friends.

It was not at all strange that Gardiner and Fox, Henry's
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ministeis, should have discussed the question of the
king's annulment with their friend whose acquaintance
began when they were together at Cambridge. At the time
of this eventful meeting, Cranmer was in flight from

the plague that had visited Cambridge, and Gardiner and
Fox were visiting with the king at Waltham where Cranmer
was staying;_

Upon hearing the matfer, Cranmer suggested that
it should be discussed among the universities who should
pass judgment on it. Thié suggestion was not unusual,
for it was a common préctice in those days for the univ-
ersities to act as arbiters. Cranmer probably did not
know that Henry had sent six representatives to Cambridge

to debate with the doctors on the question.” "Whether it

 were lawful for one brother to marry his brother's wife,

8
being known to his brother." The opinion of the doctors

was that such a marriage was lanul, subject to the Pope's
dispensation.
What, then, was the importance of Cranmer's sug-

gestion? The novelty of his opinion was in his insistence

that the king's affair was a scriptural and theological

question and not a legal one.

Viewing the matter in this light, Cranmer's second
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decisive comment was that the king should avoid the
frustations and dilatory tactics of the courts. He
said, "there is but one truth in it (the king's
marriaée) which nohﬁen ought or better can discuss than
the divihes: whose sentence may be soon known...that

the king's conscience may thereby be quieted and pac-
9

ified." -

Relying on this opinion, the king acted without
any further delay. As Inne§ put_it, the dictation of
Rome was now reduced'to'the level of an expert opinion
and it is true that ultimate judgment reverfed to the
king.lo It was at this point that Cranmer came in con-

tact with the king. Henry concluded that he was the right

man for his purpose so he promptly brought him to the

court as royal chaplain. Almost without warning Cranmer
found himself in a world of political intrigue and with

the responsibility of guiding the church through the
stormiest seas. His immediate task was to prove by what-
ever means, that the king's marriage to Catherine was un-
lawful according to canon law and the laws of consanguinity.

Cranmer's diplomatic mission

" "There is no doubt that Henry saw in Cranmer the
instrument most perfectly adaptédvto his requirement. In

the early part of 1530, he sent his new servant on a
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diplomatic mission to Paris, Rome, and the cities

in the Holy Romah Empire to dispute his cause for an
annulment. Cranmer remained in Rome for sometime

while his associates went on to meet with Charles V.

On January 24, 1531, Henry appointed Cranmer as his
sole ambassador to the Emperor. Indeed this was an
important step'for'Cranme:, for as a member of thé
Emperor's court he'was privileged to travel #hroughout
Germany. Thus he was able to develop some intimate
associations with leading continental réformers and
with Lutherans and their doctrines, for which he had

a very high esteem. Also he met and married his second
wife who was the niece of Andreas Osiander the Lutheran
pastor and reformer of Nureﬁberg.

According to Ridley, it was at this time Cranmer
took at least the first step towards becoming a Lutheran.
As ambassador his mission abroad was abruptly ended with
the death of William W;rham (1532) who was then the
Archbishop of Canterbury. Until how, Cranmer was still
a private theologian.whose opinions on the king's marital
problem proved serviceable to the king. But the death
of Warham was the beginning of a new life for Cranmer.

He did not anticipate nor desire the ecclesiastical and



political administration in which he was later to be
involved.

We can find evidence in his writing fo support
this view. In 1955 for example, at the time of his trial
he affirmed:v“.:.There was never a man came more un-
willingly to a bishopric that I did to that. “ll}

Cranmer's political philosophy

‘'The story of the consequence of Cranmer'é'role
in securing the annulment for Henry and his marriage to
Anne Boleyn is too weil known to require further docu-
mentation. In contrast, his poiitical philosophy is
both controversial and complex.. Cranmer lived in anvage
of revolution and political intrigue, but his political
theory and conviction did not emerge from the shifting
and oconfused situation of Tudor politics.

It is argued, that for Cranmer, belief in Royal
Supremagy was as fundamental a principle as his belief
in the Supremacy of Scripture. Being convinced that
obedience to the ‘'godly prince' was not merely a theory
but a religious principle, he maintained that the monarchy
is to be obeyed-as long as his commands do not conflict
with the commands of God as they are revealed in Holy

Scripture.

Accordingly, he argued, he who devotes his life to
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service in the context of the civil aﬁthority must
do so only in response to a divine vocation. - Thus one
Obeys God by'obeying the monarch. This concept of unit-
ing faith in the Holy séripture with obedience to the
Prince must inevitably lead Cranmer into conflict with Rome.

In seeking to explain Cranmer's érastianism
C.H.Smyth asserted that the general discontent with the
church, and the cry for a reform on doctrinal principles
were not only Cranmer's concern, but the concern of
both clergy and laity in England. He stated:

"It was an essentially patriotié movement and

.in that age politics and religion were less

clearly distinguished than they are today,and

the clergy were, for the most part, as good

patriots as the laity." 1l2. Therefore to blame

Cranmer for being an erastian is as reasonable

as to blame him for living in the first half

of the sixteenth century. 13

Indeed, as we shall see, Cranmer was driven to
painfﬁl compromises with conscience as he sought to follow
the unstable political and ecclesiastical policies of the -
"godly princes."

Cranmer's reform projects

His election as Archibishop (1532) coincided with
a steady decline of the traditionalists influence in
England, and with.the death of Henry VIII (1547), and
the accession of Edward VI, the-Archbiéhép's influence

increased so that within a short time he was able to
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move further away from Latin Catholicism which was
the official religion in England.

Among some of Cranmer's early reforms were
his insistence on the translation of the Bible in
the vernacular, the Litany, and the prepafation
of an ordinance for i:ecéiving communion in both kinds.
Shortly afterwards, hé secured an entire repeal of
the Act of Six Articles and the abolition of images‘
and took steps that would turn the Mass into a communion _
service in English.

There were other'achievements which were guided
by Cranmer's genius, the most notable being, the BoOOKS -
of Common Prayer. Although it is beyond our purpose
to analyse in any detail the content and structure of
these Books, nevertheless, it seems pertinent to make
a few remarks about them.

It is freéuently assumed that Cranmer was the
author or sole compiler 6f the two Edwardian Prayer
Books. Aidan Kavanagh, for example, explicity states:

"There can be no doubt that the two Prayer

.Books which have come to be associated with

his name are Cranmerian.....In addition to

the common attribution by contemporary
Reformers of the Books to him, testimony
to this fact was given by Bishop Gardiner

of Winchester, Cranmer's bitterest oppon-
ent." (14) ' '
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E.C.Ratcliff supports this viewj He said:

"In all, the evidence, such as it is, is
.enough to dispel all doubts....that the
two Edwardine Prayer Books may be said
to be Cranmers. If he allowed others
to supply him with forms of prayers, he
s0 revised them as to stamp them with
his own style. All trace of composite= .
ness of authorship, if such indeed there
were, has disappeared. It is both easier
and accordant with the known facts, to.
suppose that conception and execution .-
alike were the work of one man, and to
suppose, also, that they were the out-
come of at least several years of read-
ing, deliberation, and experiment."(1l5)

According to M.Ramsey, the Book of Commdn
Préyer, despite the alterations between 1549-1662, owes
~its character to the genius of Archbishop Granmer in
writing liturgical prose.16 It is hardly a matter of
dispute to assert that Cranmer had read widely the
works of the Early Fathers in the dual capacity of
student and lecturer at Cam‘brldge.17 He was familiar
with the liturgies of the Lutheran and Reformed
churches as well as the Mozarabic rite.

The Prayer Book of 1549 was the first gathering
of the fruits of Cranmer's many years of reading and
thinking about liturgy and worship. The Scheme of

the English Book was reminiscent of the liturgical

portions of the Lutheran Church Orders. Its basic
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principle, also seemed to be that of the Lutheran-

. liturgies.18 This, however, should not lead to the .
conclusion that the.1549 rite was merely a reproduction
of a Lutheran liturgical book. It is true that Cranmer
was not originalyin the sense of'creating a brand new
.rite, independent of all models or material. But he
was never completely circumscribed by his models, and
did exhibit a creativeness, often brilliant, in his
method of using models and adapting his material to his
purpose. Ratcliff has observed that Cranmer's creative-

ness attains its fullest felicity in his eucharistic
19

canon,

The framework of the English rite of 1549 is
that of the traditional Latin Mass, subjected to Lutheran
modification, in the form of exhortations, extendéd
communion devotions, and a constant postcommunion prayer
in place of the variable postcommunion collect of the Mass.
However, Cranmer's rite differs from the Lutheran and all
other Reformation rite, in respect of the“canon which is

reminiscent, both in name and general arrangement, of the
20
Roman Canon Missae.

In T.M.Parker's estimation the Book was an ingenious

essay in'ambiguity, so deliberately constructed that "....
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at every point which there was a vital doctrinal
difference between the 014 Learning and the New, one
finds a careful use of wordé which would enable a P§o~
testant to use the service with good conscience."zn

| If this book, particularly in its eucharistic
rite, was meant by Cranmer to be at least compatible
with his own ideas as well as politically expedient
for imposition at that time in England, that of 1552
was meant to clarify and make more precise those same
ideas at a time when it should be deemed possible to
do so by invoking the coercive power of the secular

government.

. Although Dugmore does not think Cranmer is equally
responsible for the Second Prayer Bookzznas he was for
the First, yet there is sufficient4ground for thinking
that Cranmer had determined upon a revision of the 1549
rife as soon as it had come intp use. He recognized, more
clearly, doubtless through the influence of some of his
continental friends, that liturgy must inevitably express
doctrines.

Thus, in 1552 The Second Book appeared. If we

compare this book with the 1549 rite we will readily see

that considerable changes were made in the outward form
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of the rite, and that these imply doctrinal and theol-
ogical differences as well as a departure from the
Western liturgical tradition,23 To be sure, the Book
met with tremendous opposition from the various piessure
groups, and it is clear that some coercion of the bishops
by royal authority was imménent should they prove ob-

24
stinate to the changes.

Thus Cranmer was able to give himsélf fully
to furthéring the Reformation by his five great projects
the propagation of his eucharistic doctrine, the re-
vision of the First Prayer Book, the formation of new
articles of faith, and a code of ecclesiastical law and

25
the unification of the Protestant movement.

Progress and Achievement

It was the accession of Mary which overthrew
all Cranmer's hopes and projects. He became involved
in a bitter controversy over the succession of Mary,
and by his own act of infidelity to the Act of Supre-
macy and the principle of the 'godly prihée‘ he had
been pressured, ;gainst his will, to sign a document
intending to crown Lady Jane Grey as Queen. This plot
proved abortive, and was the first step in Cranmer's

fall.

Thas history of his examinations and vacillations
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is well known. However, two points are of great signif-
icance. The first has to do with Cranmer's difficulty
in placing a boundary between duty’to the christian
sovereign and obedience to what he believed to be the
doctrine of scripture in matter's of theology. The
second'point(relétes to the bitter experience he went
through of éeeiné his life's work undone, his friends
tortured and executed, and the distressing kind of .
physical, mental and moral pressures to which he was
subjected.

The courage he showed at the hour of his trial
and at his executién made Cranmer a hero and martyr in
the eyes of the Protestant refugees; even men who had
previously been opposed to Cranmer's policies now ad-
mired his courage.

When all the personal, theological and polit-
ical factors which influenced the course of the Reform-
ation and the liturgical change in England, are con-
sidered, there can be very little doubt that Cranmer's
achievements were remarkable indeed. The king's marital
problem, the separation from Rome, the'principle of
royal authority in religious matters, his liturgical

reforms and the codification of belief which followed
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in 1553, all these and more were the results of the
genius of Thomas Cranmer. ’

Certainly, he would have been a more easily
intelligible and in some ways a more admirable char-
acter if he had been less malleable. ‘Yet the general
verdidt which has, I think, emerged from all the con-
troversy that has réged around him is that his unique
combinétion of a policy of radical change along'Certain
lines, with a deep respect for tradition along others,
enabled the Church of England to preserve an essential
continuity Which might easily have been wrecked, and
made it possible'later'for some of’his own misjudge-
ments and failures to be corrected without revolution-
ary disturbances of the Church's life. He bequeathed
to the newly reformed English Church an instrument of
worship which was to ensure to it a principle of life

and to impart to Anglican Christianity its distinctive
26

stamp.
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CHAPTER II .
THE STATE OF 7% EUCHARISTIC THEOLOGY IN THE LATE MIDDLE AGES
",.sOne in truth is the universal Church of the

faithful, outside of which no one at all is

saved. In this church, Jesus Christ himself

‘is at once priest and sacrifice, whose body

and blood are truly contained in the sacra-

ment of the altar under the species of bread

and wine into His blood by divine power, so

that for the perfecting of the mystery of

unity, we might receive from Him what He

received from us." 1

There is a way of'looking at the developnment
of doctrine that sees it as the successive unfolding
of two complimentary processes, the process of
discovery and the process of exposition. The pivotal
A .
point between the two is the enunciation by the
church of the doctrinal understanding which was
achieved in the first process and which is to be
explained, taught and lived in the second. The
Lateran definition, (1215) quoted above, is both
an end and a beginning.'wit was an end to the
centuries~long process of formulating the meaning
for faith in Christ's words at the Last Supper, a pro-
cess that had its antecedents in the ninth century

with the monastic controversies about the identity of
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the eucharistic body with the historical body of Christ,
and continued through the eleventh and twelfth centufies
as the reaction to Berengarius' denial of the reality
of Christ's presence in the Sacrament. The dispute was
started by two monks of Corbey. Paschasius Radbertus
(Abbott 844-51), maintained a theory of the presence,
which anticipated later discussion about transubstant-
iation, while his opponent Ratramnus (c 840), argued

in favour of a real as against a corgbreal or material
2

presence.

It will therefore be our task to indicate how some
of the later medieval theologians carried out this pro-
cess. To accomplish this we will offer a few observa-
tions of the general contéxt and shape of eucharistic
theology in that period, and then go on to examine in
greater detail two of the themes which dominated euch-
aristic doctrine at the time, namely, transubstantiation
and sacrifice.

The first observation brings to view the close
connection between doctrine and liturgy in the high

medieval period. An eloquent witness to this uhity in

church life is the Office and Feast of Corpus Christi
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probably composed by St.Thomas, which was introduced
into the Church calendars in 1264, The hymns and

prayers of this liturgy, especially the Lauda Sion,

reflect the theological elaboration of tﬁe doctrine of
the Real Presence. Likewise, such liturgical practices
as the lighting of a lamp before the tabernacle,
genuflections, and the elevation of the Host after

the conéecration, witness to the penetrafion of doctrine
into.the sphere of worship and piety. The great medieval
theologians lived and worked in this atﬁosphere, and
they both contributed to and reéeived inspiration from
this lived unity. The abuses and exaggerations some-
times associated with these liturgical practices, es-
pecially in the later period, do ﬁot detract from the
genuineness of their original inspiration or from their
value as“%heological source., They may,‘however, be
symptomatic of certain theological failures of the later
period, as we shall see.

The second observation concerns the relationship
between the mystery of the Eucharist and the mystery of
the Church. 1In the text of the Lateran decree (1215),
it was indicaﬁed that the Eucharistic doctrine is set

in a framework of Church unity: the 'one Church' is to
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be perfected in the 'mystery of Unity' through this
Sacrament. R

It was one of the convictions of the great medieval
theologians, as it had been of the Fathers, that the

principal effect of the Eucharist, its 'res tantum'

as they called it, was the unity of the Church as the
mystical body of Christ. The very name ‘mystical body'
had first been used in the'early Middle Ages to designate
the Eucharist, and was only later and by a gradual pro-
cess applied exclusively to the Churc‘h.3 Sst. Thomas
who developed this concept most fully in his theology,
refers to the Eucharist as the "sacrament of Church unity",
and the same designation is found in Gabriel Biel at the “
end of the fifteenth century.4 Although it is not the task
of this paper to engage in a prolonged discussion of
unity, yet it would be important to bear in mind that
it was of some significance in the theological context
of the period.

The final observation concerns the unequal dev-
elopment of eucharistic theology in the period between
Lateran IV and the Reformation. It must be acknowledged -

that in the Lateran decree the doétrine of transubstantiation

is fully developed, while the doctrine of sacrifice is only
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indicated, as it were in passing. Many writers have
 submitted various reasons for this apparent lack of
BaCHARISTIC

interest in the doctrine of the sacrifice at this time.

The fact is, we have here a kind of paradigm of the

proportion (or disproportion) that we will find in all

the works of the theologians'of the late Middle Ages.

The doctrine of the real presence absorbs almost all

the attention of the doctors, while the doctrine of

the sacrifice is treated either not at all or only briefly.
One reason for this failure to thematize and

develop the sacrificial aspect-of the Sacrament seems

to lie in the common law that theological developments

occur mainly as the result of a shock or challenge to the

truth hitherto held in peacful possession. In this

instance, the challenge had been builtuby the Berengarians

and neo~Manicheans of the éleventh and twelfth‘centuries

who had denied the real presence of Christ in the Sacrament.

In consequence one finds this aspect of the Eucharist

feceiving detailed study and vindication throughout the

Middle Ages. In contrast, the sacrifice had not yet

been directly or explicitly attacked (except by the

Albigensians, and there the issue was a more general one
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of the presence.) Thus there is to be found in the
later theologians the tendency to reiterate what the
Fathers or Pefer Lombard had said on the subjeét,
without really atfempting to evolve their own under-
standing of Ehe doctrine.

In fact, many of them, in commenting on the
Sentences of Peter Lombard, by-passed altogether the
section where he had treated this question.5 This
fact is of key importance for assessing the total
theological situatiow of the later Middle Ages.

With these observations we can now turn our
attention more closely to a study of the euchariétic
teaching of some of the theologians. Admittedly, this
cannot be done in too great a detail, because of the
length of thé period and the many authors involved. For
this reason, it is more fruitful, I believe to consider
those few who represent the main schools of thought and
whose influence was greateét throughout the whole period

up until the Reformation.

The doctrine of transubstantiation

It was once held that the history of the doctrine
of transﬁbstantiation was a fairly simple doctrine. Scme

maintained the view that the physical presence of Christ
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in the Eucharist quite naturally and inevitably evolves
into the doctrine of transubstantiation, given the
context of Aristotelianism in which theology works
from the early thirteenth century onwards.6

But recent scholarship has shdwn that there was
no such inevitability; rather, a cohsidérable number
of medieval theologians for more thgn,two centuries
before the Reformation thought thaf}f:ansubstantiation“
was not a necessary consequence 6fifﬁ§vdo§trine‘ofthe
presence of Christ in the Euéhariét;;v‘

It is an acknowiedged;fact¢£hat‘the writings of
' St.Anbrose and St.Augustine:are théfchief patristic
sources of the eucharistic cohtro§é:sies from the ninth
to the eleventh centuries. From7£he‘thorough1y orthodox
Ambrose came a strong emphasis 6ﬁfthe}Change of the
bread and wine into the actual bodyland blood of Christ.
From the equally orthodox Augustiﬁé‘came a strong
emphasis on the non-identity of Ehé bread and wine and
the body and bliood of Christ, and on Christwbresencé
in the EBucharist in spirit and in power.

It is not necessary in this paper to articulate
predisely what Auguétine and Ambrése did think about the
Fucharist. They are brought into 6ur story only to show

that they are the principal patristic sources for two
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conflicting tendencies which were to have far-
reaching results in later centuries.

The doctrine of transubstantiation was formulated
gradually in the twelfth century in order to express more
61ear1y the faith of christians in the real presence,.
and to exclude heretical interpietations. The word |
itself was employed by theologians from about 1150,
and it was sanctioned by the use of the Lateran Council
‘as we havg seen.7

Thomas' views on transubstantiation

The systematic explanation of the doctrine was
the achié&ement of the great scholastic doctoré'of the
thirteenth century; Albert, Bonaventure, Thomas and Scotus.
Among them and their disciples in the foliowing centuries
there was basic agreement on the essentials of the
doctrine, with some differencesSin the manner of con-
ceiving and expressing it. It is well known that the
classical expression and explanation is that 6f Thomas
Aquinasl(1225-1274) who has received from the tradition

the title of 'Doctor Eucharisticus'. His treatment

of the Sacrament is found in.its most mature form in
the Summa Theologica, Part III, Questions 73-83.
After examining the sacramenfélity of the Eucharist

(Question 73) and its material elements (Question 74),
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he takes up the question of the eucharistic conversion
in Question 75.

Thomas is chiefly concerned to affirm and.explain
as far as possible, the truth of Christ's presence in
the Sacrament and in every part thereof. He finds in
the éogma of transubstantiation the basis for a sane
_iEuqharistic realism and in the philosophy of Aristotle,
corrected and adapted to fhe exigencies of the Christian
faith, anﬂapt instrument for its theological elabora=-
tion., The central affirmation, which governs the whole

treatment is found'in article 4:

"...by the divine power, in this sacrament the
whole substance of the bread is converted in-
to the whole substance of Christ's body and

the whole substance of the wine into the whole
substance of Christ's blood. Hence this change
is not a formal change but a substantial one...
and it can be called by a proper name:transub-
stantiation."(8)

The principal‘argument that Thomas uses to uphold
this doctrine of total change is the literal sense of
the words 'This is my blood' - the scriptural words of
institution and, for'Thomas, the very form of the Sacra-
ment. Total change of the substance is the necessary
condition for the truth of these words. Thus, to the

question whether the substance of the bread and wine
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remain after the consecration, he repiies that
"this position contradicts the form of this sacra-
ment which says 'This is my body? This would not
be true if the substance of the bread were still
there, since the substance of bread is not Christ's
body."9
ﬂ B.J.Kidd; in a critical comment on Thomas'

teaching of transubstantiation informs us that st.
Thomas' new definition of sacrifice presents in one
Way the problem at hand...He makes sacrifice to con-
sist in more than mere oblation. It involves a change
of some sort_produced in the condition of the irictim.10

It is to be noted that we have in St.Thomas
oo inteilectual and metaphysical conception of reality,
which judgee that to be real which is reasonably
affirmed; either on the evidence of experience, or as
in this case, on the authority of God's word. He
affirmed: |

"We could never know by our senses that

the real body of Christ and His blood

are in this sacrament, but only by

faith (sola fide) which is based on

the authority of God." 11

On the basis of this realism of faith, Thomas

rejects every purely symbolical interpretation of the

Sacrament, as well as any opinion that would leave the



R

substance o¥ any part of it after the consecration,

Only the species, which, in relation to the substance,

are called accidents, remain, and they are sustained

in being without any proper subject in which to inhere].'2
Thomas .rejects any possibility of Christ becoming

present in the gacrament by a local change, since loc-

ally, if one can use the word in this context, He is

in heaven and remains there. Corpus Christi in nulld

modo localiter. What happens in the Bucharist is on

a much deeper level, a properly ontological level.
There is a change in the order of being and Thomas in-
gists that this change is due to the divine power alone,

because God alone can "change that which is being in
13
one thing to that which is being in another."

According to McCue, Thomas was the first thirteenth
century writer to label consubstantiation heretical and
the first one to consider it impossible. Thomas writes:

" T reply that to, the first question it must be
said that this position, asserting that after
the consecration the substance of bread remains
together with the true body, is inappropriate
to this sacrament, is.impossible and is heretical.
Inappropriate because it stands in the way of
the veneration that is owing to this sacrament....,
that it is impossible is seen from the fact that
it is impossible for something now to be when
previously it had not been unless it is itself
changed or something is changed into it."(14)
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The conception of the eucharistic dhange.which
is preseht in Thomas' thought is closely linked to the
Profound metaphysical notion of being which is the
hallmark of the>Thomist school. This was its greatness
but also its limitation. The Thohist'metaphysic of
reality was not always understood and appreciated in the
following centuries, especially in the nominalist school.
Duns Scotus teaching on transubstantiation |

It is with John Duns Scotus (1270-1308) that.
we notice the firsthimpoitant'chénge'of fhoughf, because
with him the doctrine of transubstantiation comes to be Moasc
a question of authority of the post-apostolic Church
than of the understanding of the Eucharist. It is also
a noticeable shift away from the intellectual realism of
Aquinas towards a kind of voluntarism that is at once
scrupulously zealous to maintain the absolute freedom of
God against the demands of human intelligence, and in-
clined towards subtle, critical distinctions that stem
as much from imagination as from reason. Thus, Scotus
does not see any internal contradiction in the idea that
the breéd should remain tb co~-exist with the body'of
Christ; absolutely speaking, God could bring this about,
He denies, however, that this happens. After refuting all

the arguments put forward against consubstantiation and
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arguing against transubstantiation, ‘he then turns
around and repudiates them, holding firmly to the
doctrine for which Thomas contended It is quitefl}ﬁﬂi

clear that Scotus already conceded most of what Luther

-will later claim: that the dogma of transubstantia-rf“”*"

tion has no other support than the authority of the
15

Church. The- doctrine of the real presence is alto-i:t"”

gether independent of 1t, and neither Scripture nor
reason requires lt yet one cannot be an orthodox
christian unless one maintains it.v Transubstantiation
has no discernible origin and no appreciable end; -
but anyone who would deny it is anathema.v~~wl> |
Scotus also differed from Thomas in his manner
of conceiving the Eucharistic Change.j In his. early
works, he toyed with the idea of an annihilation of;“.
the bread, but later rejected this in favour of a’
theory of "adduction", that 1s,:‘?'bringing in® of
the body of Christ to replace the substancevof the
bread. This involved a local change, and whereas
Thomas had excluded this possibility in favour of a
strict ontological conversion, Scotus saw no diffi-

culty in Christ's body being in many places at one
16

time.
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There are other minor points of difference,

stemming'from cifferent philosophical positions on the

. _structure of material reality and the relation of

'ffjfaccidents to substance. More significant perhaps is

the beginning, with Scotus, .of the tendency to concen-
trate on the philosophical questions connected with

the real presence} especially‘on the metaphysicel_status
of the separated accidents, to the neglect of otherv
topics of more v1tal concern to the religious 1ife of
people.17

Ockham's views of transubstantiation

- This tendency is even more marked in William of
Ockham (c 1300-1349) who is critical of both Thomas and
Scotus in his nominalist theory of knowledge,'but tends
to follow tﬁe iatter in his eucharistic teaching. He
pushes the voluntarist tendency even further. While main-

taining, de potentia Dei ordinata - what in fact God has

done, as known through revelation and authoritative

-teaching - that the real presence is effected through

the conversion of the bread into the substance of Christ's

body, he holds that de_potentia Dei absoluta- what God

could do - the substance of the bread could coexist with
Christ's body in the Sacrament, and that this position

contains fewer theolcgical difficulties than the traditional
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18
explanation.

Ockham went further than Scotus also in his
manner of conceiving ‘the change._ He. held that tran-
substantiation "1nvolved the annlhllatlon, in the less
strict sense of the term, of the substance of the bread,
and the success1on of the substance of Christ s body to

19 .
the place of the remaining specmes.f.; This agaln 1n-

volved some klnd of local change.zfréh;ffjff>“"j: »

Ockham dlscourses at length on the questlon of
quantity 1n relation to substance, and attempts to apply_
his 1deas .on quantlty to the Eucharlst. Thls seems to
have been one of his maJor concerns, and w1tnesses agaln
to the concentratlon on secondary phllosophlcal questlons
that we have noted in Scotus. | 3 | ">

Gabriel Biel'(d 1495), the last of'the”meaieval
theologians and an ardent dlsciple of Ockham, reflects
the whole tradltlon, and especially the ideas of the
Franciscan school. Consequently he is an important wit-
ness to the state of eucharistic theology on the eve of
the Reformation as we shall see in our study of the
sacrifice. We introduce him in our story at this point
only to indicate that while he reflects the logical pre-

occupations of his predecessors in his academic writings
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"in his sermons, he warns fepeatédly against curiosity
about problems su¢h és the quantity and ubiquity of the
Eucharistic Christ,"zol ‘

In summary, the doctrine of #ransubstantiation
was taught by ali the theologians of this period; it
received its claésiéal metaphysicai explanation in
Aquinas; after him, there was a tendency towards ab-
stract spgculations, which,»while femaining‘within the

bounds of orthodoxy, were more and more divorced from

the daily life of the Church.

The doctrine of Bucharistic Sacrifice
' While théidocfrine of the real presence could
look back to éleng period of development for its ideas
and terminology, there was in the Middle Ages no similar
development and no official definition of the Eucharistic
Sacrifice. In order to see what was the traditional
teaching on fhe subject, we shall have to go back to the
standard source-book, the Sentences of Peter Lombard which
dates from the middle of the twelfth century.

In DistinctionIXII of his Fourth book, the Master
of the Sentences proposed this central question:

"Whether what the priest does is properly

called a sacrifice or immolation and

whether Christ is daily immolated or was
immolated only once?"
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"To this we may briefly reply that what
is offered and consecrated by the priest
is called a sacrifice and an immolation
because it is a memorial and a represen-
tation of the true sacrifice and holy
immolation made upon t<he altar of the
cross. Christ died once, upon the cross, -
and there he was immolated in his own '
self (immolatus est in semetipso); and
yet everyday he is immolated sacra-
mentally (in sacramento), because in the
sacrament there is a recalling of what
was done once". 21

Peter‘Lombard;,taking his cue”from decisive
passages from Augustine and one from Chrysostom"( which
he attributes to Ambrose), concludes that

"from these passages we gather that what
is done at the altar both is. called and
is a sacrifice, and that Christ was
offered once and is offered daily but in
a different manner then and now". 22

This was the doctrine that the later scholastic
’theologiéns'had before them when they came to lecture
on the Sentences. Clark corroborates this view. He
commenté:

"The great theologians of the thirteenth
century, Alexander of Hales, St. Bonaventure,
St.Albert the Great, St.Thomas Aquinas

and many others repeated the standard
patristic texts from Lombard and from
Gratian, and cast the traditional doc-

trine of the Mass into systematic form". 23
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But as was however said, they had surprlslngly llttle»,v;5
to say about it. Fr. Lepln comments that the 51mple
instruction of the 12th dlstlnctlon seems to have re-
quired neither completlon nor clarlflcation.“g%
Ev1dently the apparent lack of interest 1n e

the sacr1fic1al aspect of the Eucharlst is due in partlf'

to the fact that there'was no.Significant controversyl

-on the questlon whereas the controversy about the realfj_i

’presence had provided a fertlle fleld for dlscus31on.'

One-mlght,also lnfer that this tac1t agreement
of thevlater-theoloéiane with'the teaching of Peter
Lombard argues to a certain uniformity of doctrine..
Aquinas is a littLehmore precise in Question 83 of his
treatise on the Eucharist. He asks:.“Whether Christ
is immolated in the sacrament?" After mentioning the
classical objections (the oneness of Christ's oblation
attested in Hebrew‘10;14, thexnon;crucifixion aspect of
the Mass, and the nonéidentity’between the priest and
the victim), he answers that the celebration of this
sacrament is called a sacrifice for two reasons, first,
"because it is an Emage representing Christ's passion,
which is His true sacrifice," and secondly, "because by

it we are made partakers of the fruits of our Lord's
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passion." In reply to the?objectlons he c1tes the
text of Chrysostom to the effect that "there is but
one v1ct1m, not many, because Christ was offered

but . once, and thls sacrlflce (Christ's) is the pattern
of the other.‘f:"f He further spec1f1es the relatlon

of the Mass to the cross by stating that in this

representatlve 1mage of the passion," the altar re-
f‘presents the cross on which YChrist was immolated
in His own form (specme) . By a like reasoning, he

hasserts that the prlest "bears the image of Chrlst“

and pronounces the words of consecration "in His person
and by His power, therefore, the priest and victim in
the Mass are 'somehow the same." 25'

| Thls last point suggests what he clearly affirms
elsewhere, that the sacrifice is essentially accomplished
in the consecratlon, and more specifically through the
separate consecrstion of the bread and wine, which re-
presents the separatlon of the blood from the body of
Christ on the cross.?§ The same words of consecratlon
that bring about the‘transubstantlatlon of the elements
also realized the sacramental representatlon of the sac-~

rifice of Calvary. The sacrificial teaching is thus held

in close connection with the real presence: "The Eucharist
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is the perfect sacrament of the Lord's passion

. 27
because it contains Christ Himself who suffered."

-

It is from the presence of the Crucified Lord
" that the sacrifice derives its reality and efficacy.
It is not a new expiation but an application of
the merits of Christ on the Cross; by it we are

united to the Crucified and share in the fruits of
28
His passion.

B.J.Kidd in a comment on Thomas' Sacrificial

concept sustains the view that:

"Dr.Vacant is perfectly justified

in dating the 'phase moderne' of

the conception of the Eucharistic
Sacrifice from St.Thomas, because

he imported two new elements into
the idea of sacrifice -~ both of them
unfortunately to be classed with
those purely a priori notions of
sacrifice out of which most of later
controversy has grown. First, he
emphasizes the idea of propitiation
as essential to it. Secondly, he
makes sacrifice to consist of a
change of some sort produced in the
condition of the victim., His defin-
ition in its definitive form clearly
opens the way for popular belief in
repeated sacrifices." 29

Just as Scotus haa(differed from Aquinas in his

explanation of the real presence, so too he had a slightly
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'*”fﬁ}§different theory of the eucharlstlc sacrlflce. He

"77f deals with the subJect only 1ncidentally in Quodlibet,
”“fﬁ:iWhlch lS concerned with the problem of the fruits of
: #{i.the Mass and the Mass stipends. His emphasis is on.%the
:sf,fnrole of the Church as offerer of the sacrifice. For
| hlm, the Eucharlstlc sacrifice requires, over and above
"1e the presence of Christ on the altar realized in the
'"siconsecratlon, the actual liturgical oblation by the
e*Church, praying that God would accept it. "The Mass
"fe‘icon51sts both in representatlon of that offering made
‘?:eupon the cross, and in pleading thereby: that is,
.pleading that through it God would accept the sacri-
‘”o fice of the Church.“30
Scotus draws a distinction between the sacri-
ficevof'the Cross, in which Christ alone was both
e'victim and offerer, and the sacrifice of the Mass in
-fﬂf;whlch Christ is present as v1ct1m and high priest, but
Mi?whlch is immedlately offered by the Church. Because of
this dl#ference_ln the immediate offerer, the Mass is not of
eqgball v@dﬁéﬂﬁith the Cross, as Thomas had held on
the basis of the identity of priest and victim. . Scotus
'is concerned to keep the Mass clearly subordinated to

the Cross; the latter, which is dependent on the will
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. ff{finite degree., . -

of Christ,fis*offiﬁfihité'valﬁé; whi1e the former

is of fiﬁitéfvalﬁe’beéauéé'it is dependent on the

”7_.CO11ective'wi11 of the Church, whose merit is of

31

In'sumﬁary;'Scotﬁs‘émphasizes the subordinate
and relative character of the Mass as sacrifice of
the Church which.represents,.commemorates, and applies
the uniqué sacrifice of Christ. His theory was to have
many followers both before and after Treni.32

Biel's doctrine of eucharistic sacrifice

We have an important witness to the doctrine
of Eucharistic»Sacrifice that was held in the later
néminalist school in Gabriel Biel's Expositio:n sacri
canonis missae, first published in 1488, and often there~

33
after, This was the book that Luther read 'with a

bleeding heart' as he prepared to celebrate his first

Mass; a copy 6f the book with Luther's annofations on
' 34 ‘

- the pages is still extant.

In his teaching on the Mass, Biel follows the
theories of Scotus and the Franciscan sdhbol, although
on other points he was an ardent disciple of Ockham.

F.Clark discusses this teaching and its inf;uence

at length in his Bucharistic Sacrifice and the Rgeform-

ation. In chapter 5, he summarizes in three main points
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the sacrificial teaching which he finds in Biel, and
shows by parallel texts how it is in substantial agree-
ment with that of Cardinal Cajetan, a leading Thomist

of the fifteenth Century:

1. The Mass-sacrifice is a memorial of Calvary, but
not a mere memorial.

11. - Although the Mass is in a true sense one with the
_ all-sufficient sacrifice of the cross, the manner
of offering is different, for Christ does not die

or suffer anew at the altare...... ‘

111. The Eucharistic sacrifice is the means through
_ which the efficacy of the one redemptive sacri-
" fice is mediated and applied to mankind.....35

In illustration of the second point he cites this

text of Biel:

"Although Christ was offered but once in the
natural appearance of his flesh, nevertheless
he is offered daily on the altar, veiled under
the appearance of bread and wine. This offer-
ing of his does not suffer and die each day.
But this consecration and reception of the
Eucharist is called a sacrifice and an oblat-
ion for these two reasons: first, because it
represents that true sacrifice and holy imm-
olation made once on the cross, and is its
memorial: secondly, because it is a cause
through which similar effects are produced." 36

From a comparison with the teaching of Cajetan
and others, Clark concludes that the doctrine of Biel
and of the later nominalists generally, was fully

traditional and conservative. °
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"Far from it: being the case that -
by the end of the middle ages ‘the
whole concept of the sacrifice was
. wrapped in confusion and error, the
theologians of the time handed on a
- coherent and traditional teaching."37
"Far from being a time of perverse
and monstrous development of the
theology of the Mass, therefore,
the pre-Reformation periocd was one
of rather apathetic conservatism®38

The detailed evidence that he préduced in
his book.seems to bear out these judgements.

Some modern theories on the-stéte of eucharistic
theology in the late Middle Ages ‘

Clark is not alone ig this analysis of the
theoiogy of the Mass'during the pre-~Reformation period.

Before him a number of scholars have argued for this

Position which he now defends.

Fr. Lepin, for example, writes:

"The long period of theology which we have
just received (from the end of the thirteenth
century to the start of the sixteenth) does
not present any noticeable original outlook on
the subject with which we are concerned. Com-
mentors on the Sentences and other theologians
consistently adhere to the ideas which we have
found to have been commonly accepted from the
time of the Fathers and which had been system-
atized in recent centuries by Peter Lombard,
and St.Thomas. The legacy of the past is faith-
fully handed on, without any appreciable com~
pletion and without being made use of for any-
thing in the way of a new development." 39
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'f:_Wé can-also‘f;nd_iﬂ the writing of Charles Gore,

' F.E.Brightman, B.J.Kidd, evidence that seems to bear
‘out thevjustice of Clark's judgements. According to

. Gore} in the subject of the Eucharistic sacrifice there

was‘almost no‘intellectual inquiry in the middle ages

or up ﬁo the time of the Reformation.40
vBrightman'noted that it was remarkable how little

effort theie'was to formulate the doctrine and how little

theological interest was spent upon it. And Kidd con-

‘ceded that the teaching of the later medieval theol-

ogians about the Mass~Sacrifice was as correct and

- cautious as that of the earlier one.

Perhaps two of the most serious objections to
Clark's theory are those offered by Dugmore and Mascall.
Dugmore maintains that this period (the end of the 13th
century to the Reformation), witnessed a great develop-
ment in the formulation and explication of the theology
of the Mass. But Mascall's theory suégests that there
was a serious degeneration of doctrine which set in and

it was indeed a time of confusion and error, and no
' 41

- solid doctrine was discernible.

Again Clark meets these objections showing that

the schoolmen of that time were content to take over
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without change and without elaboration the traditional
concepts passed on to them by their predecessors. 1In
all essentials there was nothing taught in the late
medieval schools about the sacrifice of the altar
that had not been taught by the great theologians of
the earlier middle ages and by the Fathers. He adduces
arguments from what he calls standard histories of dogma
to substantiate his position. He comments:
"None of the standard histories of dogma
supports the suggestion that the late
middle ages saw innovations in the theology
of Eucharistic sacrifice. The Protestant
authorities Harflack and Seeberg as well as
the Anglo-Catholic historian of the Euch-
arist, Darwell Stone, pass over the period
as offering nothing new or notable in that
respect,."™/42:
This Of course does not settle the issue of how far
the ideas of the sacrifice were taught to the people or
whether there was also in this period a kind of under-

ground popular theology which held strange notions

about the sacrifice, notions which found practical

‘expression in superstitious abuses of the sacrifice.

But it does seem to exonerate the theologians themselves
43
from the charges sometimes made against them.

By way of a general summing up we should like to

draw attention to the following main points.
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Firstiy, on the doctrine of transubstantiation
there was a clearly marked tendency in the fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries to divorce this aspect of the
Eucharist from its "sitz-imyleben" in the sacrificial
context of the litufgy, and to treat it as an object
of logical and cosmological consideration. Secondly, on
the doctrine of the Sacrifice, the:e‘was a tendency to
repeat the traditional teaching, and to be more concerned
with the problems of the fruits of the Mass and ;heir
application to individuals than with the corporate as-
pects of the sacrifice. Thirdly, these two tendencies
while remaining within the bounds of orthodoxy, probably
contributed to a weakening of the liturgical life of
the faithful and to the ignorance and superstitions of

many of the people concerning the central ‘mystery of

faith'.
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CHAPTER III

EUCHARISTIC THEOLOGY IN THE REFORMATION ERA

The theological and philosophical background to
the eﬁcharistic controversies in the period of the
sixteenth century can be considered, in oné respect,
as a continuation of the theologiéal debates of the

Middle Ages. While, new influences were at work and

- new ideas were abroad, fundamentally, the Reformers

were reacting to what in their opinion, were distortions

of the concept»of sacrifice.

E.L.Mascall, and before him F.C.N.Hicks! attempted
to show that the discussion of the eucharistic saerifice
since the sixteenth century has "been dominated by the
medieval conception of sacrifice*consisting exclusively
in the death of the victim, this being taken in complete
isolation from the circumstances which led up to it,
accompanied it, or followed from it."2 Mascall speaks
of the "Reformation-Deadlock" in the Catholic insist-
ence that the Eucharist is anrepetitiOn of Calvary and
the Protestant insistence that it is 2 commemoration of
Calvary -- even though he conceded that Catholics have

generally asserted that it is not a literal repetition

and Protestants that it is not a bare commemoration.
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As it was, the opposition of the Reformation to
the medieval idea of Eucharist was twofold: the argument
over the real presence and the rejection of its sacri-

ficial character.

Luther's eucharistic theory

Luther (1483-1546), denied that there was any
necessary connection between the doctrines of the real
presence and transubstantiation; But as McCue has pointed
out Luther objected not to others holding to this doctrine

but rather to its becoming a dogﬁa a sine qua non of

orthodoxy, although it is true that he urges his object-
ions much more vigorously than had any of the scholastics.3

In the Babylonian Captivity of the church Luther
expliéitly rejected the doctrine of transubstantiation but
at the same time was careful to state that he heldr the
traditional doctrine of the real presence.

:It is real bread and real wine, in which Christ's
real flesh and real blood are present in no other way and
to no less a degreé than the others assert them to be under

4
their accidents."

Not only did Luther want to relegate transubstantiation
to an opinion; he considered it unauthoritative, without

foundation in Scripture or tradition, and favoured instead

a doctrine of consubstantiation.

-53-



Apart from thé particular reasons which the .
Reformérs had for rejecting the traditional teachiﬁg
on the EBucharist, their rejection is basically an aspect
of the threefold theological principle of the,Refo:m—
ation: man is saved by faith alone, grade alone, Scripture
alone. The "alone" implies a rejection of any intermediagy
in the salvation of the sinner, particularly the mediation
of the earthly Church.

Francis Clark has produced arguments to prove
that Luther did not imagine that the papists believed‘
in some kind of new slaying of Christ in every Mass, but
that he merely objected to the notion of sacrifice of
the Mass as a "good work“'and because it derogated from
Christ's sacrifice once offered upon Calvary.

Clark commented: "Luther who knew Biel's book well
and who had Cajetan for auéontemporary oppbnent, launched
his attack against the Mass with adequate knowledge of
what was the ordinary teaching about it in the schools."5

In another passage he noted that: "When in his
Babylonian Captivity he (Luther) spoke out“against the
most 'impious abuses', the universal persuasion that the
Mass was a sacrifice offered to God, and this denial be-
came at once the‘spearhead of the Reformation attack, the

Catholic theologians rallied in a solid phalanx to the
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defence of the traditional doctrine. What they said

and wrote on the theme during the thirty years between
Luther's first pfotest and the publication of Cranmer's
iiturgy affords abundant evidehce of what their doctrine
was. These were the men who were Cranmer's contemporaries,
and the current scholastic teaching that confronted him,

as set out in the words of Biel and Cajetan is also to

be found in the writings of these apologists.”

Brilioth thinks that Luther was violel:xtly opposed
to the médieval doctrine of tﬁe sacrifice of the Mass,
"this was the spearpoint of his assault.'f7 B.J.Kidd has
noted, that despite their other bitter disaéréeﬁénts
concerning the Lord's Supper, all the Reformers remained
unwavering in their common detestation of the sacrificial
interpretation of it. In the articles of Marburg in 1529
Zwinglians and Lutherans were able to agree at least on
this point.8

In his theology of the Eucharist, Luther argues
that the Eucharist is to stimulate the faith of the be-
liever in the fact that he is justified, that his sins
are no longer counted against him.9

Karl Barth in his essay on Luther's Eucharistic

doctrine>emphasized the fact that among the wvarious

components by which man and God are related in the Sacra-
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10
rament the primacy of the Word of God is paramount.

According to Barth, Luther insists that "the sacrament

is what it is"only tﬁrough the. Wword of Gad and not
"1l o

otherwise."” This point is basic to Luther's teaching.
Whatever else men may think of the S%ciament, the
necessity of faith to receive, the nature of Christ's
presence in it, whether communion should be in one kind
or two, all of these things lose their importance, if

one fails to see the Sacrament as the work of God and

not of man.

"If we desire to observe Nbss properly and
.to understand it, then we must surrender
everything that the eyes behold and the
senses suggest....until we first grasp

and thoroughly ponder the words of Christ,
by which he performed and instituted the
mass, its nature, work, profit, and benefit.
Without the words nothing is derived from
the Mass." 12

Luther holds that if any man thinks that in this
Sacrament the initiative belongs to him, he thereby pro-

fanes the mass and makes it of no effect.

"If a man is to deal with God and receive
anything from him, it must happen in this
manner, not that man begins and lays the
first stone, but that God alone, without
any entreaty or desire of man -- must first
come and give him a promise. This wor@ of
God is the beginning, the foundation, the
rock, upon which afterwards all works,words,
and thoughts of wman must build." 13
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Tt is vain for man to imagine that in the

_Sacrament he is doing good work, a sacrifice well

pleasing to God. Indeed, we have yet to understand

that "God does not desire works, nor has he need of
them....But God has need of thiiz that we conéider

him faithful in his promises... * Following from his
wide range of arguments for the primacy of the Word and
God's initiative in the Sacrament, Luther goes on to
develop his second major concept of eucharistic theology,
namely, the necessity of faith on the part of the re-
cipient.

"Promise and faith are correlative, so that where
there has been no promise there cannot be faith; and where
faith has not been, there is no promise."15 This, Barth
asserts, is fhe second conviction of Luther's eucharistic
theology, - faith created and sustained by the Word of
God.16

What Luther is saying is that the faith necessary
to receive the Sacrament is equally the creation and gift
of God as is the Sacrament itself. Luther warns that no
one should think that he can bring to the Sacrament his
own faith by merely believing that Christ is there given.

If such a faith is only a human idea, then it is better

hot to partake of the Sacrament. For the faith must be a
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faith which God creates; and one must hold it to be
indubitably true so that he will be prepared to die
for it.

"And if thou art still wavering and doubting,
then kneel down and pray God that he impart to thee grace

to escape from thyself and to come to the true, created
17
faith."

The part that faith has to play in- the receiving
of the Sacrament has certain teorollaries. It indicates,
for example, the proper value that is to be given the
signs, the elements of ﬁréad and wine in the Sacrament.
The signs certainly are subordinate to the Word, for
without it they have no effect. Also the signs are
subordinate to the faith of the recipient. What is im-
portant is the spiritual feeding on Christ rather than
the physical eating of his body. It is better to be-
lieve that this bread is his body than in fact to eat it.
Luther states: "Be careful! <You need to be concerned
with the spiritﬁal body of Christ rather than with the
natural; and faith in the spiritual is more needed than
faith in the natural. For the natural without the spirit-
ual is of no use in this sacrament.“_18 At times Luther

shows no restraint in stating this point. For ekample,

"The sacrament in itself without faith does noth-
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ing;_yea God himself, who does all things, does not
and caﬁnof do good to “any man unless‘he believes in
him firmly. Still less can the sacrament do any~-
thing...not the sacraments but faith at the sacraments
makes alive and justifies.“19

A second acorollar& concerns the part that
faith has to play in the fitness and preparation of
the believer who comes to receive communion. It is
quite likely, Luther insists, that the person ﬁhom we
might think is the léastvfit to receive the Sacrament
might in reality be the best prepared," a timid and
fainthearted conscience must rely, against its own
thoughts, upon the testament of Christ and be déring
in firm faith despite personal unworthiness and the

20 '
greatness of the blessing."

Be it noted that the faith that prepares one to
receive communion is not faith in one's own merit or
personal worthiness but a faith that is rooted in the
promise of Christ with which "every man ought to fortify
his conscience against all quélms and scruples, so that
he may lay hold on the promise of Christ with unwavering
faith, and take the greatest care to approach the sacrament
not trusting in confessioqurayer and preparation, but

rather despairing of all these, with firm confidence in
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v 21
Christ who gives the promise."

The third main aspect~of Luther's theology
relates to the signgs or the elements of the Sacrament.
He quotes St. Augustine several times in this regard.
"Why do you‘prepare stomach and teeth? Only?believé,
and you have already partaken of the éacrament="22

Indeed the impression is given that Luther looks
upon the'signs as almost incidental if not uﬁimportant.
The creative power of God's Word is so great that it can

make any sign a Sacrament.

"Therefore, food and drink on which God has set

his word and sign are equally spiritual food everywhere,

however external and material they may be. And if God
tells me to hold up a straw then there would be a spirit-
ual food and drink in the straw - not because of the nat-
ure of the straw, but because of the Word and sign of
God's truth."23 This, however, should not lead to the
conclusion that Luther in fact had a mystical, spirit-
ualistic cohcept'of the Sacrament, that he was really a
Zwinglian even though he did not know it. It is import-
ant to remember that by virtue of the words of promise,
the institution of the Sacrament, Christ is really and

truly present "in, with, and under" the elements. This

is the premisevof the whole of Lutﬂer's eucharistic
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theolog&Q

Luther says, the signs which God in fact adds
to his word to make a Sacrament are bread and wine.
‘Therefore when the priest faises the host he is saying
to us: ~"this is the seal and sign of the testament in

which Christ assigned to us the forgiveness of sins and
: 24
eternal life."

The piace Luther gives to bread and wine as
the seal and sign of the testament leads us to the final
conviction in this brief study of his euéharistic theology.
Luther champions the view that these signs are
in themselves a very good demonstration of the fruit of
the Sacrament, of the efficacy and benefit which flows
from it. It is a Sacrament Qf unity and fellowship.

This idea is clearly portrayed in Luther's sermon of 1519:

25
And the Brotherhoods.

The Blessed Sacrament of the Holy and True Body of Christ,

He states: "Christ appointed these two forms of
bread and wine, rather than any other, as a further indic-
ation of the very union and fellowship which is in this
sacrament. For there is no more intiméte, deep and in-
divisible union tha® the union of food with him, who is

26
fed...and becomes one substance with the person who is fed?.



It will be observed that not too much has been
sgid about the doctrine of the "real presence" in Luther's
eucharistic theology. This is éo, because the "real presence"
in Luther's thought is not one of a series of main points
aiongside others. As Barth puts it, it is the unmoving
axis of Luther's eucharistic theology.27

The primacy of God's word, the role of faith, the
nature of signs, the benefit derived from communion, all
are ﬁnderstood rightly only in relation to the real pres-
‘ence of Christ in the Sacrament. What is not of equal
importance is the manner of His presence. As long as
the presence of Christ in the Sacrament is upheld, the
manner of His presenqe‘really has no interest for Luther.
}Even at the height of the controversy, in 1528, he main-
tains that the manner of Christ's presence is not worth
the agony of a struggle.28

This does not mean however that Luther did not
sustain a view concerning the manner of Christ's presence.
He in fact states, that Christ is present only at the mo-
ment of consecration, when the Passion is preached and
commemorated, and at the moment of communion, when the
death is proclaimed and commemorated. The presence of

. 29
Christ in the Eucharist does not last beyond these moments.
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As we have seen, the central Reformation doc-
trines for which Luther contended concerned justification
and the atonement'which were intimately related, and
- which had unavoidable repercussions upon eucharistic
theory and liturgical practice. The unique work of
Christ's sacrifice, which accordihg to Luther, was the
truly effective cause in the process of man's translation
from a state of reprqbation to that of grace. The process
waited only upon man's penitent conversion to belief in
that promise by justifying faith - which Parker describes
as |

"...a psychological act by which a man accepted

.Christ consciously as his personal Saviour, not,

as Catholic theology taught, by an objective in-
fusion of grace received in the first instance

- by the sacrament of baptist: and developed in the

other sacraments." 30

By this act of fai%h, what was uniquely accomplished
in the past became effective in the present. Not only,
therefore, were human works redundant in the process of
justification; should they presume any causal role in this
process of salvation, they must derogate from the perfect
sufficiency of Christ'é unique work.

- Although early Catholic apologetes were quick to

point out that Luther's main objection was to the Mass as

a work, they were slow to appreciate the intimate connec-
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tion between this and his doctrine; of justification.
Thé relationship could only resuit in a rejection of
the traditional sacramental concept that assumed the
objectivity of divine power: and life operative in the
church and her worship. In.the Eucharist the communal
action would be under preésurevto yield in favour of the
individual communicant. Thus the transformation of the
Eucharist was in direct pioportion to the transforma-
‘tion of the church itself from a divinely empowered -
organism of salvation into a coliection of faithful in-
‘dividuals touched separately and directly by the mercy of
God. |

But the Reformation controversy over the Eucharist
cannot féil to take into account =¥ the sharp debates be-
tween Luther and Zwingli. At this point, therefore, we
turn to Zurich.

Eucharistic theory and practice in Zwingli's teaching:

Huldrech Zwingli (1485-1531) went through the
most acrimonious debate of his career on the question
of the Lord's Supper. A great deal of his writings is
concerned with the eucharistic controversy in which he
attacked unsparingly the opinions both of the papal

theologians and of Luther.
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Zwingli's eucharistic doctrine is grounded on
two presuppositions. One is theological and concerhs
his understanding of faith and his definition of a
Sacrament. The other, is philosophical and has to do
with his Nominalism and humanism. Against the Lutherans
Zwingli insists that faith is a reality received by man
in his heart which arises from being grasped by the

fact that Christ died for the sins of the world, that

is to say, man's self-confidence is swept away and he

relies exclusively on God. It is not an emotional state

created by man. It is not an intellectual acceptance of
principie of trutﬁ. It is, according to Z2wingli, a fact

of being created by the Holy Spirit and in sharp contrast

to a piece of knowledge or an opinion or a flight of fancy.31
Faith is the key which opens man to a new relationship with
God an@ through which his anxiety and despair are over-
come by the indwelling of Christ in the soul.

As C.C.Richardson remarked, the philosophic pre-
suppositions of Zwingli's thqught on the Eucharist are
derived from nominalism and Humanism which constitute
the basis of his attack against transubstantiation.

Zwingli contends that if we should take the words "This
is my body," literally, what would be involved wouia be

a change of accidents not of substance, for what makes
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a thing a thing, is not its participation in a substance,
but its peculiarities and special proberties. For him,
the Lord's Supper is essentially Eucharistic Thanksgiving.
It is a joyful remembrance and.public acknowlédgement of
all that Christ has done for us. Taking part in it, we
openly proclaim that we are numbered among those who live

by Christ's benefits.

So, then, Christ is only symbolically and figur-

‘atively present in the Eucharist. As a rule, Zwingli

speaks of the sacraments as signs only; but as .Darwell
Stone noted, at several points in his (Zwingli'é) writings
we can find passages which leave one with the impression
that 2Zwingli is advocating a spiritual feeding of the soul
on Christ in connection with the reception of the Sacra-
33
ment. To be sure, 2wingli rejected any idea of a 8uch-
aristic éacrifice, and explained the Eucharist as a
commemoration, not itself sacrificial, of the sacrifice
of Christ. He asserts:
"Christ who offered himself once for all on the
.cross, 1is for ever the effectual sacrifice and
victim for the sins of all the faithful. From
this it follows that the Mass is not a sacri-
fice but a commemoration of the sacrifice once
for all offered on the cross, and as it were a
seal of the redemption afforded in Christ." 34
Zwingli maintains further, that although Christ

could only be offered as a sacrifice in his humanity, he
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" can be our salvation only in his divinity. Both
natures, indeed, are included in the unity of his
person but these natures need to be distinguished.

It is then not Christ "eaten" but Christ "killed” -
“sacrificed," who is oﬁr sal@ation. We aie saveé
fhrough Chriég;s death on the cross and not by eating

of his flesh.

It is frequently assumed that Zwingli teaches
that Christ is not present in the Lord's Supber. But
this misunderstanding arises because of failure to
appreciate sufficiently his concept of faith. 2Zwingli

says that Christ is spiritually present, but for him

Christ's presence is synonymous with faith. To affirm
his presence, and to believe profoundly in his recon-
ciling death are one and the same thing.

He asserts:

"Christ's body and blood are the food of

_the souli when the soul firmly believes

that the body and blood of Christ are its
salvation, pledge, and price of redemption
pefore God; the body and blood of Christ are
nothing else than the word of faith, namely,
that His body which died for us on the cross
redeemed us and reconciled us to God, when we
firmly believe this, our soul is nourished
and refreshed by the body and blood of Christ:;
it ought to be enough for us to believe that
Jesus Christ is our redemption, the food and
consolation of the soul." 36

Zwingli teaches that the Eucharist is spiritual

food, whereby those who believe that the death of Christ
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is their life fasten and'jéig7and unite themselves mutually
into the one body of Christ.

On Zwingli's view, Christ is present for the man
who puts’his confidence in him, for . one cannot possess
Christ the Saviour apart from his Incarnation. If Luther
had consented to this'point, there.would be no disagree-
ment between thém.38 Zwingli's main interest was to safe~-
guard the one‘thing which permits us to apprehend Christ:
faith. And in the light of this we can understand his
bitter criticism against the Roman Catholics and Lutherans
because by their doctrine of the corporeal, material pres-
ence of Christ in the bread, Whether in terms of tran-
substantiation or consubstantiation, they try to feconomize"
on faith. for Zwingli this sort of economy is what tehds
to jeopardize one's salvation.

The Ascension of Christ also plays a considerable
role in Zwingli's eucharistic doctrine. For him the as-
cension is positive proof that Christ is localized only in
one place at one time, for in Mark 16:19 the Scripture
teaches that "Jesus was taken up into heaven and sat down
at the right ﬁénd of God." Following this line of reason-
ing, he presents the érguﬁeﬁt that Christ is seated at

the right hand of God in his human nature, and this is

precisely vhy, in his human nature, He cannot possibly
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be in heaven and in the eucharistic bread at the
same time.

One notices here, that Zwingli argues in terms
of a realist doctrine of substance which precludes the
possibility of an object being in two places at once.
'He feels that by arguing this way he avoids the heresy
of the papists and others (Lutherans) "who lock back

.. 39 ,
to the flesh pots of Egypt."

As Norman Sykes obsérves, Zwingli could not allow
any such belief as that held by Luther and the catholics
of a change in the elements of bread and wine effected
by consecration. "He believed that the whole difficulty
lies not imthe proﬁoun 'this' but in the verb 'is'. For
this word is often used in the Holy Scripture in the sense
of ‘signifies'... This word 'is' is used in this place
-in the sense of 'signifies."f39

Therefore Christ's word that the bread and wine
are His body and blood are fjust the same as if a wife,
pointing to a ring of her hﬁsband, which he had ieft with
‘her, should say, "This is my husband;'"40 Indeed, Zwingli
was extremely insistent that Christfswbody since his

ascension was in heaven, and therefore could not be

present in the Eucharist. "Abiit ergo, et non est hic."
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It is important to note that when Zwinéli refers
to the bread and wine as symbols of the body and blood
of our Lord, he is using the term “symbolf in a tech-
nical sense. The eucharistic breaé is noi'a symbol of
just anything.‘ Significantly, it is a symbol of Christ's
body sacrificed on the cross. It is wrong to think that
Zwingli ever believed or‘implied that salvation can be
‘had apart from Christ's particulaf sacrifice. When the
bread and wine are involved in the sacred meal, they cease
to be "ordinary" bread and wine, even though, materially
speakiﬁg, they remain so.

"The celebration of the Lord's Supper in all its
dignity gives the bread such a nobility that it is no
longer like any other bread."4l Because the bread and
wine are symbols of the loviﬁgkinﬁness of him who re-
conciled mankind to himself through his Son, they must
no longer be seen in terms of the matter of which they are
composed but in terms of the great things they mean. For
this reason we are no longer dealing with common bread
but with sacred bread. This bread, indeed, is no longer
called "bread," but "the'body of Christ."42

hThis béings us to the final point in Zwingli's

eucharistic theology. For the Zurich Reformer, the Lord's

Supper has a twofold significance. It is a thanksgiving
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festival (eucharistia) for grace already received, and

a means by which the church's unity is given expression.

In his letter to Matthew Alber in 1524, Zwingli writes:

"Paul clearly says that to eat this bread
.and drink this €up is to join our christ-
ian brothers in one body. This is the body
of Christ because it is made up of those
who believe in Christ's sacrifice for their
salvation. And since this communion is not
merely in bread and wine, but in body and
blood, the sacrament is a witness borne by
christians to each other, and which they
bear together to Christ, so that each brother
can see how the others have bound themselves
to him in one body, one bread, and one con-
fession, just as if they had sworn an oath,
whence the term sacrament." 43

Why is this sacramental meal so necessary? Be~-

cause by it christians joyfully commemorate the benefits

of Calvary, and pledge to each other their willingness

to be faithful soldiers of Christ. One notices that

this 'ecclesial' dimension which Zwingli gives to the

eucharist memorial is also an impeortant one in his theo-

logy as a whole,

Zwingli's eucharistic doctrine received many di-

vergent interpretations even among his contemporaries. As

Courvoisier says:

"Zwingli's eucharistic doctrine has often
.been depreciated as something poor and
colorless in comparison with that of the
other Reformers. Even Calvin downgraded
the theology of the Reformer of Zurich.

But we are led to conclude that such a judg-
ment can only be the result of extremely
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superficial study of Zwingli's writings,

if not of oGtright dependence on second-

ary sources to the exclusion of any ac-

quaintance at all with the primary texts.

In particular, those who call Zwingli's

conception of the Eucharist shallow tend

quite unjustly to set aside the ecclesial

element in the Reformer's thought, taking

his concept of the Supper in a purely in-

dividualistic sense. This is, quite simply,

to betray him." 44

We Have dealt at some length with the euch-
aristic theology of both Luther and Zwingli so as to
emphasize the samenesses énd contrasts between what
each did in founding their respective tradition of
eucharistic liturgies.

While Luther and Zwingli generally agreed in
their rejectioh of the Eucharist's sacrificial causality,
they, differed in their notions of Christ's sacramental
presence and also in their emphasis on the commemorative
nature of the rite.

As J.V.M.Pollet remarked:
"Tuther parle de "testament,” Zwingli de
'memorial,' le premier insistant davan-
tage sur le - ¥ealité ou gage que le Christ
nous laisse de la Rédemption accomplie, le
second sur l'acte par lequel la communauté
en son nom commémore le bienfait du Calvaire." 45
 The ground of divergence between Luther and
Zwingli SPrings from their respective conéepts of what

faith is. This divergence in turn is related to basic
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differences over the person of Christ, the purpose
of the Sacrament, the interpretation of the spirit-

and-flesh contrast, the proper approach to the Scrip-
46

tures, 'and its relation to reason.

Bucer's views on the Eucharist: An attempt at Concord:

The eucharistic theology of Martin Bucer (1491-1551),
was formed within the context of the eucharistic contro- |
versy between the Lutherans and Zwinglians. His main
concern was to discover a means of reconciliation be-
tween the doctrine for which each party contended, al-
though at times he attacked both.

Like Luther, he asserted that the communicant re-
ceives the body and blood of Christ. Like Zwingli, he
denied that the body and blood are united to thé sacra-
mental signs. Evidently his own conviction was that the
communicants receive in the Sacrament only bread and wine;
but that their faith, when they receive the eleménts,
uplifts them to a real spirituwal participation of the
body and blood of Christ in heaven.

Concerning the 'real presence' of Christ in
the Sacrament, there is one interesting passage in which
Bucer gives an insight into what he understands by this.

He remarks:

"In giving the bread, he (Christ) says: Take
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eat, this is my body given for you, i.e.
just as I give you this bread to eat with
your physical mouth, so I give my body to
be eaten by your soul...Just as you eat
with your mouth and take into your stomach
this bread which you have received from me
in order to maintain your life...so must
you believe from the depths of your soul
that my body is given for you so that your
faith in God will be ncurished and streng-
thened." 47

. Is Bucef a throughgoing Zwinglian? Such was
the opinion of his Lutheran opponents, ahé ﬁothing that
he could say or db, was persuasive enough to change
their opinion of his partisanship. This fact proved
to be an almost insurmountable obstacle in his first
attempts to bring an end to the controversy.

Bucer plainly teaches that Christ's bodily pre-
sence, which is spiritual and not physical, can only be
received in a épiritual and not a physical manner. Faith,
he says, is the necessary attitude of the recipient.”

"Christ himself says that whoever eats his
.flesh and drinks his blood has eternal life.
From what we know no one can participate

in the body and blood of Christ, as com-
munion with Christ and communion with his
body and blood are one and the same thing.
Since in the communion the death of Christ
is celebrated in the memory, the Lord has
given special signs of his body, bread and
wine, and he has given these to those who
are his. Those who enjoy these things with-—
in the community have physical communion
with the bread and wine and spiritual comm-
union with the body and blood of Christ...
therefore, those who have faith eat' Christ
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with the bread, but not the unfaithful ones." 48
In this actively polemical period we notice én

’ ' ?

important shift in Bucers eucharistic teaching. In

reality, it was an éttempt to shift the central pdint

of disagreement from the question of the real presence

to the question of the reception or non-reception of
Christ's body by those without "saving faith." Evidently,
Bucer had now assumed the true bresence of Chiist in
the Sacrament; that it is so, is no longer é.matter for
debate. Accordingly, he proceeds to show the importance
ﬁhich this latter‘point has achieved in his own mind
by giving priority to the matter of non-reception.byvun—
believers in the Strassbourg discussion on the doctrine
of the Eucharist. Bucer was quite explicit in showing
that the Lord instituted the Supper for his disciples
and for true christians. He finds support for this view
by pointing to the words of our Lord: "the body which
has been given for you and the blood which has been shed
forvyou.ﬂ And also, "This cup is the New Testament."
(Matt. 26:26; 1 Cor. 11:25). The New Testament, he
asserts, has been given only to true disciples and any
those who possess true faith can participate in it. ?
Bucer states again and again that those who do

not have'the "true" faith, as long as they remain so,
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cannot have eternal life since they do not really eét
this heavenly food. Scripture and the Fathers show
that the body and blood of Christ are not eaten phy-
sically but spiritually. And, as he said, Saint Paul
plainly teaches that "Flesh and blood cannot inherit
the kingdom of God". "So when the Fathers speak in a
similar vein, what they in fact mean is, that the body
attains to immortality and is built up towards it in
this life by the Spirit, strengthened in us by tﬁe
feeding (in the Sacrament) in true faith. The true
feeding therefore, is spiiitual in nature.50

It must be acknowledged that Bucer did main-
tain thaf Christ is truly present in the Supper. Caut-
iously he came to describe this as a bodily presence;

then, he finally added the word substantialiter imply-

ing by it that Christ is present and active in the Supper °
éccording to his two natures in the one pérson.51
"When the Holy Sacrament is administered accord-
ing to the institution and the commandment of our Lord,
our Lord himself, true God and true man is truly given
and truly received.“52 )
Bucer also éontends for the primacy of the Word

of God. 'He claims that in fact_there could be no Sacra-

ment without the Word, for it is precisely the Word that
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gives the Sacrament its meaning. In addition he
stresses the importance of the recéption of Christ's
body, stating that it is received only by those who
believe that it is preéent.

In what might seem to be a contradiction, Bucer
affirms that Christ's presence is not determined by
£aith, either of the recipient or the celebrant. It
depends entirely upon God. But this apparent contfad-
iction, is in fact, ﬁis way of safeguarding as it were,
the idea that the nature of that presence was not phy-
"sical, local or natural. Thereafter, he admits that
the Christ who is present is received only by those who
have faith to receive him. Without this provision,
according to Bucer, we make the Eucharist an ex opere
operato event where there is a transfer of grace from
cod to man dependent more on a human ceremony than on
God's promises to the faithful.53

Bucer finally deals with the benefits derived
£rom parficipation in the Sacrament. These derive ul-
timately from the fact that in the Supper Christ is truly
given and truly received by the faithful. The benefit
that comes to the individual is eternal'lifé and in
relation to christian brotherhood, the primary benefit

is unity.
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The loaf and the cup are fitting symbols of
this, for as christian believers are united with Christ
in the Eucharist, so that he lives in them, and they
in him, bYuthe'same token they are united as a body.

As the grains of wheat arelcrushed together to make
one loaf, and the grapes gathered and pressed together
into one cup, so many believers are united to make the
one body of*Chiist which is the Church.

"This is our faith and our teaching...(con-
_cerning the words of institution) accept
them with hearty faith and receive them as
the wWord of eternal life. Keep them free
of all human interpretation and confess
them to mean that Christ our Lord is truly
in the Supper and that his true body is
eaten and his blood is truly drunk; but
primarily by the spirit through faith, al-
though in the body (our physical body)
which eats this food and drink in its own
way so that the love of God then permeates
the heart, the soul, and all strength; that
by this food they become...more wholly at-
tuned to him. Our bodies are perfectly fed
with this food when by the resurrection which
this food brings, they are renewed and made
ready for the kingdom of God, for which we
are not yet fully ready." 54

We have taken the libertymof quoting this long
passage because it shows that both the Lutherans and
Zwinglians tended to ask the wrong question, the
question of How rather than the question of Ehg_which
on Bucer's view was the right one to be asked.

Tndeed it is this significant insight that made
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his eucharistic theology more than a basis for com-
promise and concord; and in this sense pethaps i£ cén
be said that its importance is greater than its his-
torical purpose.

Calvin's views on the Eucharist

According to F. Wendel, it was Luther, and in
a special sense Augustine and Bucer, who contributed
most to the formation of Calvin's doctrine of the sac-
raments. The young theologian entered the eucharistic
controversy in an endeavour to carry further Bucer's
efforts to find a basis for compromise and concord be-
tween the Lutherans and Zwinglians.

For Calvin, the Lord's Supper is an outward
pledge of God's generosity towards man in providing for
him a visible means through which he may be assured of
spiritual nourishment., Calvin affirms that the only
spiritual food which can nourish the human soul is
Jesus Christ. Consequently, there must be a way where-
by the soul is united with Christ in order that it
may be fed. And it is through the Lord's Supper that
this takes place.

Calvin tries to explain Ehis process through an
analogical interpretation. Just as the outward body is

nourished and sustained by the eating of such elements

-79-



as bread and wine; so inwardly our souls are fed and
we partake of the life of the Son of God who was sac-
rificed once for all for us on the cross.That this
union is incomprehensible to our mortal senses,is
evident from the fact that the Supper is displayed

to us in the figures of bread and wine. This is to
assure us that in the eating of these elements, by
faith we can feel within our own life that we are
partaking of the benefits of that one sacrifice on

55 -
Calvary. :

Against the Lutherans who take the "is" in 'this
~is my body' literally, Calvin insists on the velidity
of an analogical interpretation. He argues that since
Christ instituted a Sacrament when He uttered thede,wprds
they ought to be expounded sacramentally (sacramentaliter)
according to the common usage of scripture. For it would
seem that one of the criteria for understanding all
sacraments is that the sign receives the name of the
thing signified.56

In his efforts to give the Sacrament an object-
ive content, Calvin rejects any purely figurative inter-
pretation that would allow nothing more ‘than a purely

spiritual communion with the spirit of Christ and which

presume to make it (Sacrament) simply an empty symbolic
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action. He teaches rather, that there is a mystery

of sacramental union in the language of Jesus when he
instituted the Supper which lifts it far above being
legitimately called 'figurative' without any qual-
ification. For this reason Calvin attacks his op-
ponents on the ground that they fail to grasp the
significance of the symbols. There can be very

little doubt that he believes that the meaning of the
Supper resides in the promises. But in what do the pro-
mises consist? Before answering this question, Calvin
asserts that on account of the affinity which the things
signified have with their signs, the name of the thing
signified is given to the sign, figuratively indeed,

but very appropriately.57 With reference to the promises,
Calvin identifies them with the words of institution.
The elements as such have no value, they acquire.their

signification only by the promise.

Thus, "when the cup is called a participation,

the: expression I acknowledge is figurative, provided
that the truth held forth in the figure is not taken

éway, or in other words, provided that the reality it-
self is also present."58 Calvin acknowledgesg that the

word "is" in the wordé of institution does not denote a

relation“of identity, such as would hold in the propos-
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ition, "Christ is the Son of Ggod," buf a sacramental
union. -The bread is called in a éacramental manner

59
(sacramentali modo) .

Tt will be misleading to assume that Calvin
teaches that the elements are empty signs as some
of his more severe critics tend to do, for he is
deeply opposed to such a view. What he wants to bring
out is the fact that the elements are made into sacra-
ments when the Word is added to them and not because

someone merely utters it by mouth, inasmuch as it is

received by faith.

Calvin means by "matter" (materia) or "substance"

(substantia) that the flesh of Christ is given in the
Sacrament. "Westphal insists on the presence of the
flesh in the supper. We do not deny it." "The con-

troversy with as is not as to reception, but only the
60
mode of reception.”

"That we really feed in the Holy Supper on the
flesh and blood of Christ, no otherwise than as bread
and wine are the ailments of our bodies, I freely con-

6l
fess."

Calvin also maintains that the materia or

substantia of the Sacrament is schrist with His death
62 A
and resurrection."
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", ...When, therefore, we speak of the
_communion which believers have with
Christ, we mean that they communi-
~cate with His flesh and blood not less
than with His Spirit, so as to poss-
ess thus the whole Christ." 63
The language that Calvin uses shows his con-
cern to assert both the reality and the wholeness of
the gift of Christ in the Supper. The whole of Christ
is given in the Sacrament. He defends the proposi-
tion that it is not only Christ's Spirit and His divine
nature that are mediated to us, but also His humanity,
and indeed the whole humanity which was centered in His
earthly body, includihg that body which was such a necess-
ary part of Him. "The saéraments direct our faith to
the whole, not to a part of Christ."64 Thus'the com-
munion which we have with Christ in the Supper is with
the whole Christ in both natures - divine and human.
Calvin's greatest opposition to the Lutherans
and Catholics over the Bucharist arose from the "mode"
of the reception of Christ's body.
After refuting the Lutheran dogtrine of ubiguity,
the Geneva Reformer proceeds to discuss his own ideas
concerning reception. He dismisses as inadequate the

view that one eats the flesh and drinks the blood of

Christ simply by believing in Him. This eating, he
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submits, does not take place through a simple know-
’ledgé of facts. There is no such thing as eating the
flesh and drinking the blood of Christ by any other means
than that of faith.

With great care he tries to present his idea
that the eating is the result or by-product of faith,
nof faith itself. It is, according to Calvin, in his
spiritual eating, which is the by-product of faith, that
Christ communicates His life to us and thereby we are
sustained and strengthened. This process is effectéd
through the descent of the Holy Spirit who unites us to
Christ and is a kind of channél by which evefything is
derived in us.65

No doubt, Calvin's formulation of his eucharistic
theology provided many important insights that were use-
ful in the Lutheran-Zwinglian controversy but perhaps
his greatest importance so far as this essay is con-
cerned, is in the subsequent influence of his thought
on the development of eucharistic theory and practice

in England.
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CHAPTER IV

CRANMER'S DOCTRINE ON THE EUCHARIST

Chronology of Cranmer's change of eucharistic doctrine

It has always been difficult for some English
scholafs to assess precisely the extent of Continen-
tal influence in this period of ideological ferment.
There are some who attach great. importance to the
view that the English Reformers, and Cranmer in part-
icular, in their theological ideas were reflecting
only what was handed down from the Continental Re-
formers. Thus O. Chadwick states:

"The history of the Reformation in England

.is to a large extent a history of contin-

ental influence upon English minds...

During the whole of what might be called

the formative period of reformed theology

there was not something which one might

call an English school of theology, but

only English theologians influenced by

Wittenberg, or Zurich, or Geneva, or

Strassburg." 1
Others however, ha&e tried to minimize the influence of
these continental theologians by arguing that the Eng-
lish Reformers received their sacramental ideas dir-
ectly from the Fatherg especially St. Augustine. A
better approach to this problem is to credit Cranmer
with a scholarly independence of mind. We see a dem-

onstration of this in one of his letters to Joachim
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Vadianus, (The Swiss Reformer), where he declares that
he has "come to the cbnclusioﬁ'that the writings of
every m;n must be read with discrimination.'f3

Cranmer was a man of wide reading, ané was well
acquainted with the works of the schoolmen regarding
the Bucharist. The traditional belief in the sacri-
ficial oblation of Christ in the Eucharist was ex-
pressed in-the liturgies of both East and West, of
which he had made a special study. Cranmer, as a trav-
elling ambassador in the early 1530's, had also seen
something of Reformation faith and practice, and had in
fact come in contact with reformers with whom he devel-
oped an intimate friendship. Such an experience was to
have an important place in his thought in the days ahead.
This background must be kept clearly in mind as we focus
on the various stages of Cranmer's progress from the mo-
ment he abandoned the received doctrine of the Western
Church until he came to accept the Reformed cause wiZh

his own characteristic and well tempered enthusiasm.

Cranmer and the doctrine Transubstantiation

When Cranmer became Archbishop in 1533 he wrote to
give Archdeacon Hawkins the latest news from England, not
only providing his successor as ambassador to the Emperor

Charles V with an account of the coronation of Anne Boleyn,
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but also describing the trial of John Frith., He said:

"He thought it not necessary to be be-
-lieved as an article of our faith there
is the very corporal presence of Christ
within the host and sacrament of the
altar, and holdeth of this point most
after the opinion of Oecolampadius." 5

This letyer gives early evidence of Cranmef's euch-
aristic beliefs, showing that he is not known to have

dissented in any way from the received doctrine of the

~ Roman Church at the time of his appointment to the

archbishopric. .

Four years later, (1537) he wrote ancther letter
to Vadianus concerning a book which the latter had sent
to him containing arguménts against the doctrine of the
real presenée. After acknowledging his gratitude for
fhe letter in the most polite terms, Cranmer went on to
comment on the most prominent ideas expressed in it. He
mentioned that he had read everything Zwingli and Oecolamp-
adius had published against the real presence, but...
"unless I see strong evidence brought forward than T
ﬁave yet‘been able to see, I desire neither to be the |
patron nor the approver of fhe opinion maintained by you."
The Archbishop did not wish to be misunderstood by "
Vadianus s0 he expressed himself further in this way:

"Wherefore since this catholic faith which
-we hold respecting the real presence has been
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declared to the Church from the beginning

by such evident and manifest passages of

scripture, and the same has also subse-

quentl ommended to the ears of the

faithful with so much clearness and dil-

igence by the first ecclesiastical writers;

do not, I pray, persist in wishing any

longer to carp at or subvert a doctrine

so well grounded and supported. You have

‘sufficiently made the attempt already. And

unless it had been firmly grounded upon a

solid rock it would long since have fallen

with the crash of a mighty ruin." 6
J.G.Ridley has suggested that Cranmer Gould have certainly
burned the Swiss Reformer if he had advocated in Eng-
land the opinions’against the real presence, which he

7
expressed in that book.

During the summer of 1538 there was a serious
encounter between Cranmer and some Swiss Zwinglians in
connection with a book Bullinger had dedicated to Henry
VIII, and which he. had sent to England by some of the

EhgliSh adherents to the Swiss positions to be presented
8

to the King.

Cranmer greeted the envoys without any enthusiasm
and expressed his reluctance even to coirespondent with
Bullinger, to the great regret of the Zwinglians. From
this it is evident that Cranmer still viewed Swiss sacra-
mental ideas with the same disfavour he had ekpressed to
Vadianus a few months previously.

However, some scholars believed that Cranmer was
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at this time experiencing the first change in his
orthodox eucharistic position. He did in fact change
his:view but it was in favour of the Lutheran explic-
ation of transubstantiation. This eafly change can
be pinpointed from the conflic£ between Damplip and
Lisle (August 1538) in which Damplip was charged for
denying the real presence in the Eucharist. Damplip
was summoned to appear before Cranmer and other Com-
missioners to answer to the charge of heresy, but he
failed to appear and fled. Of Damplip's flight Cranmer
wrote to Cromwell on 15 August:A
" "As concerning Adam Damplip of Calais

(Ccalais was at that time an English

outpost), he utterly denieth that ever

he taught or said that the very body

and blood of Christ was not presently

in the Sacrament of the Altar, and

confesseth “.©. same to be there really:;

but he saith, that the controversy was

because he confuted the opinion of the

transubstantiation, and therein I think

he taught but the truth." 10
These words indicate that Cranmer had personally given
up his belief in transubstantiation as early as 1538
but was not yet ready to say this publicly. In 1539
he publicly declared his belief in the administration
of the cup to the laity. He advocated during the
grand debate over the Six Articles (1539) and the King's

Book (1543) that the substance of the bread and wine
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does not remain after consecration; While it is probably
the case that du@ing the later part of this period his
own mind was more in the direction of a doctrine of

the presence of Christ in the consecrated elements

which did not require any change in the substance of
bread and wine, yet he was able to continue to hold

his offipe while. there were those who were being burnt
for denying the conversion of the substance at conse-
cration. Other evidence that he had repudiated trans-

ubstantiation by 1538 is seenin the following quotation

. from his Answer to Smith in 1551:

"T confess of myself that not long before
_I wrote the said catechism in 1548, 12.

I was in that error of the real presence,
as I was in many years past in divers
other errors: as of transubstantiation,
of the sacrifice propitiatory of the
priests in the mass...and many other
superstitions and errors that came

from Rome." 13

He also repudiateé private masses as is indicated from
another important letter he wrote to Cromwell just about
one week after the one he sent him coﬁcerning Damplip.
This fact supports the view that he experienced a major
éhange of aoctrine as early as 1538. It is significant,
however, that only three months later,he was to partic-—
ipate in the hearing of John Lambert, a known sacrament-

: ‘ 14
arian, who was charged for denying the real presence.
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The trial of Lambert testifies to the beginning
of a reaction toward conservatism in religious matters
in England; Such reaction stemmed from the inherent
conservatism of the peqple and the politiéal opport-
unism of an unscrupulous’monarch. International de-
velopments, it is said, forced Henry to meet the de-
mands of the times and as a conSequence we witness the
passage of the Act of Six Articles, dubbed the Whip
of Six Strings, because of its severity. These Articles
which were made law in 1539 were resisted By Cranmer and
other reforming bishops in the House of Lords until it
became clear that Henry would not be peréuaded to
withdraw them.

Having rejected only the previous summer the
doctrine of transubstantiation, Cranmer was now placed
in a dangerous situation inasmuch as heretics were
being burned for the first offence, even if they had
recanted beforehand. Furthermore, Cranmer was required
to approve private masées, the dehiél of the chalice
to the laity, transubstantiation, and clerical celibacy.
This he did.15

It is still more difficult to explain, or at least
understand, Cranmer's action in the condemnation of John

Barnes who was executed for holding Lutheran views - a
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position which was anti-sacramentarian - a denial

of purgatory, transubstantiation, private masses,

and clerical celibacy. These views Cranmer himself
held only a year earlier and it was precisely for
these opinions he VOted for the condemnation of Barnes.
Kavanagh, in seeking to provide an explanation for
this intriguing'problem, suégests that Cranmer's
position at this time was threatened, and he_faced

the possibility of falling from power had he not con-
demned Barnes; so from 1543-1544 he remained subser-

vient to the royal will as expressed in the Six
16
Articles.

Between the early part of 1545 and the summer“of
1546 the Archbishop remained silent and was in partial
seclusion either in his diocese or in his London resid-
ence. It was probably during this period that he passed
through the most crucial phase in the development of”
his eucharistic doctrine. It is probable too that it
was at this stage he held those discussions with Nicholas
Ridley at the beginning of 1546 which led to his re-
pudiation of the real presence. Almost all Cranmer
scholars to-day agree that it was Ridley who finally

influenced the Primate to make this big change. However,
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in' August of the same year his new conviction was
buttressed by the uﬁexpected sourée of EEnry's ap-
parent change of policy. Cranmer later'spoke of
this change which Henry has suggested in public at
a dinner given in honour of the French ambassador.l

He wrote:

"The King's majesty and the French King
‘has been at this point, not only within
half a year after to have changed the
mass into a communion, as we now use it,
but also utterly to have extirpated and
banished the Bishop of Rome and his
usurped power out of both their realms
and dominions." 17
In J.G.Ridley's estimation this incident to a large
éxtént explains why Cranmer renounced the real presence
18 -
in 1546. :

Five months later Henry died, and Cranmer was now
able to pursue his policy of reform. In June he issued
the Lutheran catechism whigh he himself translated from
the Latin'version of Justus Jonas. The section dealing
with'Eucharist was unécceptable to_EhgliSh sacrament-
arians,'who were in close contact with Zurich. In August
1548 John ab Ulmis, Bartholomew Traheron, and thn
Burcher informed Bullinger that Cranmer was one of the
small number who were making little progress towards the

sacramentarian position, and that members of the nobility
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who had progressed further regarded the Archbishop
19
as ‘lukewarm!

The writings of these sacramentarians show
that. as late as the autumn of 1548 Cranmer was not
publicly known to favour either Roman or Swiss views
on the Eucharist. For this reason along with the
fact of his translation of Jonas' catechism, some
scholars have advocated that the opinion Cranmer held
after he had jettisomejthe Roman doctrine was definitely
Lutheran.

Was there a ‘ILutheran phase' in Cranmer's development?"

The historiography of the so-called *Lutheran-
phase' in Cranmer's eucharistic developmené is a com-
Plex problem. Historians have generally adopted one
of three main attitudes in the matter. Some have ex-
pressed varying degrees of support for such an inter-
mediate stage, others have shown fairly marked opposition,
and a third group is undecided, feeling the evidence
to be by no means conclusive either way.

Of the three different approaches, the first seems
to receive the greatest support. The advocates of this
view claim that the available contémporary evidence is

sufficient to support a Lutheran period in Cranmer's
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development. The four recognized Protestant hist-
orians, Foxe, Burnet, Strype and Jenkyns all wrote in
favour of such>a phase. In relating the case of Adam
Damplip, Foxe specifically called attention to the fact
that "thevlearned, godly and blessed martyr Cranmer

was then yet but a Lutheran". In much the same véin,
Burnet declares that the A;éhbiéhop ‘argued but faintly®
hinting that "Cranmer was then of Luther's opinion;

. 20
which he had drunk in from his friend Osiander.ﬁ

Strype in his own way suggests that Cranmér
'evidently was a strong stickler for the carnal presence'
from the start, and he cited as an example Cranmer's
translation of Justus Jonas' Catechism, which as he said
"treated of theASacramént after the Lutheran way: which
way the A,chbishop embraced next after gis rejection
of the dgross papal transubstantiation." *

This point of view received able"support from
Jenkyns who believed Cranmer's Lutheran sympathies went
back even to the time of his pafticipation‘in the trial
of Lambert. Not only'was Jenkyns érepared to argue for
the possibility of a Luthefan phase then, but he adduced
arguments to show that the treatment of the Eucharist in

the various Henrician Formularies is in every case capable
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Oof such an interpretation by falling short of "any
explicit assertion of'transubstantiation."

Although Jenkyns argument is not quite con-
clusive (in 1543 the King's book clearly asserted a
change in the elements), it 'is true however, that
there was really no specific reference to the absence
of bread and wine after the consecration, as was later
promulgated in the first of the Six Articles when it was
introduced as a safeguard for the precise doctrine of
transubstantiation. One recent biographer of Cranmer's
provides evidence to substantiate the case fhat the
Archbishop was a Lutheran after he had given up his be-
lief in Roman transubstantiation until he came to accept

23
the Reformed viewpoint.

The opposition to the ‘Lutheran phase' theory is
championed by a group of scholars who insist that Cranmer
was in no way indebted to Wittenberg for his eucharistic
maturity. The first to present this view was H.J.Todd
who, although willing to concede that Cranmer had aband-
oned the Roman doctrine, yet maintained that the Arch-
bishop "at no time Sztertained the Lutheran doctrine of

Consubstantiation." - C.H.Smyth supports the case for

the opposition by stressing that "Cranmer was never a
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Lutheran.” Whenever he was taxed with it, he always,
by implicétion at least, denied the charge. He was

sympathetic to the temper of Iutheranism: he hever
’ 25 )
subscribed to it.".

Shyfh goes 6n to say that when, at the time of

hi§ trial, Martin accused Cranmer of teaching in the A
Sacrament three contrary doctrines: meaning'Catholiqism,
Lutheranism and Zwinglianism, Cranmef's repiy was
decisive: "I have taught but two doctrines in the

same". Thus Smyth feels that the evidence is enough
to pfoVe‘that his second doctrine was not Lutheranism.
He advocétes that what Cranmer really held was the doc-
trine known as "Suvermerian". He admits that Cranmer

did believe in transubstantiation, but gradually through

his contact with Ridley and Bucer he reached the Suvermerian

26
position which he held for the rest of his life.

Although various points of view have been intro;
duced in trying to undérstand or explain this aspect of
Cranmer's.eucharistic development, it does seem evident
that from his careful distinction between transubstant-
iation and the real presence in the Answef to Smith,
Cranmer almost certainly provides first hand confirm-'

ation of an intermediate phase,
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The Primate admitted that not long before he
wrote the Catechism, he was in error of the real
presence, as he was in times past in divers other
errors:; for example, t;ansubstantiation and of the
sacrifice propitiatofy of the priests in the mass. He
then stressed the fact that there was a gradual chan;ge

in his understanding:

"...after it had pleased God to show unto me,
by his holy word, a more perfect knowledge

of his Son Jesus Christ, from time to time

as I grew in knowledge of him, by little

and little I put away my former ignorance." 27

In this connection we cite the argument of Stepheﬁ
Gardiner which he adduced in refuting the second book
of Cranmer's Defence. The Bishop of Winchester made

the intriguing observation:
", ..therefore, to say as I probably think,

this part of this second book against

transubstantiation was a collection of

this author when he minded to maintain

Luther's opinion against transubstan-

tiation only, and to strive for bread

only, which notwithstanding the new

enterprise of this author to deny the

real presence, is so fierce and vehe-

ment, as it overthroweth his new purpose." 28

This was the clever thrust 6f the skilled lawyef, and
Cranmer's reply was evasive, and by significantly ’
avoiding direct repudiation of his adversary's point,

leaves undoubted scope for speculation.
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The most likely conclusion that can be drawn
from the evidence is that the Archbishop's respect
for the supremacy of the Word was perhaps the most
potent factor which led him to espouse Lutheran doc-
trines regarding the Eucharist. As we know, Luther's
profound respect for Scriptﬁre, and his insistence on
sola fide became the basic controlling factor of his
whole theological system. Thus, by a shared loyalty
to Scripture and a resdlute’refuéai to assess the
€ucharistic presence bywreferénce to any other cate-
gories, we can assert that Cranmer was indebted to
Wittenberg'in the”&ears before 1546, In short, Cranmer's
respect for Luther resulted from Luther's respect for
the Word, and seen against this background his "Lutheran
phase" was that period in his eucharistic develépment,
when, having fallen away from Roman transubstantiation,
the Archbishop nevertheless held firmly to an under-
standing of the real presence by faith in the straight-
forward terms of Holy Scripture.

Cranmer's conversion: Real presence and true sacrifice

Whichever way one thinks however, the fact remains
that Cranmer was yet to experience what was perhaps the

most vital change in his eucharistic development. He told
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his judges at the time of his trial in 1555 that he
was converted by Ridley some time after the trial of
Lambert in Novembet 1538, He was even more specific
in his Answer to §mith where he declared that it was
not long before he wrote the Catechism which was
published in the summer of 1548. For the definite
statement that it was in 1546, we depend on the Pre-
face to the Latin edition of Cranmer's Defence which

o 29
was published by the English exiles at Efjden in 1557.

It stafes:

"Ilgrant that then I believed otherwise

than I do now; and so I did,. until my

Lord of London, doctor Ridley, did con-

fer with me, and by sundry persuasions

and authorities of doctors drew me

quite from my opinion." 30
This conversion was remarkable indeed. For fifty-seven
years Cranmer had believed in the real pfesence and for
thirteen years had vigorously opposed the sacrament-
arians who had denied it. He had come to feel that
their erroneous ideas were dangerous to the "true"
doctrine and that the sternest measures should be used
to prevent their spread. It was, therefore, an extra-
ordinary accomplishment for Ridley to persuade Cranmer

to jettison his belief in the real presence and to accept

and eventually defend what appears to be a Reformed
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position. J.G.Ridley sustains the view that to a
large extent Cranmer was also converted by Henry VIII
and the times. He believes tﬁat while the Archbisho§
was converted by N. Ridley on the theoretical plane,
Henry's attitude made it easier for Cfanmer to follow
Ridley's argquments to their logical conclusion.31

It is also significant for our story that three
weeks after the Polish Reformer John a Lasco had his
first contact with Cranmer-(1548§, the Archbishop made
his first'public statement.égainst the real presence in the
December debate in the House of Lords.

On the first day of the debate, Cranmer endea-
voured to distinguish between the 'sacramental eating’
and the 'spiritual eating' as Frith had done. Also,
like Frith, he declared that the eating of the body is
"to dwell in Christ, and this may be though a man never
taste the Sacrament". He continued;

"All men eat‘hot the body in the Sacrament,..

-He that maketh a will bequeaths certain

legacies, and this is our legacy, remission

of sins, which those only receive which are

members of his body. And the Sacrament is

the remembrance of his death which made the

will good." 32 '

D;spite the fact éhat some scholars are unwilling to say -

what opinions Cranmer held concerning the Eucharist at
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this time, nevertheless, we believe that he held
the doctrine which he enunciaﬁed in his books on the
Sacrament. Carefully considered, it cannot be said
that this doctrine is as thoroughgoing as the extreme
sacramentarian position, or as that of 2wingli, indeed
it was even shor# of the modified Zwinglianism of
Bullinger and Hooper and their followers. But it did
approximate that of Peter Martyr and went fértﬁer than ™
that of Bucer's and farther still beyond Lutheranism;33
Notwithstanding the many variations'of opinion on
the Eucharist, the central issue was related to Christ's
presence in the Sacrament, not only in a spiritual sense
but corporally. In this sense, as Ridley says, Cranmef
did not believe in the real presence in 1550, and if
Cheke is éccepted as trustworthy,Cranmer had - ceased to
believe in it in 1546. But in 1548 Cranmer was acting
as if he believed in thevdgctrine of the real presence
and evidently everyone was convinced that he did. That
there was a gradual and sometimes irregular process'in
Cranmer's conversion from transubstantiation to the doc-
trine which he maintained at his death, can scarcely be

doubted.
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Cranmer's use of the Lutheran Catechism

With Edward VI as King, Cranmer cautiously pro-
ceeded with his reforms, believing as he did, that the
reﬁudiation of the real presence could only be pro-
claimed by an adult king. He taught during this time
thaf men should approach the Lord's table with great
fear and dread because there "is not only represented,
but also spiritualiy given unto us, very Christ Himself.,"
In June 1548 Cranmer's Catechism for the instruction of
English youth plainly asserted the real presence. There
can be no guestion that Cfanmer.had taken full respon-
sibility for the English edition of the Catechism. At
his trial he referred to it as 'my book'. The Catechism
was undoubtedly Lutheran in tone and content, with one
or two points of modification. On the question of the
Sacrament of the Altar, Cranmer was anti-sacramentarian

as Luther. He wrote:

"Christ saith of the bread, 'This is my body',
and of the cup he saith, 'This is my blood’'.
Wherefore we ought to believe that in the
Sacrament we receive truly the body and blood
of Christ...And whereas in this perilous
time certain deceitful. persons be found in
many places, who of very forwardness will
not grant that there is the body and blood
of Christ, but deny the same for none other
cause but that they cannot compass by man's
blind reason how this thing should be brought
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to pass, ye good children shall with all

diligence beware of such persons that ye

should not yourselves be deceived by them.

For such men surely are not true Christ-

ians....Wherefore good children doubt not

but there is the body and blood of our Lord

which we receive in the Lord's Supper. For

he hath said so, and by the power of his word

hath caused it so to be. Wherefore seeing

Christ saith, Do this as often as ye do it,

in remembrance of me, it is evident hereby

that Christ causeth even at this time., His

body and blood to be in the Sacrament after

that manner and fashion as it was at that

time, when he made his maundy with His

disciples." 34
This lengthy quoéatiOn is introduced into our text at
this point precisely to stress the problem one faces
concerning Cranmer's position. It is a difficult
problem indeed to explain why in 1551 Cranmer denied
in his books against Gardiner and Smith, that he taught
the doctrine of the real presence in this Catechism.,
He admitted that shortly before he translated the Cate-
chism he maintained the doctrine, but declared that in
the Catechism itself he had believed and taught the
same doctrine of the presence for which he was how being
accused. As we can see, Cranmer's translation of the
Catechism asserts the doctrine of the real presence in
the strongest possible terms. It is only b¥ a feat of
casuistry perhaps, that such lahguage could be reconciled

with a rejectioh of the real presence, but even then, one
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can argue that this was not really the impression
Cranmer intended to leave with his youthful or adult
reader.

We believe, as Ridley does, that Cranmer was quite
likely deceiving himself in 1551 by saying he did not
teach the real presence in the Catechism. Quite probable,
in later years he chose to forget how under pressure of
political developments and much againgt his own inclina-
tion, he had to repudiate this néw doctripe of the pres-
ence in 1548, The fact.is, that it is unlikely that
Cranmer would have chosen i» deliberately‘geceive the
children.

It would be a gross over-simplification to think
that this change which the Primate of the Churchvin England
experienced did not involve a period of considerable and
painstaking research and self-examination in the light
of the Scriptmal and Patristic evidence.

The nature of Cranmer's definitive doctrine

From our historical and chronological account of the
changes in Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine we turn now to
his own views. During the debate on-the projected Book of
Common Prayer in 1548 it became clear that the Archbishop

had moved far beyond the conviction he had expressed in
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his letter to Vadianus. The fact is, when the Book
was issued in 1549 a large part of the nobility had
definite Zwinglian anmpathieg5 and Cranmer probably
felt éompelled to oppose what he now considered
erroneous teachings regarding the eucharistic presence.
The issue in the disputation concerned the
status which was given to the bread in the Sacrament
after consecration. HCranmer stated his positién»un—
equivocally. He asseﬁted that evil men did not re-
ceive the body when they ate the bread; that "the ,
spirit and body are contrary” and that "our faith is
not to believe Him to be breéd and wine; but that He
is in heaven". "Christ when He bids us eat His body
it is figurative} for we cannot eat His body indeed"
"to eat His flesh and to drink His blood is to be par-
taker of His passion, as water is water still that we
are Christened withal or that was wont to be put into
the wine,"ythe change is inward, not in the bread but
in tﬁe receiver. "To have Christ present really here,
when I may receivé'Him in faith, is not available to
do meAgood. Christ‘iS'iﬁ the world in His divinity,
but not in his humanity. The property of His Godhead

is everywhere, but His manhood is in one place only;
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it was‘natural bread, but now no common bread for
it is separated to another use. Because of the
use it may be called bread of life. That which you
see is bread and wine. But that which you believe is
the body of Christ.“36

Cranmer argued in the debate over the Eucharist
that on the basis of Scripture Christ's body was now
in heaven and would not return until the last day.
Bishop Bonner who opposéd Cranmer's position, insisted
that the new Prayer Book expressed the same heresy
which had been condemned in Lambert's case, because
the last rubric of the communion servicelspdke of "the
Sacrament of the bread" and "the Sacrament of the wine,"
Such language was manifestly"contrary to the teaching
of the Church, and ﬁhe conservative bishops, notably
Gardiner brought pressure oh the government until it
was forced to make concessions, and the statement was

altered to read "Sacrament of the body" and "Sacrament

of the blooad".

Cranmef appears to have adopted the argquments drawn
from Oecolampadius and Zwingli which in 1538 were used by
Lambert in his defence and for which Cranmer condemned

him. Now the same Archbishop is making extensive use of
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John 6 to show that in this passage of scripture the
real issue was not the Sacramen£ but faith in the Word?8
Later, as we shall see, Cranmer will argue for a spirit-
ual interpretation of the 'eating' rather than an
literal "eating". Rejecting both the Roman ana Lutheran
exegesis'of Christ's words at the Last Supper, cranmer
became very impatient with those who still adored the
Eucharist because they believed Ehat they were adoring
Christ who was contained therein. For him, such pract=-
ice was a form of idol-worship which was at radical
variance with the scripture.

It must be acknowledged that Cranmer was not
simply protesting against some gross notion of a new
passion and slaying of Christ on the altar, but also
against belief in a ritual présentation, before God
the Father, of Christ objectively present. F.Clark
has suggested that the only kind of 'presence' Cranmer
will admit is in the godly communicant, by faith. He
excludes any presence related toc the elements "in, with,
or under" the bread and wine, just as there is no 'real
presence; in the water used for baptism.39

. .

No more surely is Christ corporally or really

present in the due ministration of the Lord's Supper
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: : 40
than he is in the due ministration of baptism."

Although Cranmer's nominalism forced him to concede
that "faith teacheth us to believe things that

we see not," he still maintained that "the papistical
doctrine is against all our outward senses called our

41
five wits." He now steadfastly refused to understand

anything of the scholastic term substantiva except cor-
poraliter' and carnaliter; and as Bromiley ndtices,

Christ's substantial presence seems for Cranmer to

v 42
involve a priori tasting and seeing the Lord corporally.

What then was Cranmer's alternative to eucharistic
presence? In his explication he made the following
comment against his catholic opponents in 1554:

"If ye understand by this word "really"

re ipsa, i.e. 'in very deed and effect-
ually, so Christ, by grace and efficacy

of his passion is in deed and truly pre-
sent to all his true and holy members.

But, if ye understand by this word ‘really’
corporaliter, i.e. corporally, so that by
the body of Christ is understood a natural
body and organical, so that the just pro-
position doth vary, not only from the usual
speech and phrase of Scripture, but also
is clean contrary to the holy word of God
and Christian profession.," 43

The debate between Cranmer and Gardiner pro-
vides a rich source upon which scholars have drawn to
prove either the orthodoxy or unorthodoxy of the

Archbishop.
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On the other hand Cranmer scholars declare that
the controversy gives a good idea of his grasp aﬁd
defense of Reformed doctrine. For this reason it is
exceedingly important for us to determine for ourselves
whether the évidence indicates that Cranmer indeed
left completely the ranks of the traditionalists and
had joined the Swiss reformers. Or whether like Bucer,

he was able to work out his own eucharistic theolbgy

from the conflict in which he was engaged.

As we have already indicated in passing, Cranmer's
mature understanding of the Eucharist was carefully
related to his prior understanding éf the doctrine of
Justificatioﬁ by Faith and the Supremacy of Scripture,
The very fact that he appealed to scriptural arguments
(John 6; 1 Corinthians 1ll: 17-34) to reject any idea of

the manducatio impiorum suggests'above all his absolute

reliance on Scripture and as a consequence places him
in the general context of the Reformed doctrine.

In his Answer written in reply to Gardiner in
1550, he was quite explicit concerning his conception
of Christ beihg truly present in all the sacraments., He

said:
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"yYou gather out of my sayings unjustly,
that Christ is indeed absent; for I
say (according to God's word and the
doctrine of the old writers.44) that
Christ is present in his sacraments,
as they teach also that he is pres-
ent in his word, when he worketh
mightily by the same in the hearts
of the hearers"?245

In the preface to the same work he presents
a more'lengfhy statement concerning the same view:

"Tn the due ministration of the sacra-
_ments according to Christ's ordinance
and institution, Christ and His Holy
Spirit be truly and indeed present by
their mighty and sanctifying power,
virtue,and grace in all them that
] " worthily receive the same...Moreover
when I say and repeat that the body of
Christ is present in them that worthily
receive the sacrament; lest any man
should mistake my words and think that
I mean that although Christ be not cor-
porally in the outward visible signs,yet
he is corporally in the person that duly
receive them, this is to advertise the
reader that I_mean no such thing: but my
meaning is, that the force, the grace, the
virtue and benefit of Christ's body that
was crucified for us...be really and effect-
unally present with all them that duly re-
ceive the sacraments: but all this I under-
stand of his spiritual presence... Nor no
more truly is he corporally or really pre-
sent in the due administration of the Loxrd's
Supper, than he is in the due, administrat-
ion of baptism..." 46 '

According to Cranmérr then, there is no doubt

that Christ was really present through the incarna-

tion. Further he is even now really present in heaven;
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he is present by his power through the Sacrament, in
the receiver of the sécraments,’and on the basis of
" the receiver's faith. This view has led several authors
to conclude that Cranmer had now wholly espoused the
developed sacramentarian position. Thus Kavanagh writes:

"Utilizing the Ratramnian doctrine in

.their scriptural exegesis that Christ is

now "really" in heaven, sacramentarian

Reformers from Zwingli, Oecolampadius,

Calvin, Frith, Tyndale, Lambert, Peter

Martyr, and John a Lasco_to Ridley and

Cranmer, all .shared much the same sac-

ramental dynamic in accordance with the

basic insight of justification by faith
alone." 47 '

It is well known that Zwingli frequently likened
the eucharistic elements, which symbolize Christ's body,"
as a portrait, a ring or any other sign which reminds
us of the reality of one who is absent. This same ap-
proach was taken up by Peter Martyr in his sacramental
treatise at Oxford in 1549 that' "Indeed I confess that
these are similitudes, thought ééﬁeWhat too cold to agree
well wyth thys misterie!?4

J.C.McLelland hasﬂattempted to show Cranmer's
debt to Peter Martyr. In his study of the sacramental
theology“of Martyr, he feminds us that Cranmer's Defence
of 1550 shows striking agreement with the doctrine for

which Martyr contended in the Oxford disputations in
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49
1549, This is really not surprising because it is

generally recognized that the Archbishop and his
Italian\guest were on the most intimate personal
: 50
terms. Indeed, MclLelland thinks that
"peter Martyf's doctrine, as defended in
.the Disputation and set forth the same
year in print along with the Treatise,
and as endorsed by...Cranmer, was now
the recognized doctrine of the Church,
and therefore normative for the drawing
of the Second Edwardine Prayer Book of
1552 and the Forty-two Articles. of 1553." 51
So similar is the memorial terminology of"Martyr
with what is expreésed in Cranmer's writings, that it
would be repetitious to bring forth evidence to sup-
port this contention. It is sufficient only to point
out that Martyr appeals to the Fathers in order to bring
forth evidence to show that in the Eucharist there is |
but a memory, a monument, an example, a commemoration,
and a thanksgiving about the "offering of Christ al-
ready made on the Cross in the past; after these, that

the Sacrament obtains the name of the thing; nor is it

granted that a proper sacrifice of Christ can be made
52 : .

there".

"It is called a sacrifice by the Father only be-
cause it is a memory and recollection of a sacrifice

: 53
(propter memoriam:. et recordationem sacrificii)
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There is no suggestion, either in Cranmer's
works or in McLelland's study of Marfyr, that Cranmer
disagreed with his Italiah colleague. It is therefore
a reasonable assumption that Cranmer af least, concurred
with Zwingli's feadhing that the receiver's faith is
the setting of the sacraments and is the means of
transcending the temporal and local separation of Christ
from the individual Christian. Cranmer maintained that
the efficiency of the power of Christ is brought into
action by faith, not by the sacramental elements as such.
He defends this view in his Answer to Gardiner: He wrote:
“that...although Christ in his human naturé,
_substantially, really, corporally, natur-
ally, and sensibly be present with His Father
in Heaven, yet sacramentally and spiritually

he is here present. For in water, bread, and
wine he is present, as in signs and sacraments." 55

Cranmer never tires of speaking of Christ as sacfa-
mentally and spiritually present, and he is always careful
to relate this to the faith of the receiver.

The above reference to his words, witnesses to
some siight retreat from the position he had taken in his
pefence in 1550. There, he again and again stressed
that the efficacy of the Sacrament was derivable from its
reception almost, if not entirely, and denied to the ele-~

ments not just a corporal, but also a spiritual presence.
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For example:

"Figuratively He is in the bread and wine,

.and spiritually He is in them that worthily

eat and drink the bread and wine; but really,
carnally, and corporally He is only in Heaven...

All that love and believe Christ Himself, let
them not think that Christ is corporally in

the bread, but let them lift up their hearts
unto Heaven and worship Him sitting there

at the right hand of His father...in no wise
let them worship Him as being corporally in

the bread, for He is not in it, neither gpirit-
ually - as He is in man, not corporally as He
is in Heaven, but only sacramentally, as a thing
maybe said to be in the figure whereby it is
signified." 56 ‘

Cranmér's wéy of dealing with the problem of the
unworthy receivers of the Sacrament was to insist that
they eat only the sacramental sign in the Lord's Supper.
"They eat not the body of Christ but their condemp-
nation, for he hath nothing to do with theym that are
not fed of him, bicause they dwell not in him:‘57

The Archbishop was more forthright in the follow-
ing comment: "...no man &rinketh Christ or eageth hymn,
except he dwell in Christ and Christ in hymn! ®

Again and again Cranmer presented the view that
our faith is not to believe that Christ is in the bread
and wine, because on the basis of‘scripture and the

teachihgs of the Doctors we know that our Lord is in

heaven. For Cranmer then, it must be understood that
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the true receiver, receivés not only the sign, but

the full power and virtue of Christ, which is his mode
of sacramental presence. This true eating by faith is
perhaps taken by Cranmer to mean spiritual eating. But
it is précisely because of Cranmer's stress on the power
and virtue ofAChrist and the true faith of the sincere
christian man, that causes Darwell Stone to describe
Cranmer's eucharistic concept as Virtualism. He wrote:

"According to that meaning, the faithful com-
municant receives the virtue and grace of
Christ's body and blood, which are them-
selves absent.... Consequently Cranmer re-
jected the opinions of Luther, and Calvin
and Bucer as well as those theologians of
the middle ages and the adherents:of the
papal doctrine in the sixteenth century.

On the other hand he is opposed to the
teaching contained in some parts of the
writing of Zwingli and Oecolampadius,which
made the Eucharist a merely commemorative
rite. By an intermediate position between
any kind of assertion of the reception of
the actual body and blood of Christ and any
merely figurative view, he maintained the
opinion which has sometimes been described
as Virtualism...When this phraseology is
carefully examined, and his statements viewed
in their context, and his general line of
argument observed, this teaching is found
throughout his books; and it is expressed
with great clearness in the preface to the
Answer to Gardiner." 59

Despite Stone's assértion, the evidence indicates
that the Archbishop has become the exponent of a euch-

aristic theology that embodies the main features of what
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may be called the Swiss viewpoint. However, such con-
clusion must remain tentative until ﬁe examine another
aspect of Cranmer's thought to which we now turn.

The eucharistic sacrifice

Cranmer and his associates were, of course,

¢

acquainted with the sacrificial terminology which the
Fathers applied to the Eucharist. They too were pre-
‘pared to use sacrificial language with the proviso that
it was precisely defined and rightly understood éo as
to exclude what they believed to be abberrations from
the "pure doctrine" of the Fathers. Thus in responding

to one of his cAtholic opponents, Dr. Smith, Cranmer

wrote:

"ge belieth me...by saying that I deny
the sacgifice of the mass, which in my
book have most plainly set out the sac-
rifice of the Christian people in the
holy communion or mass (if Dr.Smith

will need so term it)...The.controversy
is not whether the holy communion be

made a sacrifice or not (for herein both
Dr. Smith and I agree with the foresaid
Council of Ephesus); but whether it be a
-propitiatory sacrifice or not and whether
only the priest maké the said sacrifice -
these be the points wherein we vary".60

He conceded that in the Lord's Supper there are
at once a remembrance of Christ”unique sacrifice on the

cross, and sacrifices of praise and thanksgiving as in
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all prayer and worship; there are charitable oblations

of bread and wine, of alms and other created things

for God's service and the good of one's neighbour;

there is the offering and presentation to God of our-
selves, our souls and bodies, to be a reasonable, holy
and lively sacrifice; there is a "spiritual oblation"
of mortifying ﬁ...éur unreasonablé lusts and desires
of the flesh." In addition to these.there is the
sacrifice of keeping the léw,and Comm$ndment.6¥ ﬁThege

62
being the sacrificesof Christian men."

The denial which underlies. all Cranmer's meaning
and reference to sécrifice is that no sacramental lit-
urgy can offer to God the' divine victim for the welfare
of mankind. Such a rejection of what was the popular
medieval belief about the eucharistic offering in a
sense deprived all other offerings of their christolo-

63 :
gical basis. Of Christ, Cranmer would insist, there

could be no oblation in Christian worship. Dix thinks

that "Cranmer's restriction of the content of the
euchafistic sacrifice solely to praise and thanksgiving,
and the offering of ourselves is precisely Zwingli's
ovmn statement.of its content.“64 But Clark rightly

warns that it will be misleading to restrict this only
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65
£o Zwingli.

Again it must be kept clearly in mind that
Cranmer's rejection of the traditional Catholic doctrine
was correlative with his acceptance of the Reéformation
concept of the justification - atonement axis, and
was consistent with his teaching on the real presenke, -

This fact has led Brooks to conclude that:

“Po Cranmer, as to all the Reformers, the
late medieval doctrine of the eucharistic
sacrifice seemed to detract from the
centrality of Christ's redemption...
and made it impossible, for the Arch-
bishop to believe in a presence in the
elements themselves." 66

The point has often been missed by many students
of Cranmer's liturgical work that the Archbishop had
long since rejected the received doctrine of the Mass
as a sacrifice propitiatory for sins, when he began to
revise the structure of the euchariétic rite between
1547 and 1548, For in his Answer to Gardiner he con-
fessed:

"what availeth it to take away beads, pardons,
pilgrimages, and such other like popery, soO
long as two chief roots remain unpulled up?
The rest is but branches and leaves, the
cutting away whereof is like topping and
lopping of a tree or cutting down weeds,
leaving the body standing and the roots in
the ground, but the very body of the tree,

or rather the roots of the weeds is the popish
doctrine of Transubstantiation, of the real
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presence of. Christ's flesh and blood7
in the sacrament of the Altar and of .
‘the sacrifice and oblation of Christ
~ made by the’ priest for the: salvation
of the quick and the dead. wWhich
- roots if they be suffered to grow
‘in the Lord's vineyard, they will :
overspread all the ground again with
old errors and superstition.uz 67 '_
. In denouncing transubstantmmhnand the pro-
pitiatOry sacrifice of the Mass as the two chief
» roots of Roman doctrine, Cranmer maintained that
it was his pastoral concern to command Christ'
'historic sacrifice unto all his faithful people. The .
'Archbishop 8 approach is significant “he adopted a |
negative attitude and was convinced that such per-
‘nicious roots as,these "no Christian heart can
willingly bear", should be rooted up and that he had
| set his '

...hand and ax with the rest to cut down
this tree and to pluck up the weeds and
plants by the roots which our heavenly
Father never planted but were grafted
and sown in his vineyard by his adver-
sary the devil and antichrist his min-
ister." 68

If we accept Cranmer's own admission that it
was Ridley'who had been instrumental in changing his
views on the real presence in 1546, we may then assert

that the earliest appraisal by him of the sacrificial
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nature of the Eucharist is contained'in his answers

to the Questionaire on the Mass which dates from about

69

the autumn or winter of 1547.

In order to obtain an adequate acquaintance with

the opinions of the bishops and certain of the higher

clergy regarding the Eucharist and the Sacrifice of

the Mass, the Archbishop circulated the Questionaire

to which they had to reply.

The interest which this holds for us lies in the

fact that on the basis of the questions and answers we

can get a further grasp of Cranmer's early teaching.

By providing two columns, one containing Cranmer's

answers, the other the answers provided by six of the

leading conservative bishops, the contrast in beliefs

becomes very striking.

Ao question three - "What is the oblation and

sacrifice of Christ in the mass? The following were

the answers given:
CRANMER

The oblation and sacrifice -of
Christ in the mass is so
called not because Christ
indeed is there offered and
sacrificed by the priest and
the people (for that was done
but once by Himself upon the
Cross) but it is so called,
because it is a memory and
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CONSERVATIVES

...think it is the present-
ation of the very Body and
Blood of Christ being really
present in the sacrament;
which presentation the priest
maketh at the mass in the
name of the Church unto God
the Father in memory of
Christ's passion and death



representation of that upon the cross, with thanks-

very true sacrifice and giving therefore and devout
immolation which before prayer that all Christian
was made upon the cross. people, namely they which

spiritually join with the
priest in the said oblation
and of whom he maketh spec-
ial remembrance, may attain
the benefit of the said
passion. 70

To question four, "Wherein consisteth the mass
by Christ's institution?“‘_The answers were:

CRANMER o . CONSERVATIVES

The mass by Christ's insti- ...think it consisteth princ-
tution consisteth in those . ipally in the consecration,

things which be set forth oblation and receiving of
in the Evangelist MRVXIX:;LK, the Body and Blood of Christ

XXII, I COR. X and XI.. . with prayers and thanks-
. . givings; but what the prayers
were and what rites Christ
used or commanded at the
first institution of the mass,
the scripture declareth not. 71

To quéstion seven "Whether it be convenient

that masses satisfactory should continue, that is,

priests hired to sing for souls departed?" The answers

were:

CRANMER CONSERVATIVES .

I think it not convenient ...think that such of the
that satisfactory masses schoolmen as do write of
continue. masses satisfactory, do de-

fine them otherwise than is
declared in this question;

nevertheless, we think it is
not against the word of God
but that priests praying in
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the mass for the living
and the dead, and doing
other things in the church
about the ministration of
the sacraments, may take a
living for the time. 72
Questions three and seven provoked the sharp-
est divisibn'of opinions, but from Cranmer's answer
to the fourth question it would seem that for him this
was the key issue.. Basing his answer on the authorify
of Scripture Cranmer"confidently_belicved that Christ's
injunction ﬁDo this in remembrance of mef must first be
understood in térms of "memory". Indeedfthis is the
presupposition ‘that underlies his answer to the third
question, and on which he evidently stakes a great deal
on the meaning of the term "memory". Dix's opinion
that Cranmer and the conservatives were already using
the term "memoryf in two different senses?3 hés given
rise to mﬁch diséussidn, nevertheless there seems to be
some basis for the qualification.
There can be very little doubt that Cranmer
rejected any idea or even the possibility of an idea
of any sacrifice of Christ in the Eucharist. What
Bromiley says in this connection agrees well with this

judgement. He believes that Cranmer's first concern

was for the glory of Christ and therefore he insisted
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on the sole-sufficiency of His atoning work, including

) 74
the lesser penalties of sin after baptism. Evidence

from Cranmer's writing throws light on this point. In
his priestly function, says Cranmer, Christ admitteth
neither partner nor successor. "For by his own ob-

lation he satisfieth his Father“for all men's sins,

. 75
and reconciled mankind unto his grace and favour."

Cranmer warned that in the light of Christ's priestly
office and saérifice,sno man should try to re-offer
Christ, because such presumption is in fact an attempt
to add to the sacrifice of our Lord. Viewed in this
liéht we can begin to understand his opposition to
transubstantiation, the real presence as well as the

Catholic notion of priesthood.
Thus in his Defence he mentioned:

"The greatest blasphemy and injury that
.can be against Christ and yet univer-
sally used through the popish Kingdom

is this, that the priests make their
mass a sacrifice propitiatory, to remit
the sins as well of themselvesg as of
others, both quick and dead, to whom
they list to apply the same. Thus,
under pretence of holiness, the pap-
istical priests have taken upon them

to be Christ's successors, and sac-
rifice as never creature made but Christ
alone, neither he made the same any more
times than once, and that was by his
death upon the cross." 76 - e

It should be clearly stated that although
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Cranmer;s reaction to Gardiner's stress of orthodoxy
reggrding the eucharistic dynamic of salvific economy,
is complete and unequivocal, nevertheless he did not
exclude of reject all reference to or understanding

of sacrifice'oblation or offering. But he distinguishes

two kinds of sacrifice. As he himseif stated the

first sacrifice is that

"...which is called propitiatory or
‘merciful sacrifice...such a sacri-
fice pacifieth God's wrath and
indignation, and obtaineth mercy
and forgiveness for all our sins,
and is the ransom for our redem-
ption from everlasting damnation
...there is but one such sacrifice...
which is the death of Christ; nor
was there any other sacrifice pro-
pitiatory at anytime, nor even
shall be." 77

The other iind<of sacrifice is that

", ..which doth not reconcile us to God,
.but is made of them that be reconciled
by Christ, to testify our duties unto
God, and to show ourselves thankful
unto him; and therefore they be called
sacrifices of laud, praise, and thanks-
giving...The first kind of sacrifice
Christ offered to God for us; the se-
cond kind we offer ourselves to God by
Christ...And by the first...Christ ig
offered also us unto his Fathers; and
by the second we offer ourselves and
all we have unto him and his Father.
And this sacrifice generally is our
whole obedience unto God, in keeping
his laws and Commandments." 78
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Here we get an appreciation of that which
the Archbishop was resisting - a practical system
with a doctrine behind it.79 Just as there is a
difference between divinity”aﬁd humanity so too there
is a difference between the firsﬁ sacrifice and the
second. It is hard to deny that Cranmer firmly be-

lieved thét there could be no idea of maq's sacrifice

being truly offered per ipsum, et cum ipscetiin:ipso:

’
s

.instead, the two sacrifices are so radically diverse that

in man's sacrifice all "we do is to offer ourselves and
all we have unto him and his Father." Cranmer, then,

maintained that the doctrine of the “papists" was con-

~ trary to the Biblical statement founé in thehEpistle to

the Hebrews and that it involved the assertion of a

new source of merit and satisfaction other than the Cross.
The whole idea was inconsistent with obedience to God

and a lively faith in His Son.

Cranmer saw the symbolic or figurative expression
of sacrifice in terms of the Lord's Supper; and for him
that which marks it off from ﬁhe more generally accepted
concept of sacrifice as it relates to the christian life
of faith, is that the Supper is observed precisely in

remembrance of Christ's unique atoning sacrifice.
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Relying once more on the authority of the
Fathers he cites evidence to defend his position, In

his Defence he noted that
... when the old Fathers called the mass,
.or supper of the Lord, a sacrifice, they
meant that it was.a sacrifice of lauds
and thanksgiving (and so as well the
people as the priest do sacrifice),80
or else that it was a remembrance of the
very true sacrifice propitiatory of Christ;
but they meant in no wise that it is very
true sacrifice for sin, and applicable by
the priest to the quick and the dead. For
the priest may well minister Christ's words
and sacraments to all men, both good and
bad; but he can apply the benefit of Christ's
passion to no man...but only to such as by
their own faith do apply the same unto them-
selves; so that every man of age and dis-
cretion taketh to himself the benefits of
Christ's passion, or refuseth them himself,
by his own faith, quick or dead; that is to
say, by his true and lively faith that
worketh by charity, he receiveth them...81

There are at least two important points that
deserve épecial consideration in relation to the above
quotation. The first concerns the time when Cranmer
wrote this. It was the period between the publication
of the two Edwardine Prayer Books, while the euch-
aristic rite of 1549 was probably already in the pro-
cess of revigion. The importance of Cranmer's statement
is therefore paramoﬁnt, for it is here that lie effect-

ively rules out the theory of the Eucharist as a memorial
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action which is neither a sacrificial offering with super-
natural efficacy nor a mere 1iturgica1 sign of spirit-
ual unity, but rather an especially acceptable prayer
of Christ's own institution by which the Church pleads
the merits of his death before  the Father:82

' Dugmore admits that at least on this point
Cranmer failed to retain any idea of presenting or
pléading before God in the Eucharist the sacrifice of
Christ once offered upon the Cross as a ground of our

83
acceptance with him.

This by no means suggests that the theory pre-
sented can be called a possible interpretation of
anamnesis; its rejection in fact removesthe possibility -
of considering any liturgical productions based on
this iejéétion, "anamnetic," in an authentic classical

84
sense.

The second observation is that by the time
Cranmer wrote the Defence he had abandoned Luther's
doctrine of Christ's ubiquity which the Reformer em-
ployed to buttress his own doctrine of the real presence
in tﬁe Eucharist. To be sure, Cranmer was not prepared
to restrict Christ'é divinity, however, he did quote

Pope Vigilius, saying that "Christ is with us in the
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85
nature of his humanity."

Of course, Vigiiius was combating the
Eutychian heresy and was not really writing about
the real presence. As Bromiley observes, Cranmer
applied this in reverse} for he say:; that to predi-
cate the omnipresence of deity to Christ's humanity
is to maintain a unity of nature.86 Thus Cranmer in
a sense accused those who held a fhebry of real pres-
ence of Monoph&sitism:

They éonfound this two natures...

attributing unto his humanity

that thing which appertaineth

only to his divinity, that is

to say, to be in heaven, earth,

and many places at one time." 87

This statement illustrates tﬁe basis upon which
Cranmer worked out a structural polarity of his euchar-
istic anaphors which in effect opposed what Christ did
then on the cross to what the church does now in the
Eucharist. This is indeed intrinsic to a proper under-
standing of Cranmer's view on the relationship between
the Mass and Calvary. What Christ did then was final
and incommunicable; what the Church does now is a
remenbrance of that final act, done because of it but

not participating in it. Man:  can therefore only

receive what has been won by Christ's merits, and
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transcends the historical gulf between past and

present by "remembrance" - a function for which thé
Lord's Suppér was instiéuted, to be done "In rem-
embrance of me! gg

The function of the concept of 'Memorial in
Cranmer's doctrine ‘

Tn the Order of Communion published in
March 1548 Cranmer made this comment on the Eucharist:

v . .The moste.comfortable Sacrament of
the body and blood of Christ, to be
taken of them in the remembrance of
his most fruitfull and glorious pass-
yon: by the whiche passion we have
obteigned remission of our synnes and
be:mnde .partakers of the kingdom of
heaven, whereof wee bee assured and
asserteigned if we come to the sayde
Sacrament, with hartie repentaunce
for our offences, stedfast faithe in
Goddes mercye and earneste mynde to
obeye Goddes will, and to of fende no
more."gg

One important point is worthy of mention from
the above quotation. To say that the Eucharist is a |
"memorial",'commemoration‘or ‘representation' of
Christ's sacrificial death was not necessarily to
deny that the rite is itself a sacrificial offering.
Tndeed it would be an over-simplification tc, think
that Cranmer's concept of eucharistic memorial was

merely a subjective remembering of Christ's sacrifice
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in the worshippers minds., It is precisely this that
provokes so much of the conéroversy regarding the
function of 'memorial' in his theology. For example,
there are at least three interpretations on the matter.
Firstly, to speak of the Eucharist as the

memorial of Christ's death can mean either that it is

a reminder to the godly communicant, a sign to recall

to his remembrance the passion of Christ and the benefits
it won for him, or that it is an objective anammesis,

a memorial rite performed to proclaim outwardly and
show forth Christ's sacrificial death. The eucharistic

\

memorial merely in the first seﬁse is whblly a 'manward'
action; in. the second it may become 'Godward'.90

Clark goes on to articulate a second alter-
native which also unfolds a threefold distinction. First,
he says, the objective anamnesis or memorial of Christ's
passion may be viewed (as in Catholic theology) as a
sacrificial act directed towards God, charged With an
objective efficacy by divine institution, and realized
through the priest's liturgical action (that is by the
consecration of the Bucharistic elements into the body

and blood of Christ.) Secondly, the memorial may be looked

at (as in Zwingli's opinion) as a liturgical recalling of
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Christ's death which, while it is in no way an oblation
to God nor has any objective efficacy to mediate |
salutary effects is an expression of thankful joy for
the favour of assured salvation and at the same time

a sign to the assembly of Christian worshippers that,
while by faith they feed on Christ in their hearts in
receiving the symbolic bread and wine, they are united
with one another and with the spirit of Christ.

Clark states as a third distinction what he
calls an "intermediate theory" of the Eucharistic
‘memorial’. On his view, this theory describes 'memorial'
not as a sacrificial offering wifh supernatural efficacy,
nor as a mere liturgical sign of spiritual unity, but
as an especially acceptable prayer, instituted by Christ,
by which the Church pleads the merits of his death be-

91
fore the Father.

The question is, within which framework does
Cranmer concept of memorial operate? It would be mis-
leading to infer that Cranmer arrived at his memorial
concept all at once.

As we have already indicated in our earlier
reference to Cranmer's translation of Justus Jonas'

catechism, there seems to be present the then and now
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polarity which is in close association with a memorial
statement. By the time Cranmer began to articulate
freely on eucharistic doctrine he was evidently well

on his way towards espousing the reformed view. As
Kavanagh points out fhe unshakeable conviction Cranmer
had in the injunction of Christ, "Do this in remembrance
of me" can quité easily escape us in short quotations.
To get the full weight of his conviction on this matter,
and at the same time to show the method of reasoning. |
with which he worked for a revision of the traditional |
eucharistic structure, we offer the following statement
from his Defence in its entirety:

"And St.John Chrysostom after he had said
“that Christ is our bishop, which offered

that sacrifice that made us clean, and

that we offer the same now, lest any man
might be deceived by his manner of speaking,
he openeth his meaning more plainly saying,
that which we do is done for a remembrance
of that which was done by Christ; for

Christ saith: 'Do this in remembrance of
me'". Also Chrysostom, declaring at length
that the priest of the old law offered

ever new sacrifices, and changed then from
time to time, and that Christian people

do not so, but offer ever one sacrifice

of Christ; yet by and by, lest some might

be offended with this speech, he maketh as

it were a correction of his words saying,
'*But rather we make a remembrance of Christ's
sacrifice.' As though he should say: Al-
though in a certain kind of speech we may say
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that everyday we make a sacrifice of
Christ, yet in very deed, to speak
properly,we make no sacrifice of him,
but only a commemoration and remem-
brance of that sacrifice which he alone
made and never none but he, Nor Christ
never gave this honour to any creature,
that he should make sacrifice of him,
nor did not ordain the sacrament of his
holy supper, to the intent that the
priest or the people should sacrifice
Christ again, or that the priests should
make a sacrifice of him for the people:
but his holy supper was ordained for his
purpose, that every man eating and drink-
ing thereof, should remember that Christ
died for him, and so should exercise his
faith, and comfort himself by the remem-
brance of Christ's benefits, and so give
unto Christ most hearty thanks and give
himself also clearly unto him.

Wherefore the ordinance of Christ ought

to be followed: the priest to minister

the sacrament to the people, and they to

use it to their consolation." 92

In another passage Cranmer was very explicit:
"Christ made the bloody sacrifice which took away sin:
the priest with the Church make a commemoration thereof
with lauds and thanksgiving, offering also themselves

93

obedient to God unto death."

Elsewhere he saysé "It is the sacrifice of
all Christian people to remenber Christ's death, to
laud and thank him for it, and to publish it and show it

_ 94
abroad unto other, to his honour and glory."
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Cranmer had examined this whole concept
of memorial in detail, and as is evident from his
use ofChrysostom he was at pains to work out its
implication for reformation theology and faith.

The Eucharist, he insisted, is neither
sacrifice nor an empowered offering but a reception
in remembrance of him and a response of_thanksgiving.95
One of the key sentences in this whole discussion

is that because of what is commemorated and remem-—

- bered, "in a certain kind of gpeeéh we may say that

every day we make a sacrifice of Christ." But Cranmer
continues, "to speak properly we make no sacrifice of
him," ‘

Of course Cranmer is criticized for reading
'in Chrysostom things that were not there.

Kavanagh states that Cranmer's seizing upon
the terms of remembrance as denoting an opposition be-
tween Christ's sacrifice and that of the church, is
a presupposition based on his whole theological motif.
"The result is representative Cranmer, but unrepres-
entative Chrysos;tom.“96

In what might be considered a decisive

pPassage, Cranmer makes plain the real nature of the
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Lord's Supper. After refering to Lombard's fruit-

ful analysis of the Supper, he concluded: "
"...And therefore, at his last supper,
.although Christ made unto his Father
sacrifices of lauds and thanksgiving...
yet he made there no sacrifice pro-
pitiatory...And although he had at his
supper made sacrifices propitiatory,
yet the priests do not so, who-do not
the same that Christ did at his supper.
For he ministered not the sacrament in
remembrance of his death which was not
then brought to pass, but he ordained
it to be ministered of as in remem-
brance thereof. And therefore our
offering, after Lombardus' judgment,
is but a remembrance of that true
offering wherein Christ offered him-
self upon the cross. And so Christ
did institute it to be." 97

Unlike Luther, Cranmer made extensive use

of scholastic text without any embarrassment. In this

he was being consistent with his conviction that all
he said "was grounded and established upon God's most
holy word, and approved by ﬁhe consent of the most
ancient doctors of the church."98 He felt he was being
true to the doctrine of sacrifice as taught by "the
Maéter of Sentences," of whom as we have alread& noticed,
all the school-authors take their occasion to write."99
The striking thing about Cranmer's memorial

concept is the fact that he attempted to harmonize it

not only in a positive and adequate revision of the
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eucharistic rite, but also in reconciling the apparent
difficulties presented by patristic and scholastic

texts with "mnemonic-effective" terminology common in

late medieval eucharistic piet&. So with a skillful
use of the key memorial concept, the Archbishop founda;N”
~way of looking at and utiiizing a great deal of orthodox

100
sources to buttress his position.

It is of importance to understand clearly that
in no way does Cranmer regard the bread and wine as empty
signs. Rather, he taught that they are abundantly meaning-
ful when they bring the faithful into such intimate spirit-

ual contact with Christ:

"For the sacramental bread and wine be not
.bare and naked figures, but so pithy and
effectuous, that whosoever worthily eateth
them, eateth spirisrtually Christ's flesh

and blood, and hath by then everlasting
life," 101

Because of his doctrine of justification as union
with Christ, Cranmer was convinced that the essence of
the Eucharist was contained in the succint stétement,
"Do this in remembrance of me." The Eucharist was viewed
as the prime expression of theieconomy of salvation, the
sacramental expression of the whole Christian life of

faith.

Once this concept of the relationship between the
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Eucharisti« and justification by faith is grasped, we
can then understand Cranmer's notion of remembrance.

Bromiley tried to emphasize this by showing

that Cranmer's notion of the Eucharist as a memorial

. 102
"is never a mental construction pure and simple."

For Cranmer:

", ..This justification or righteousness,
.which we so receive by God's mercy and
Christ's merits, embraced by faith, is
taken, accepted, and allowed of God for
our perfect and full justification. . For
the more full understanding hereof, it

is our parts and duty ever to remember

the great mercy of God, how that...

God sent His only Son...into this world,
to fulfill the law for us; and by shedding
of his most precious blood, to make a
sacrifice and satisfaction, or (as it may
be called) amends: to His Father for our
sins, to assuage his wrath and indigna-~
tion conceived against us for the same." 103

This passage is striking in its implications -
the Christian is one united to Christ, to the dead and‘
‘risen Lord. He is thus edified through the reéeiving
of the symbols of bread and wine, and is made to under-
stand more fully what he has aiready received.

For Cranmer the act of Christian worship was
receptive. This liturgical receptivity was character-
istic of the nature of Christian life itself, which was

subjective, affective and mnemonic.
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The events which brought about man's sal-

vation were once for all effective then: those past

events are effective now when, with faith, man eats

and drinks the sacramental signs of bread and wine.

Thus man is induced to feed on Christ's promises by

remembrance, and is thus edified."lo4 Kavanagh_asserts:
WFor all Cranmer's use of traditional ter-

minology, the fact cannot be a&oided that he regarded

worship in general, and the Eucharist in particular,

as an acted preaching, a remembrance, a recalling, an

‘evocation of the temporally remote sacrifice of Christ

105
on the cross."

Structure of Cranmer's eucharistic rite

Perhaps one of the most complex problems that
Cranmer faced as a liturgical author was the difficulty
of correlating the notions of remembrance and reception
in a homogeneous liturgical rite that could be considered
pure. One scholar thinks that the way in which Cranmer
tackled the problem witnesses to the genius of the man;
He asserts that in accomplishing this task, Cranmer
was no innovator. "He had the tools needed, the prin-
ciples enunciated, fhe help of others and the proper

theological climate for the work. To these he added
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_ 106
only the synthetic genius which was his to give,"

Cranmer's eucharistic rite brings to view

the close connection between doctrine and liturgy. As
we haVe~seen, Cranmer had abandoﬁed his belief in the
traditional doctrine of the sacrifice'of the Mass and
accepted the Biblical teaching that the sacrifice con-
sists in the oblation of praise and thanksgiving, and
in the offering of "ourselves, our souls and bodiesg"
exclusively. This had taken place by the time the
Communion Service of 1549 was being set out in its final
form prior to publication. In fact, E.C.Ratcliff in-
forms us that for Cranmer thé real purpose of an
anaphofa was to make the “memorial" of Christ's passion™
and death; to this memorial was joined the offering
of the Scriptural sacrifice as Cranmer understood it.107

| Cranmer had stated without equivocation in one
of his replies to the Questionaire of 1547 that the sacri-
fice of Christ in the Mass is so éalled because the Mass
is "...a memory and representation of that very true
sacrifice and immolation which before was made upon the
cross." Agaiﬁ Ratcliff calls attention to the fact that

the arfangement of the definitive 1552 form of the book
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: discloses an adjustment to what Cranmer régarded

as Scriptural direction of deéign. He then pointa:d
out that Cranmer was really striving'to articulate’
. a precise liturgical expression to the fulfillment
of Christ's words: "Do this in remembrance of me."
Thus Ratcliff concludes that the liturgical action
of the Lord's Supper, according to Cranmer's later
conception of it, consists in the eating of bread
and drinking of wine in thankful remembrance of
Christ's de'athfo8

Influence of the Continental Reformers

An important witness to the penetration of Cranmer's
memorial concept as reflected in his liturgical work,
is the influence of the sacramentarians who were in
closeAconsultation with him. Throughout the reign
of Edward VI, there was frequent and cordial corres-
pondence with the leaders of Swiss Protestantism, whose
doctrines had largely supplanted those of Luther in
English favour. From Genevé Calvin had written his
exhortations and reproofs to England. Bulliﬁger wﬁo‘
was the successor of Zwingli became the leading ad-
viser of the English sacramentarians.

The Afchbishop himself had sent pressing
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invitationgto well known continental reformers to
come over to England to assist him in the Qork of

a thorough Reformation. Indeed,}the influence_of
these men had great significance on the subsequent -
progress of liturgical reformslin England; The
Archbishop's~intimate relationship with the two
leading divines, Bucer and Martyr is too well-known
to require further documéntation. It is sufficiént
only to point out in this éonhectioh,-that Bucer's
Censura had}a considerable influénce on the revision
of the 1552 Prayer Book.

In the context of these influences, it is
easy to understand the strong emphasis that the Sacra;
mentarian view point received in England both theol-
ogicaily and liturgically, between the publication of
the 1549 Book and the Sécond Book of 1552,

It is in this context that the mature con-
tribution of Thomas Cranmer's memorial concept must
be assessed, once due recognition is given for his
scholarly independence of mind and that determina-

tion to understand Scripture and the Fathers aright.

-145~



1.

4.

NOTES

CHAPTER IV

O.Chadwick, "The Sixteenth Century" The English
Church and the Continent, also P.hughes corro-
borates this point of view by asserting that the
Edwardine period had reached the critical stage
and the English Reformation had yet to produce
its first theologian. Hughes, The Reformation in
England, 3 Vols. (London: 1954), 2, p.83. cited in
Aidan Kavanagh, The Concept of Eucharistic Mem-

orial in Thomas:Granmer, (St.Meinard: Abbey Press,
1964), p.48. n.4.

The most notable champion-of this approach is

C.W.Dugmore, The Mass and the English Reformers,
(London: Macmillan and Co.Ltd, 1958), pp.VII,VIII.

Hastings Robinson, (ed.) Original Letters relative
to the English Reformation, written during the
Reigns of King Henry VIII, King Edward VI and Queen
Mary: Chiefly from the Archives of Zurich,2 Vols.
(Cambridge: 1846-1847), 2, p.l1l3.

Peter Brooks, Thomas Cranmer's Doctrine of the
Eucharist, (London: Macmillan Co.Ltd., 1965),

P. XVII.

Miscellaneous Writings and Letters of Thomas Cranmer,
(ed.) J.E.Cox, Parker Society (Cambrldge. 1846), P.246,
Hereafter: Works P.S.II

Works P.S.II, 343.

J.G.Ridley, Thomas Cranmer;.  (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1962),p.159.

Kavanagh, Op.Cit., p.1l23.
Ridley, Op.Cit., p.1l72

-146-

e



10. works P.S. II, 375

11. Darwell Stone, The Doctrine of the Holy Eucharist,
2 Vols {New York: Longman, Green and CO. 1909),
2, pp.l25.

12, Cranmer is referring here to his translation from
a Latin Catechism which was also translated in
1539 by the Lutheran Justus Jonas from an un-
.known German Catechism. It was entitled Catechismus.

13. Thomas Cranmer, Writings and Disputations of
Thomas Cranmer, Archbishop of Canterbury, Martyr
1556, relative to_ the Sacrament of the Lord's
Supper, (ed.) J.E.Cox, Parker Society, (Cambridge:
1844), p.374. .Hereafter Works P.S.I

1l4. According to both Foxe and J.G.Ridley, Lambert
had received much of his teaching from John Frith.
He presented in his own defense ten.reasons a-
gainst the real presence, and Cranmer was chosen
to dispute with him on the second point::, namely
that Christ, being present 'in heaven could not
be present in two places at once. Cranmer seems
not to have employed the scholastic distinction
between "corporeal" and "substantial" but rather
cited from scripture the appearance of Christ
to St.Paul on earth. Lambert replied with the
much used sacramentarian argument that Christ
appeared in this instance while remaining cor-
porally in heaven. Foxe reports that this reply
left Cranmer for a while without an answer.
Ridley, however guestions part:ofrFRxés account. See
John Foxe, Acts and Monuments of .John Foxe, 8 Vols.
(ed.) J.Pratt, (London: 1877) 5, 225-250; Ridley,
Op.Cit., pp.l174-176-

15. Ipid., p.194.

16. Kavanagh, Op.Cit.: pp.126,127. I tend to disagree
with Kavanagh's suggestion, and would rather think
that it was Cranmer's erastianism that led him to
take such an action against Barnes and not simply
"fear of falling from power".

-147-




17.
18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24,

25.

26,
217.
28,

29,

30.

Foxe, Op.Cit., Cited in Ibid., p.1l27.
Ridley, Op.Cit., p.126.

H.Robinson (ed.), Parker Society, Original Letters
relative to the English Reformation written during
the reigns of Henry VIII, King Edward VI and Queen

Mary: Chiefly from the Archives of Zurich,2 Vols.
(Cambridge: 1846-1847), 2,p.320., Hereafter OL
Gilbert Burnet, History of the Reformation, (Ed.),
N.Pocock, 7.Vols. (Oxford: 1865), 1,pp.402,403..
J;Strype, Memorials of the Most Reverend Father in

God, Thomas Cranmer, 2 Vols. (Oxford: 1840), 1,p.47.
Hereafter Memorials I : ,

H.Jenkyns, The Remaing of Thomas Cranmer, 4 Vols. -
(Oxford: 1833), 1, p.lxxv. Hereafter Remains I or II

Ridley, Op.Cit., pp. 85,284,

H.J.Jodd, The Life of Archbishop Cranmer, 2 Vols.
{London: 1831), 1,pp.261-263; 2, pp.52, 53.

C.H.Smyth, Cranmer and the Reformation under Edward VI,
(Camrbidge: University Press, 1926), pp.50-59.

Ibid.,

Work P.S.I p.374

Ibid., 281.

Attempts have been made either to mimimize or dis-
credit this story, but there seems to be very re-
liable sources for such an account. For example
Sir John Cheke, an intimate and well informed
friend of the Archbishop pinpointed the date as

1546 for the change. see Brooks, Op.Cit., p.38.

Works P.S.II, 218

~148-



31,
32,

33.
34.

35.
36.
37.
38.

39.

40.
41.
42,

43.
44,

45.
46.

47.

Ridley, Op.Cit., p. 256.

A. Gasquet and E.Bishop, Edward VI and the Book

of Common Prayer, (2d.ed. London: Hodges,1891),
p.400. ' T ‘

Ridley, Op.Cit., p.279.

Cranmer, ,"A Short Instruction into Christian

Religion, English ed. PpP.16~-30, Cited in Ibid.,
pP.282.

Ibid., p.288.

Cited in Ibid., pp.288-289, Stone, Op.Cit.,134,135.
Ridley, Op.Cit., 289.

It is interesting to remeﬁber that both Luther and
Zwingli also taught that John 6. was speaking not

of the Sacrament but rather of falth in the Incar-
nate word.

F.Clark, Eucharistic Sacrifice and the Réformation,
(London: Darton, Longman and Todd,1960), p.l6l.

Works P.S.I, 3.
Ibid., 255,256.

G.W. Bromiley, Thomas Cranmer Theologian. (London: -
Lutterworth Press, 1956), p.71.

works P.S.I, 395.

Cranmer is referring to the wrltlng of the Fathers
whom he frequently appealed to in order to support
his cause. Thus reference is variously made to
Augustine, Cyprian, Cyril, Epiphanius, Ireneaus and
Tertullian.

Ibid., p.ll.

Ibid., p.3. italics mine.

Kavanagh, Op.Cit., p.l133.

-149-



48.

49,

50.

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.

6l.

cited in Ibid.,

As Regius Professor of Divinity at Oxford from
1548, Peter Martyr had begun to lecture on the

~ Eucharist there in the Spring of 1549. For a

period of about five days he was engaged in dis-
putations on the sacraments with the Catholics
Tresham, Chedsey, and Morgan. His arguments '
were finally published by him and was later trans-
lated by Nicholas Udall under the title A Dis-
course or Traictise of Peter Martyr Vermilla
Florentine. In a letter to Bullinger dated 25
April 1551, Martyr openly accepted the Swiss
Tigurine view. see Dugmore, Op.Cit., p.l48. We
suggest therefore that Martyr's influence on
Cranmer must have begun as early as 1549, and

is reflected in Cranmer's Defence published in
July 1550. :

J.C.McLelland, The Visible Words of God, An Ex-
position of the Sagramental Theology of Peter
Martyr, (EdinburgheOliver and Boyd, 1957),p.23.n.48.
mia. - _ .
Cited.in Ibid., p.248.

Ibid.,

Kavanagh, Op.Cit., p.1l33.

Works P.S.I, 47. italics mine

Jenkyns, Remains II, 401,446.

cited in Brooks Op.Cit., p.48.

Ibid.,

Stone, Op.Cit., pp. 127,128. italics mine

Works P.S.I, 369.

Dom Gregory Dix, The Shape of the Liturgy, (West-
minster: Dacre Press, 1945), pp.654,655.

-150-



62. Works F.S.1, 346,349; also 88, 353, 356, 366.

63. Clark, Op.Cit., p.170.
64. Cited in Ibid., p.l71.

65. Clark,argﬁes that Melawhthon, Calvin and Bucer
also used similar language. see p.l71l.

66. Brooks, Op.Cit., pp. 80, 96.
67. Works P.S.I, 6.
68. Ibid., |

69. Admittedly there is some uncertainty regarding
the precise date of this circular of questions,
but on the authority of certain reliable sources,
it seems probable that it was sent out soon after
the November Parliament ended at Christmas 1547.

see Gasquet and Bishop Op.Cit., 82f; G.Constant,
The Reformation under Edward VI, 2 Vols. 2; p.90f;

Ridley, Op.Cit., P.273, n2; Kavanagh, Op.Cit.,
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We must recall Cranmer's previous distinction
between priest and layman, which, as he noted,
is based not upon function in celebrating the
sacrifice of Christ, but stems from the fact

that the priest "doth minister and distribute

‘the Lord's .Supper. unto other, and other receive = .=
it at his hand." see Remains,77;f455~456;~um4555z;gpjﬂ,h;*'
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It would indeed be rash to conclude that this is
evidence in support of the theory of "dynamic
receptionism"” which one scholar attributes to
Cranmer ‘as the framework within which his euch-
aristic theology operates. As C.C.Richardson
warns it is impossible to classify Cranmer as

a ‘'receptionist' as G.B.Timms insists. see
introduction to this.thesis.
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CHAPTER V

DIX - RICHARDSON -~ DUGMORE DEBATE ON THE EUCHARISTIC
THEOLOGY OF CRANMER

Modern historical and 1iturgical studies have
provided much evidence that helps to evaluate the
nature of Cranmer's eucharistic theology and doctrine.
Interest in Prayer Book revision within the Anglican
Communion can be traced from the seventeenth century
to the present. In addition to having‘produced many
Anglican liturgies in various national Churches and of
various natures, this interest has followed much the
same pattern: "the so-called low Churchmen clinging
tenaciously to what is basically the 1552 rite and
the high Churchmen desiring to get closer to 1549".1

As a result much discussion has arisen over
Cranmer's eucharistic theoiogY. but as Kirby maintains
whatever may be said about Cranmer's theological con-
victions, they are still a matter of dispute.......2
Indeed polemic has gradually given way to a more objective
and eirenic spirit in recent times, and there is a marked |
tendency for dialogue to feplace debate in this era of-

ecumenical concern. But there still persists a basic

problem which is contingent on certain presuppositions
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. concerning Cranmer and his times that has not always
been critically analysed. As a consequence certain
scholars have been at paiﬁs to interpret Cranmer's
writings from the,standpoint of their own churchman-
ship rather than that of objective scholarship. The
recent debate between Dom Gregory Dix, C.C.Richardson
and C.W.Dugmore is an illustration of this.

Dix's interpretation of Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine

Dom Gregory inaugurated the controversy about
Cranmer's Eucharistic doctrine. His position is well

described in the Qgestions of Anglican Orders:

“The Church of England is committed only
to what it has itself authoritatively: ..
and officially said, and the Church of
England has never committed herself
in any way whatever to his (Cranmer's)
personal interpretation of the rules he
has compiled, which the State compelled
the Church to use." 3

In The Shapeoﬁfhinturgy,nix reinforces this

assertion by declaring that:

“the Church of England has officially re-
jected the most characteristic of Cranmer®s
doctrinal notions on the eucharistic ever
since 1559. But it has continuously had
to use a liturgy which was quite brilliantly
designed to express those particular notions...
But it is true to say that since 1559 the
church has put her own glosses upon it, and
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I .should not be where I am if I had not
pelieved that it is patient, however awk-
- wardly, of a different interpretation
from its authorisy". 4
. But it was not ;his opinion, so candidly and
forcefully expressed by Dix that caused the greateét
stir among Anglican liturgical scholars. It was by
maintaining as Dix did that with "no flicker of in-
consistency from 1547 right down to his final dis-~
putations at Oxford in 1554-1552 Cranmer's doctrine
was indistinguishable from that of Zwingli's."

Dix begins his argument with the presuppositioné
that the fundamental question of the Reformation in
England as on the Continent was the question of justif-
ication by faifh. Thus hebpoinﬁs out that the real back-
ground of Cranmer's woik ié the contemporary post-medieval
liturgical crisis, and the Kirchenordnungen'of the Gefman
and Swiss Reformation which endeavoured to break the dead-
‘lock. Accordingly, once the 1552 rite is seen in this
céntext, only then can its qualities and those of its
creator be entirely and f§irly appreciated.'

The Cathoddt sdhoiar, F.Clark, endorses Dix's judg-

ment by stressing the fact that the English Reformation can-

not be adequately analysed in isolation from the Continental
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Reformation. He maintains that what the Edwardine
churchmen said and did concerning the eucharistic
sacrifice must be seen in Ehé context of the great
controversy about the Mass which had raged through-
out Europe for the previous thirty:years;

Indeed, the claim, that the English Reformers
avoided the extreme course of the continental Protest-
ants - who banished the sacrifice of the Mass alto-
gether - must be tested by comparison and by survey of
the relations Between them.7 -

In his treatment of Zwingli's doctrine of thé<
Eucharist, Dix stated that the Zuridh Reformer's doc-
trine left it without any force or efficacy. "They are
bare signs or ceremonies by which a man assures»bther

people rather than himself of his saving faith in Christ's
8
redemption."

}For Zwingli, the eucharistié elements signify
and symbolize Christ's body: they call it to mind as a
portrait or a ring recalls the true reality of one who
is absent. Thus Zwingli writes:
"I believe that in the holy Eucharist...the
true body of Christ is present by the contem-

plation of faith; that is those who give
thanks to the Lord for the benefit He has
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conferred upon us in His Son, recognize
that he took upon Him true flesh, in that .
flesh truly suffered, truly washed away

our sins by His blood, and thus every-
thing wrought by Christ for them becomes

as it were present by the contemplation

of faith." 9

In cbmmenting on this péssage Dix suggests
that what Zwingli ié sayiné is that the eucharistic
action consists in a vivid mental remembering of the
passion- as £he achievement of "my" iedemption in the

10
past.

Dix further believes that for Zwingli communion
is merely a "bare sign”. He adduces further evidence
from Zwingli's Zurich rite of 1525 to buttress his -
position. In an exhortation after communion, Zwingli
reminds the communicants that "What we have just done
according to our Lord's cohmand, namely, that with thank-
ful remembrance we have borne witness to our belief that
we are all miserable sinners, but by His body given and
His Blood poured forth (i.e. on Calvary) we have béen
cleansed from sinand redeemed from everlasting death....
we ought sincerely to pray to God to grant us allbto'
hold with firm faith within us, and thereby die daily

- 11
to all wickedness."
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The question that remains to be askéd is:
Precisely what does Dix mean when he categorizes
Cranmer as a Zwinglian? What does he mean by "there
is no essential difference betﬁeen Cranmer's doctrine
of the Sacrament and the opinion of the Zwinglian
school according to which the bread and wine were

mere signs to remind the believer that his faith in
12
Christ was a spiritual eating?*

- It should be mentioned that we are not at the
moment concerned to ask whether Dix has rightly under-
stood Zwingli's teaching, but we are in fact interested
in his interpretation of Cranmer's eucharistic theology.
So, then, our approach will be to consider what Dix
offers as the bases of Cranmer's thought.

Adducing most of his arguments from the Defence
Dix proposes as the key to an understanding of Cranmer's
doétrine his (Cranmer's) definition of what is meant
by spiritually "eating the Flesh" and "drinking the
Blood® of Christ; phrases, according to Dom Gregory,

- '~ which he uses in a particular sense of his own, though

he is careful to explain that senée again and again}3
Dix goes on the say that it is clear whenever

Cranmer speaks of spiritually "eating the Body and drink-

-159-



ing the Blood of Christ" we understand that he means
by this "thinking with faith that Christ dies for my

sins on Calvary, and nothing else but thisé Dix affirms

that for Cranmer spiritual eating and drinking of Christ
"Body and Blood" has nothing at all to do with holy
communion, |

By a judicious use of Cranmer's writings Dix
argues his case against those who oppose his view in
showing how Cranmer's eucharistic theory, even in its
details "is common to a whole school of sixteenth century
theologians, writing both in Engiand and abroad...."14 Hé
points out further that in the 1552 rite "there is no
possibility of pleading the Eucharist for one another,
or for the dead in Christ, though we may pray together
at it (not by it) as we intercede at other times."l5

Dix, in responding to Timmt% theory which describes
Cranmer as a "Dynamic Receptionist" after the Bucerian
order, was at pains to show the inadmissibility of such a
theory. After quoting numerous passages from Cranmer's
works with definite Zwinglian flavour, Dix informs us
that the explanation lies in the peculiar 2Zwinglian de-
finition of what the New Testament means by "eating the

_ 17 A
body and drinking the blood of Christ." Zwingli himself,
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Dix says, puts the matter epigramatically: "Then is
his body eaten, when he is believed to have been slain
for us.,"

Evidently, Dix's categorization of Cranmer as
a Zwinglian is based precisely on this concept which
is undoubtedly present in Cranmer's thought.'This idea
recurs again and again in the ﬁorks of Zwingli, and
as Dix points out, it is a simple and reliable test for
Zwinglianism. Thus "it is one decisive indication
(among several available) of thé ground which Cranmer
finally took up.in the contemporary eucharistic con-
troversies of Protestants, if we find that he adoptead
this definition of what is meant by 'spiritually eating
the body of Christ' as Simply 'believing' in the Passion."18
Dix continues, "He did so - not once nor twice, not o
casually and in ti:2 passing, but persistently and for
years together, as the logical foundation of all his
systematic teaching on the Eucharist."l9

Dix is convinced that Cranmer means by spirit-
ual eating and drinking Christ's body and blood exactly
what Bullinger and Zwingli say they mean by it. Dix

quotes the following passage from Cranmer's writing:
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"The gpiritual eating of his flesh and
drinking of his blood by faith, by di-
gesting his death in our minds, as our
only price, ransom and redemption from
eternal damnation, is the cause whereof
Christ said "That if we eat not his flesh
and drink not his blood we have not life
in us, and if we eat his flesh and drink
his blood we have everlasting life.' And
if Christ had never ordained the sacrament
vet should we have eaten his flesh and
drunken his blood and have had thereby
everlasting life; as all the faithful did
before the sacrament was ordained and do
daily when they receive not the sacrament." 20

Dix maintains that there is nothing dubious or
ambiguoﬁs about this language. He observes that as
Zwingli had taught it is only by "faith" in this sense,
not by the reception of the Sacrament at all, that the
body of Christ is eaten. Dix points to an array of
passages in which Cranmer insists that the New Teata-
ment is not to be understood as teaching that "we shall
eat Christ with our teeth and carnaily, but thét we shall
spiritually and ghostly with our faith eat him being
carnally absent from us in heaven; and in sucﬁ wise as
Abraham and ofher holy fathers did eat him many years
before he was incarnated and born...for %hey spiritually
by their faith were fed and nourished with Christ's body
and blood, and had eternal life by him before he was born

21
as we now after his ascension.”
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Dix explains this and similar passages from
Cranmer to mean that the patriarchs, prophets, apostles
and :‘fathers before the incarnation "ate"in promise" of
something which they 5elieved would ene éay exist as an
"objective reality" in this world; under the new law -
Ehey eat "in remembrance" of something which they believe
had once ﬁpon a time exiéted as an "objective reality"
in this world. "But there is no question in either case
of actually receiving the 'objective reality outside the
worshippers' in any form, physical or epiritual."22 Be-
Ccause of this, Dix argues that it is a purely meﬁtalvand
psychological process which underlies Cranmer's and Zwingli'e
insistence on "faith" and®spiritual eating and drinking";
Hence, his statement'that the eucharistic elements are )
"merely bare signs."

Dix writes that Cranmer occasionally equates
"spiritual" with "figurative". "He means by.ispiritual'
that which'is ‘abstract' or ‘onl& to be grasped by the
mind'."23 Again Dix draws attention to the striking sim-
ilarity between Cranmer's restriction of the content of

the eucharistic sacrifice solely to 'praises and thanks-

givings and the offering of ourselves, iIff precisely Zwingli's
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own statement of its content. His distinction of
sacrifices in general into expiatory and 'grétu-
latory' is Zwingli's distiﬁction too. His dis-
tinction between ‘spiritual eating‘,"sbir;tual

and sacraméntal eating', and 'sacramental eating
only', and a fourth kind of eating 'combined of
sac:amental and corporal' is taken over as it stands

- 24
firmly from Zwingli."

Many well known liturgical scholars have en-
drsed Dix's position that Cranmer's eucharistic fheory
moved within the framework of Zwingli's own teaching.

The findings of the distinguished Anglican sgholar E.C.
' 5
Ratcliff serve to support Dix's conclusions. Wede

(Brisbrooke reiuctantly admitted that after a careful
investigation "I have regretfully been forced to con-

clude that in this matter, at least, Dix was right."
In a comment praising the 1552 rite Dix states:

"As a piece of liturgical craftsmanship it
is in the first rank - once its intention
is understood. It is not a disordered at-
tempt at a catholic rite, but the only
effective attempt ever made to give lit-
urgical expression to the doctrine of just—.
ification by faith alone. If in the end
the attempt does not succeed - if we are
left with a sense of the total disconnec-
tion of the token communion in bread and
wine with that mental 'eating and drinking
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of Christ's Flesh and Blood', i.e.

remembering of the passion, which is

for Cranmer the essential eucharistic

action - that must be set down to the

impossible nature of the task, not to

the manner of its performance." 27

Although we must recognize Dix;s insight as
valuable because of his authority as an Anglican
liturgical scholar, yet we cannct avoid charging
him with over simplification in speaking of Cranmer's
“token_communion", and also his lack of deeper pene-
- tration into both 2Zwingli's and Cranmer'e understahding
of 'faith' which he describes as mere mental and psy-
ehological process. |

We have indicated in the last chapter that
Cranmer's concept of communion as an "effective sign" was
for him the very basis of man's remembering Christ's"unique
sacrifice: man is "edified" or stirred up to exercise his
faith from the comfort received in remembering the bene-
fits won by Christ. It is precisely this that moves
man to offer the sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving
to God.

Cranmer speaks over and over about 'the very

sure and lively Christian faith'. This is the faith

which the Scriptureacemmend, which is not only to be-
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lieve all things of God which are contained in Holy
Scripture; but also 15 an earnest trust and confid-
ence in God that he doth regard us, and that he. is
careful over us, as the father is over the child whom
he doth love; and thet he will be merciful unto us for
his only Son's sake...Faith trusts, not in itself, as
a meritorious virtue, but in Christ only for acceptance
with God..;28 Faith for Cranmer is not a divine mech-
anism by which man persuades God to do for him the
'little duties' from day to day including the forgive-
ness of sin.

Dix has certainly failed'to grasp the profound
meanings which the words 'faith' and 'spiritual' hold
for Cranmer. Therefore it is not only unfair but mis-
leading when he speaks of Cranmer's "token communion" being
in total disconnection from remembering Christ's paseion
and death.

It is a notorious over-simplification to describe
Cranmer's memorial concept as merely bare signs - a sub-
jective remembering of Christ's sacrifice in the minds of
the believers. Cranmer shared an intense desire for re-

ligious assurance, but this was grounded in his idea of
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the Spirit uniting of the beliéver with the Christ
who is beyond all earfhly elements. Although Dix's
position has been relentlessly attacled, still his
basic thesis has endured remarkably well. This is

so largely because of the influence of the American

scholar C.C.Richardson.

Richardson's Views on the Bucharistic Doctrine of Cranmer

In his study entitled Zwingli aﬁd Cranmer on
the Eucharist,Richardson finds Dix's judgment inexact
on some counts, and sees important nuances which evid-
ently escaped the Benedictine scholar in his examination
of the meaning of Cranmer's doctrine. According to Rich-
ardson these shades of meaning distinguish the Archbishop's
theory from the Zwinglians. Richardson's analysis begins
with the assertion that Cranmer's eucharistic viewsdid
in fact influence the type of liturgy he constructed, and
that in order fully to grasp what they are we would have
to :discover where the significant cleavage between Zwinglian
and Catholic doctrine lies which would lead us to an under-~
standing of why ﬁourf liturgy is the way it is.29
Richardson exblicitly states that Cranmer had a

higher esteem for the Lord's Supper than Zwingli. But
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he congcedes that Cranmer drew largely upon Zwingli

for the explication of his major theme on the Lord's
Supper. Richardson declares that "there can bé no™
question that on this doctrine Cranmer was in some
measure a follower of the Zurich reformer:: What then,
we have to ask is this: “Precisely what did Zwingli
téach?‘and,“was Cranmér's doctrine identical with
Zwingii'sgso Richardson criticizes Dix for having gone
té ekaggefated iimits.to present views that Zwingli
himself was at pains to rebut. He observes that Dix's
understanding of Zwingli is analogous at times to what
Cranmer did in his Answer to some of Gardiner's words.
Richardson brings éut the fact that where Cranmer can
only understand a crass and 'Capernaical’ doctrine in
the orthodox view of the substance of the body of Christ
in the Eucharist, Dom Gregory can only see a "purely
mental and psychological attitude in Zwingli'é conception
of faith."

In his discussion on Zwingli‘s doctrine Richardson
regrets the fact that the charm and clarity with which
the Reformer worked out his doctrine should ever be mis-
understood. In his opinion there is no reason for fail-

ing to comprehend exactly what he means, because the
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presupposition of his thought and his exposition on
the Lord's Supper are crystal clearc.31

' From this Richardson goes on tbe;give the basis
of Zwinéli's eucharistic doctrine. This doctrine, he‘.
claims, has both theological and phiiosoPhical presup-
positions. The former concerns his view of faith, the
latter relates to his Nominalism and humanism. "His
opinions on the Lord's Supper are the teligious and
logical consequences of these factors, and, indeed, are
unintelligible apart from them.“32 Richardson argues
that for Zwingli, faith means man's total response to
Christ for the redemption which He brought to.the world.
This process is operative in man's life by the Holy Spirit.
It is reliance upon God's mercy in the moment of despair.
Richardson denies that this quality of faith is simply
‘an emotional state created by man himself. It is the
essential ingredient in an I-Thou encounter; Thus he

writes:

"From this it becomes clear that faith cannot
be resolved into mental, psychological or
emotional categories. These are the concom-
itants of faith, the modes through which we
are conscious of faith. But faith is not
consciousness, and least of all a special
type of consciousness". 33
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The Reformerd’ understanding of faith was
that it was an act of God. This idea, Richardson
points out, is absent in Dom Gregory's treatment of
these men and as such repfeseﬁts a serious weakness
in his argument; Richardson illustrates his point
by reference to this decisive passage from Dix. Dix

clearly states that:

“"Cranmer was a man of the high Renaissance
.period, with all its deliberate "subject-
ivsm' which sought so intently to segregate
‘what was present in the forefront of con-
sciousness as words as the only significant
element in human life. 'Faith' for him means
‘the mental acknowledgement that the body and
blood of Christ will one day exist, or has
existed at one time, as an objective reality
in this world together with an intense emo-
tional trust that by the offering of them
objectively to God the Father during a
particular three hours ofi Calvary my sins
will be remitted (if I happen to live under
the new law). This purely mental exercise,
not the reception of the sacrament, con-
stitutes ‘'spiritual feeding on Christ!" 34

Richardson draws attention to two pointé in Dix's
statement which stress the confusion that it creates for
the meaning of 'faith' and ‘spiritual eating' in both
Zwingli and Cranmer. He charges Dix for confusing the
Renaissance with the Ehlightment,“and for suggesting that
a .'mental acknowledgement' along with ‘an intense emot-

35
ional trust' could by themselves be called 'faith’.
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Richardson continues:
 "What Dom Gregory has described is a dis-
.tortion of Reformation 'faith': a dis=+
tortion which arose through the inroads
made upon Protestantism by the intellec-—
tual and subjective spirit of the Enlight-
ment. It is a frequent confusion. It
assumes that faith, in the Reéformers, is
identical with a conscious state and con-
cerned with 'words' as the significant
element in human life". 36

As Richardson says, Dix's statement leaves the
Reformers' concept of faith without any significance,
once he fails to see that what they were insisting upon
was that faith is a gift of God.

The second presupposition of Zwingli's thought
on the'Eucharist was Nominalism. Richardson evidently
believes that notwithstanding the logical consequence
of a Nominalist position on eucharistic doctrine, Zwingli's
viewpoint is:clear and coherent. He thinks that because
Zwingli saw a fundamental cleavagé between spirit and
body this prevented him from advocating a doctrine of
consubstantiation. 1In denying the medieval viewpoint
Zwingli came to assert two things: first, that partici-
pation in the substance of the risen body of Christ is

~irrelevant to'Christian life, and secondly, that the

Holy cannot be mediated by sensible forms.
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It is evident that Zwingli believed that religion
has to do with mind and spirit. The relationship of faith
is the cehtral issue, . Faith is féd by spirit not by flesh,
~ therefore according to 2w1ngli, even if the substance of
the body of Christ could be miraculously included in the
bread of the Eucharist, or the lattér transformed into it,
this would have no religious or spiritual significance.37

By sustaining this view Zwingli in effect was re-
jecting‘the mystical view of substance, and was insisting
that eucharistic theology must be apﬁroached from two
points: either there is a purély spiritual relation to
faith, or else a crass eating of the literal body of Christ.
On this account, Zwingli rejects any middle way and con-
ceives of the resurrected Christ as being locally in one
place, in Heaven without any essential relation to the_
Christian believer. As Richardson says, the corollarflof
this is to deny that the elements can share in the Hbly at
all. It is not only that they do not participate in-the
substance of the body of Christ (which would be irrelevant
to faith), but also they cannot be bearers or vehicles of
spirituai power. It is important to witness the split
which such ideas mékes between spirit angsbody and the

further split between spirit and nature.
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Zwingli denies absolutely that the sa¢raments

can confer grace or even convey or dispense it. 1In a
very important passage Richardson summarizes what in his

opinion is the essence of Zwingli's doctrine of the Lord's

Supper. He asserts:

"If the essence of Christianity lies in a
.relationship of faith, and if this relat-
ionship is a purely spiritual one that is
primarily centered in consciousness, then
neither the sacramental forms nor the sub-
stance of the body of Christ have a neces-.
sary relevance to true religion. What has
relevance is the awareness of faith created
by the Holy Spirit, and the historic fact
that Christ was slain for the sins of the
world. ' The Eucharist is a picturesque way
of stating this fact and of fortifying one's
faith in it. But it is not a necessary
way. Preaching might even be more suitable:
and while the Lord's Supper may have a
number of important meanings for the be-
liever, it can never be central and never
indispensable. What is central is a faith-
mysticism which is divorced from categories
of substance, nature and body, though not
divorced from history insofar as God in Christ
died for us." 39

We have already seen, that for Zwingli the Ilord's

Supper is a eucharistia~thanksgiving festival for what

Christ has done for us. It is further a pledge of the
believers willingness to be faithful to their Lord. On
this basis Richardson attacks Dix for miéconstiuing4éwingli's

memorial concept as 'bare memorial'. "There is nothing
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: : 40
barren in Zwingli either about thanksgiving or faith."

We have considered in some detail Richardson's
analysié of Zwingli's eucharistic doctrine so as to’
find the full setting for his conviction that "Cranmer
was a Zwinglian, but with a difference." )
Richardson begins this part of his study with
the statement that "so much of Cranmer's manner of
argument_in the Defence and the Anngr derives ultimately
from Zwingli that there appears, at first sight, little
to choose between them. Cranmer dénies that the Euch-

arist involves participation in the substance of the body

of Christ, and denies that the elements can share in the
41
Holy."

Like Zwingli, Cranmer stresses the flesh and spirit
contrast in John 6:63.'Again'following Zwingli he identi-
fies "eating'the body of Christ" with believing in the
Passion and in translating "This is my body" into “"This
is the Lord‘'s Passover.® Finally’he shared with Z&ingli
the same Nominalist preéuppositions from which he attacked
transubstantiation, and which led him, to deny a mystical
view of substance, with the result that he introduced a
cleavage between spirit and body, and spirit and nature,

42
in his eucharistic thought. These are some of the most
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oniouS-similarit;es Richardson can find between Zurich
and Canterbury. From this he goes on to call attention
to the points on ﬁhich the two men differed. For example,
he states that in viewing the Lord's Supper as a pledge,
Cranmer showed a deeper appreciation for the Eucharist
than Zwingli. Where Zwingli's leading idea was that
the pledge referred to Christians who by the Lord's Supper
gave public testimony to each other of their faith in
Christ and their resolution to live the Christian life,
Cranmer took a different view of the matter. From the
evidence which Richardsoﬁ provides, the impression is given
that Cranmer was closer to Calvin in his emphasis upon
tpe bread and wine as being seals unto us, annexed unto
God's promises making us certain of God's gifts toward
uss"43 But as he warns this is not Calvin's "dynamic re-
cepéionism," There is an important difference that should
be stressed. Whereas for Calvin the gift of which the
elements are seals and pledges is to be taken as partic-
ipation in the substance of the body of Christ, Cranmer
saw it in terms of sharing in the viréue of the Passion by
faith.

In his opposition to Timms' theory of “dynamic

receptiénism" Richardson argﬁes that it is because of his
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(Timms') failure to distinguish between modes of
Christ's presence in the Eucharist that forms the
basis of such desériptionQ He shows further that

in this respect, Cranmer was fo1lowin§ not Calvin

and Bucer, but Zwingli by holding that Christ is
present by His divinity, and that by faith the be-
liever enjo&s an intimate union with Him, Calvin

on the other hand holds that it is by the operation

of the Holy Spirit believers.enjoy a substantial part-
icipatibn in the body of Christ, so that they are vivi-
fied by‘His immortal flesh, and in some degrees parti-
cipate in immortali’cy."44 Richardson claims that it

is impossible to classify Cranmer's eucharistic thought
as dynamic receptionism. He takes account of Timms'
lavish use of Cranmer‘'s frequent reference to the fact
that, in the Lord's Supper, not only is an event (the
Passion) represented and remembered but there is also
spiritually given unto us, "very Christ himself". Like
Dix, Richardson explains that what Cranmer means b&
"spiritually eating the flesh and drinking the blood of
Christ" must be grasped in terms of believing in the

Passion. He writes:
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"There can be no question what Cranmer
-intends by these passages. Again and
again he makes his meaning clear...

a single quotation will her suffice.
‘Faithful Christian people...contin-
ually from time to time record in
their minds the beneficial death of
our Saviour Christ, chewing it by
faith in the cud of their spirit, and
digesting it in their hearts...so

they eat Christ's body spiritually,
although not the sacrament thereof

but when such men for their more com-
fort and confirmation of eternal life,
given unto them by Christ's death,
come unto the Lord's holy table; then,
as before they fed spiritually upon
Christ, so now they feed corporally
also upon the sacramental bread: by
which sacramental feeding in Christ's
promise, their former spiritual feeding
is increased, and they grow .and wax
continually more strong in Christ, un-
til at last they shall come to the full
measure and perfection in Christ." 45

Richardson is convinced that suchbﬁords clearly
show the framework within which Cranmer's eucharistic
doctrine operates. His conclusion is that there could
be no plainer statement of Zwingli's teaching than that.
He also takes into account in his study the view expressed
by Darwell Stone that Cranmer was a Virtualist. Stone
defines virtualism this way "that the faithful communi-
cant sacramentally receives éhose effects of Christ's

life and death which would be conveyed if there were
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46
beneficial reception of His actual body and blood."

Richardson insists that this viewpoint is )

the very antithesis of Cranmer's eucharistic thought.
"For this type of Virtualism assumes that'it would be”
Géry valuable for the faithful recipient were the actual
body to be present.“47 It was stated that for Cranmer
the virtue of the Sacrament is not a substitute for

the presence of the actual body.

In this connection then, Richardson urges that
it would be better to léave out the term "Virtualism"
altogether when speaking of Cranmer's sacfamental
theology. He then goes on to examine what he réfers to
as "the difference" in Cranmer's view when compared
to 2wingli's. For Cranmer the BEucharist presents us
with a special and definite occasion for feeding on
Christ. This idea says Richardson, is not found in
Zwingli. For example, the Archbishop once said that
"Because of our infirmity, ingratitude, malice and
Qickedness, we go far from our offices and duties, and
the sacraments call us home again, to do that thing
which before we did omit, that at least we may do at

48
sometime that which we should do at all times."
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He submits that in Cranmé;g mind the Eucharist is

more important than'Zwingli believes it to be, even

as the latter expresses it in his later writings.
‘Moreover Cranmer articulates his ideas in a way in
which Zwingli would never have done. Unlike Zwingli,
for whom the Supper is an occasion for thanksgiving

and a means for assisting the mind to contemplate Christ
crucified and to fortify faith, Cranmer emphasized an
instrumental connection between the Sacrament and the
working of God's grace. It is the same relation he
contends, which entails in baptism and preaching.
Richardson reveals that the difference between the views
of the two Reformers lies in the fact that Cranmer gives
to the elements a higher value and stresses the idea
that God, rather than the believer, uses them as instru-
ments; and that He pledges to do so.when the Supper is
rightly observed. Thus &t is only in this sense that
the sacraments can be said to be effectual signs of
grace - a phrase that occurs in the Forty-five Articles
of 1551. Richardson fails to see an§ parallels to this
in Zwingli's works. So he concludes that for Cranmer,
sacraments do not only signigy something, they both

"promise" and "exhibit" it.
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Another crucial point of difference relates to
the number of passages in Cranmer's works that deal
with the idea of incorporation into Christ, and that
concern his doctrine of incarnation. Richardson ad-
mits that it is exceedingly difficult to relate these
ideas to Cranmer's doctrine of the Eucharist. He in
fact states that there is an inconsistency in this
aspect of Cranmer's theology with his views on the Eucha-
rist.

He approaches this’problem by positing a differ-
ence between Cranmer's nominalism in which substance
and individuality are identical, and to the effects of
a humanism which sharply contrasted body and spirit. Be-
cause these two concepts are at radical variance Cranmer
is incapable of conceiving a mystical and substantial
participation by the believer>in the body of Christ at

50
the Eucharist.

So Cranmer is forced to part company with nominalism
and with Zwingli in holding that the believer has a real
substantial union with Christ through faith. Richardson
says:

"Whatever, however, it is most essential to re-
.cognize is that Cranmer does not relate this
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'-theme of incorporation into Christ 1ogically
~with his Eucharistic doctrine...Where Bucer
-makes it an integral part of his sacramen-

tal doctrine, Cranmer fails to see its re-

‘levance to his eucharistic thought. He
thinks of it only in terms of the ‘incarn-~
ation.,51 Cranmer's view thus represents
a blending of :two contradictory themes.

' He'believes in a mystical union: of sub~-
stance in his doctrine of the incarnation,

' but denies such a union in the Eucharist,
What we see in Cranmer is a nominalist ‘
viewpoint which is not pursued to its logi—

cal conclusion." 52

]_How; then, asks Richardson could Cranmer fail to |

~have grasped the traditional doctrine on the Eucharist,

- when he in fact grasped it on the Incarnation? In

proposing an answer to his own question Richardson main-

tains that:

"It was not the doctrine of the Incarnation,

.but the practice of the Mass that has become
idolatrous in the Middle Ages; and it was an
exaggerated attack upon the latter that drove
Cranmer to his inconsistent position. The
force of his attack lay in its being based

upon the nominalist philosophy, which, by
appealing to nature, reason and common sense,
could make short work of transubstantiation.

But had Cranmer driven his philosophy to its
logical conclusion he would have had seriously
to revise his doctrine of the Incarnation, and
to deny any mystical participation of believers
in the substance of Christ's body...It is not
our purpose here to show the many inconsisten-
cies into which the Reformers were driven by
partly accepting and partly rejecting the nomin-
alist philosophy. Rather is it to indicate that
Cranmer fell into the same error, with the result

~181-



that the presuppositions of his doctrine

of the Incarnation are at variance with

those of hisg eucharistic thought. 1In the

one he remained Catholic, in the other he .

embraced the essentially Zwinglian view,"53

In concluding his study Richardson says - that
the question "Was Cranmer a Zwinglian?" must be answered

. in the affirmative ‘to the extent that}usﬂeucharistic

thought moved within the fra"mework-of' Zwingli's opinion.
But the difference between the two must not escape us. ‘
He contends that Cranmer is distinguished from the Zurich
Reformer in esteeming the Lord's Supper more highly and
in emphaSizing that 1ts faithful observance is accompanieﬂ
by the operation of God's grace,» Also it must be recog-
nized that the contradictory element of Cranmer's incarn-
ational theology placed him in a different setting from
Zuingli.s‘l | |

In discussions on the medieval debate there is always
the tendency for one to proceed from generalization to
conclusions that are deductively neat but sometimes mig-
leading. Richardson's treatment of Zwingli and Cranmer
in some way reflects this approach. He categorizes both
Zwingli and cranmer'as nominalists, but the fact is Cranmer's
nominalism is by no means that conclusive. The Archbishop -

never explicitly acknowledged his debt to the nominalist

tradition. So then we suggest that Richardson's case
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rests only on the presupposition that because of
Z2wingli's and Cranmer's use of grammar, rhetoric,
logic, reason and the'ptinciples of philosophy and
their position on universals that we can assume their
affinity with the nominalist tradition.

Indeed, as J.C.McLelland points‘out, at times
Zwingli'representeé the ﬁhilosophical scholasticism
somewhat closer to moderate realism than one might
expect.55 We would‘suggesf,then that in Cranmer there
is the nominalist predisposition with regards to the
Lord's Supper, but also the realist (and therefore
orthodox by medieval standard) conviction with regérd
to the doctrine of the Incarnation. This Richardson
does not make quite cleér.However, it should be under-
stood that we are not at this point denying or affirming
that Cranmer was in faét influenced by Zwingli's opinion,
but as E.L.Mascall observessghe matter cannot be considered

to be conclusively settled.

C.W.Dugmore's interpretation of Cranmer's Sacramental Theology:

The Mass and the Englistheformefs by Dugmore,

is an eésay in re-appraisal of the faith and scholarship

of the English Reformers as it relates to the doctrine
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of the Eucharist. The author has attempted to dem-
onstrate the bases for eucharistic teaching employed
by the English divines during the Reformation. Since
the patristic sources were as well known in England |
as to the continent, it is therefore, not to be
assumed as some do, that Cranmer and his associates
derived their knowledge of the Father secondhand from
the continent. Dugmbre's aim then, is dialectic, in
his own words-fté show.that the English Reformers re-
vived a part of the ancient tradition of the Church
which had been suppressed in the interest of '‘uniformity’
from .the thirteenth century onwards, though the trad-
ition itself had never really died."s7

In the first part of his booﬁ he trace§ euchar-
istic doctrine through the Fathers and the medieval
schoolmen tb the general crassness of the pre-reform-
ation period. He takes account of the differences
between the teaéhing of St.Augustine and St.Ambrose,
and points out that each laid the foundation for a
distinct tradition which eventually developed into
conflicting schools of thought. He argues that the
realist-symbolism of Augustine had linked the commem-

oration of the passion and the self-oblation of the
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Church with the reception of the sacramental gifts,
while Ambrose in his realist language maintained a
theology of conversion of the eucharistic elements.

Dugmore then proceeds from this point to the
time of'the;great controversy between Paschasius and
Ratramn in the ninth century. He recalls that the
former derived his concept from Ambrose and the
latter from Augustine. In developing the differences
between the two he obser#es‘the insistence of each upon
the épiritual nature of the presence of Christ in the
Eucharist.

From this, Dugmore takes us to the eleventh cen-
tury and reminds us of the controversy between Berengar
and Lanfranc. He points out that the debate between
thesé two was mostly about technical terms of philosphy,
.that even Lanfranc did not employ a doctrine of transub-
stantiatioh, nor assert a material presence in the sacra-

" mental species. He tells us that much of Cranmer's
teaching describéd by late writers as Zwinglian is almost
exactly anticipated in that of Lanfranc.

He then goes on toc discuss the eucharistic teach-

ing of fhe schoolmen in order to show that notwithstanding
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the decree §f the Lateran Council of 1215, the Aug-
ustinian realist-é&mbolist tradition lived on with
the accepted Ambrosian tradition. But, as he says,
from that time down to the Reformation, symbolism
could lead no more than an underground existence,
branded as heresy.

In the second section of his book, Dugmore
describes the eucharistic teaching of thé English
Reformers. He divides the leadership of the Church
into Henricians Catholics and Reformed Catholics. He
seeks to show that at the end of Henry's reign, both
parties agreed in rejecting cohtihentiai Protestant
eucharistic teaching, retaining their part in tran-
substantiation and differing only in attitudes towards
images, pilgrimages, etc.

It is his opinion that the Augustinian position
was maintained by Lambert and Cranmer who opposed the
realist language characteristic of the Ambrosian school,
which in developed form, became a theology of conversion
of the eucharistic elements. Hence he concludes:

"If the medieval Church took hold of the

.realist Ambrosian tradition and developed

it into a logical system of sacramental

theology, it was the merit of the English
Reformers that they restored to the Western
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Church the other, equally ancient realist-
symbolist Augustinian tradition and enshrined
it in a vernacular liturgy which has pro-

foundly affected the whole English speaking
world." 58

In his’view the Anglican Reformers unlike many
of the Continentals, although rejedting a corporal
presencé in the elements, thought of these as more
than mere signs standing for a supra-mundane reality
and putting the believer in touch with it. Indeed,
they held what he defines as "the doctrine of Christ's
spiritual, not corporal, real.presence, without any
destruction of the substance of the bread and wine.“59

Dugmore thinks it is this teaching on the
Eucharist that Cranmer held personally and which under-
lies his theological and liturgical work. Furthermore
it was derived not from contemporary continental theology,
but from the Anglicans' own reading of the ancient
sources - more specifically from Ridley's rediscovery
of Ratramnus and understanding of the Fathers in that
light.

He cites several passages throughout his book to
support”his contention that Cranmer was in fact a Re-~-
formed-Catholic of the Augustinian realist-symbolist

tradition, and as such he could never have been a
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Zwinglian. He brings to our attention Cranmer's
words that "Christ's flesh and blood be in the
sacrament téuly present, but spiritually and sac-
ramentally, not‘carnally and corporally. And as
He is truly present, so is He truly eaten and drun-
ken and assisteth us."60

In commenting 6n this statement, Dugmore af-
firms that 2wingli could never have written such words.
It is therefore, of fundamental importance to inquire
what Cranmer: means by Christ's 'spiritual presence'
"not in the sacraments of bread and wine but in the
hinistration of the sacrament." He then explains that
Cranmer believed that it is Christ Himself who through
the voice 6f_His'ministers consecrated the earthly gifts
of bread and wine, and so bestows the mystery of His
real presence. He quotes at this point quite a 1éngthy
passage which He believes to be decisive for his whole
case.

"The minister of the Church speaketh unto
.us God's own words which we must take a$
spoken from God's own mouth, because that
from God's mouth it came, and as His word
it is, and not the minister's. Likewise,
when he ministereth to our sights Christ's
holy sacrament, we must think Christ cruci-
fied and presented before our eyes, because
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the sacraments so represent Him, and

be His sacraments, and not the priest's,

as in baptism we must think, that as

the priest putteth his hand to the child
outwardly, and washeth him with water, so
must we think that God putteth to His hand
inwardly, and washeth the infant with His
Holy Spirit, and moreover, that Christ Him-
self cometh down upon the child and apparel-
leth him with His own self, and as at the
Lord's holy table the priest distributeth
wine and bread to feed the body, so we

must think that inwardly by faith we see
Christ feeding both body and soul to

eternal life. What comfort can be dévised
any more in this world for a christian man." 61

The ideas expressed in the latter -part of tﬁis
quotatién Dugmore sees as an authentic reproduction of
Aﬁgustine's teaching that there is that we believe,
that which we see, and that which strikes the senses
and that which is a pure object of faigh: that the res
is conveyed by and through the gignum. z

Dugmore evidently sees further evidence for
support of his theory ffom the Prayer Books of 1549
and 1552. In discussing the two Edwafdine Books he
attempts to trace the progress of 1iturgica1 reform
in England before 1552. On the basis of his findings
he reaches the conclusion that it can be indubitably

maintained that Cranmer was chiefly responsible for

the 1549 Prayer Book. But with regard to the Second
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Prayer Book was he equally responsible? "I do not
63. P
think so,"" Dugmore asserts. By a judicious weighing of
his purpoéés égainst the influehce of the foreign Reformers
he shows that the radical revision of the 1552 rite was due
largely to their influence. He affirms that "it is obvious
that Cranmer had to allow very_substantial concessions
to be made to the radical Reformers, but it does not follow
that he interpreted the_rite of 1552 in exactly the same
sense as they did, or that he welcomed all the changes
64
made."
In a summary statement regarding this matter, Dugmore
declareé that:
"If he (Cranmer) cannot be held responsible
_for all the changes made in 1552...1it never-
theless remains true that he was the man
chiefly respongible for giving to the Eng-
lish-speaking world a single service book
in place of many books previously used in
the conduct of divine worship, a book
written in English and in superb litur-
gical language, which is scriptural and
Catholic..."65
In criticiziﬁg Dom Gregory Dix‘s handliing of Cranmer's
theoiog?. Dugmore, more than any other writer, emphasizes
the fact that Cranmer's deep patristic learning was the
presupposition for his work. He is convinced that the

Archbishop had not only reached conclusions differing from
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those of Zwingli, Bullinger and Calvin, but had
reached them by'at’least as thorough a study of
| Scripture and the Fathers as theirs.

What Dugmore does not make clear however, is
whether Cranmer means what the thhers meant. Any con-
sideration of this will involve‘a prior consideration
of the similarity or difference hetween Cranmer's phil-
osophical and indéed cosmological presupéositions and
those of his patristic authorities. It will require
a comparison of the understanding by Cranmer and by
the Fathers respectively, of redemption, of justifi-
catidn, and of those other fundamental theological
problems whose solution tends to determine what a theol-
ogian:will think about the Eucharist and the presence.

But Dugmore passes ovei these problems and pro-
ceeds with his criticism of Dix, Richardson and to a
lesser degree E.C.Ratcliff. He opposes Dix for maintain-
ing that Cranmer from 1547 to the end of his life, was
a Zwinglian. He argues that this interpretation of
Cranmer rests almost entirely on references taken from
his Defence written when he was in close contact with

a Lasco.
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Although Dix did in fact draw his arguments

1 largely from ﬁhe'Defence; we cannot avoid taking v
account of the imﬁteééidn which Dugmore leaves. He
tends to make far too much of aviasco's influence on
Cranmer's Defence with the result that one can easily
be misled into thinking that Cranmer was not reflecting
his own mature theological concepts in that work. It
is also difficult to demonstrate that & Lasco and

Cranmer were mistaken about the views Zwingli really
66
held.

Dugmore also opposes Richardson for describing
Cranmer as "A Zwinglian but with a difference." He re-
cognizes ofhcourse, that Richardson had correcEed some
of Dix's inaccuracies, but he neverth;ess, accused him ..~
for“dragging another "red herring across the path of
interpreting Cranmer By positing an inconsistency be-
tween Cranmer's doctrine of the incarnation, and his
doctrine of the Eucharist."_67

Dugmore sees no incénsistency at all. Indeed, he
endorseé Bromiiey's_assertion that in Cranmer's view,
"the Christ who is8 sacramentally or spiritually present

is not merely the incarnate but the crucified and risen

Christ...The incarnation of Jesus Christ cannot be divorced
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68
from His atonement."

Dugmore further states that when Ctanmer speaks
of Christ's dwelling in us by His incarnation, He straight-
way tells how he understands this to take place}in the
Eucharist: "And as He may Fe said to dwell in us by re-
ceiving the nature of His immortality."eé

He objects also to Ratcliff's iﬁterpretation of
Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine,70 and criticizes him for
concluding that except in the process of eating and drink-
ing, the bread and wine of the Communion are no more Sacra-
ment for Cranmer than the water in the baptismal font;71

It is evident that Dugmore regards the arguments
of both Dix and Richardson not only as entirely inadequate,
but as misrepresenting what Cranmer really believed. He
concedes that the Afchbishop did temporarily leave the
ranks of the Reformed-Catholics in 1548 when his mind was
confused by & Lasco who, as Smythc says, had injected
him with a mild dose of Zwinglianism. As a result, he
was a little uncertain of his ground for the greater part
of the debate in December 1548.

Dugmore is'convinced that on the last day of the

debate the Archbishop recovered his balance. He agrees

that Cranmer failed to retain any idea of presenting or
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pleading before God in the Eucharist the sacrifice

of Christ once offered upon the Cross as a ground

of our acceptance. This time he reminds us that Cran-

mer and the English Reformers had a "theological blind

spot"” and that ﬁthe shadow of Zwingliénisn lay across

some:of their arguments” Yet he is satisfied that:

"...While Cranmer like most of the English Reformers

and Henricians, held Lutheran views on justification by

‘faith, his sacramentai doctrine was the realist-symbolist

doctrine which“we have traced from Augustine onwards".72
Althouéh fhis is not the place to criticize Dﬁgmore's

interpretation of the_texts of the Fathers, the eariy schol-

astics and Cranmer, we will offer a few observations con-

cerning his understanding of Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine.73
Whiieyihere-may b;'similarities between the sacra-

mental theology of Augustine and Cranmer, it would be ex-

tremely difficult to show that there is full agreement be-

tween them on this matter, or even between Cranmer's lit-

urgical notions of "memorial® and Augustine's teaching on

it.
Indeed we must recognize the real problem that one

finds wﬁo attempts to attribute to Cranmer any belief in
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an objective presence of Christ's body and blood
in the consecrated elements.

Just one statement at this point will help to
illustréte the difficulty, Cranmer said:

"For Christ is not in its (the bread)

-neither spiritually as He. is in man,

nor corporally, as He is in heaven

but only sacramentally as a thing may

be said to be in the figure, whereby

it is signified." 74

We believe that ié is precisely this kind
of language which occurs so frequently in Cranmer's
works that leads Dugmore astray. In short, he stumbles
at Cranmer's use of the words "spifitual" and "spirit-
ually" and as a result he falls into the‘temptation of
adjuséing certain elements in the eucharistic teaching
of the Fathers in the direction of the English Re~
fdrmers inci;ding Cranmer, so that the latter, for
their éart, have been unduly detached from their re-
lations witﬁ their continental counterparts and made
to assume Patristic garb.

This pPreoccupation of Dugmore's with the assump-
tion that the English took andther way, distinct from

the continentals may account for his not discussing

at greater length Cranmer's view of faith, his doctrine
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of incarnation and his teaching of his sacraments

as "the effectual signs of grace".
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUS ION

All contemporary theology makes more and more
apparent the centrality of the Eucharist, not as the
fundamental doctrine of Christianity, but the point at
which the Christian faith finds its most vivid expression.
Eucharistic dGCtrine influences and is influenced by
doctrines of the Trinity, the Incarnation, human nature,
the redemptive proceés and man's relation to God. Be~
cause of this it may not be an intellectual scandal,
even if it is a moral one, that since the ninth century
the Eucharist has been the source of many divisions among
Christians. Had it not, we might suspect theological
stagnation., Viewed in this context, the modern debate
over the eucharistic theology of Cranmer remains a rele-~
vant issue.

In our conclusion to this study we would offer a
few observations that are quite often overlooked, or are
mentioned in passing. At the outset we would argue that
much of the controversial literature concerning the ideas,

purposes and nature of Cranmer's theological and liturgical
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reform have not always clarified the complex inter-
working of causes ﬁhich resulted in his final redaction
of the eucharisgtic rite.

From our study we discern three main features.
First, there was Cranmer's policy of gradual reform,
which as we have seen, was largely dependent upon the
political climate in England, as it changed sucéessively
under Henry VIII, Somerset and Northumberland. In our
Oopinion Cranmer was a master of ecclesiastical politics,
he had a keen sense of his own responsibility and the
consequences of his actions as Primate of the Church of
England, and as such he was genuinely concerned to direct
his reformation policies in such a way as notuto en-
danger the maintenance of authority and order.

The experiences and awful consequences of the
internecine strifes among the Protestant parties on the
Continent left an indelible impression on his mind. He
was aware that the bone of contention between them was
precisely the doctrine of the Eucharist. For this reason
he was determined at all costs not to allow internal
dissentions to cripple the forces of the small party of

Reformers who had to use, at times, coercive means to
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impose their will and their system upon a reluctant
majority.

The second major factor consists of the re-
actions of the conservative party and the moderate and
extreme Reformeis b4 the 1549 Prayer Book. Gardiner,
in his own skilful way had accepted part of the Book,
while some of the Reformers harshly criticized it.

This inevitably occasioned the redaction of the 1552
Book.

The third main consideration relates to Cranmer's
eirenic preoccupation with an "ecumenical conference"
that would negotiate a united Protestantism in'theolé
ogical, doctrinal and liturgical theory and practice.
This we believe led him to adopt a more inclusive
rather than an exclusive methodology in working out
his liturgical schemes, and invested them with depth
of ingenuity as well as certain opacity of meaning
which distinguishes his liturgical achievement from those
of other Reformers. We are suggesting that here is a
valuable contribution which anticipates our modern
ecumenical discussions. This in a sense was an openness

to the future which invited dialogue for liturgical reform.
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The Reformation principle of justification by
faith waé at radical variance with Catholic theology,

and Cranmer's acceptance of this principle became an

'intellectual to0l which he used to articulate his

understanding of eucharistic worship based on his new
insight into the_nature and function of the Christian
revelation.

Taken as a theological first principle, the
doctfine of solafideism was capable of yielding an
entirely new dimension to the content of Christian
revelation.

This point needs closer examination if we are
to grasp Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine. We can ex-
amine this by contrasting it with the view of tradit-
ional Christianity. "Orthodox" Christianity moves a-
longw@éghfwhat Vagaggini has appropriately called the
"law of incarnation'. This law takes in two aspects
ﬁhich are sustained in vital tension. In the first place,
God communicates his life to man by means of sensible
realities, and through these intermediaries man must
pass to obtain divine life. The second aspect involves
this divine communication, which, while leaving as'it
was the difference between God and man, renders man
competent to be and act in a dimension commensurate with
the divine source of the life he has received. This

"divine" way of being and acting is not simply moral:;
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it is ontological and physical. Christ in his Incarn-
ation as the Word, appears as the prototype ih'whom
this law is verified in the highest degree and under
ali its aspects. The economy of salvation, so con-
ceived is one of mediation. It is therefore maintained
that because of its theandric‘basis, this mediation
involves a twofold process; the one "descending" from
the Father through the Son and the created means of
Church and Sacrament, the other "ascending" in'the line
of secondary casuality and based‘upon the barticipation
of these created means in divine sacramental character.
In the Holy Spirit these latter two principles energize
man's ascent to ultimate union with God himself.

The twofold process of "descending" and "ascend-
ing" médiation, although distinguishable, are inéepa;—
able: they reflect a viable tension of those ontological
principles which together constitute the "law of incar-
nation".

Against this view the R&formers in general
advance the thought that the constitutive factor of
Christianity was personal éncounter with God through the mer-
gyrﬁbidﬁ Christ has won by his atoning death. This

encounter, they affirmed, was a deeply private exper-
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iential matter. 1In this connection Clark reminds us
that "when the Reformers formulated and passionately
procléimed the gospel of justification by faith alone
it was, implicitly the whole "incarnational' ethos of
Catholicism they were rejéctiﬁg.“2

It was quite clear that for Cranmer as well as
for some of the Reformers, their doctrine of justifi-
cation by faith alonevand their correlative theory of
the atonement, compelled them to reformulate their theory
of the Lord's Supper. According fo Cranmer, the Supper
is "an effectual sign of grace", this being so, it should
be understood and interpréted in terms of the reaiity of
man's free forgiveness, acceptance and adoption. in and
throuéh Christ. Not only that, if grace is received
by faith, and if the essence of faith is trust.in God

and His promise, then it follows that the Supper must be

conceived as a rite which displays and confirms the promise

of the gospel and as a means through which faith is ex-
ercised and deepened.

We find the Archbishop coming himself to these
convictions on justification in his three homilies, "Of
the Salvation of Mankind", "Of the True and Lively Faith",

3
and "Of Good Works"Y.
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While it may be argued that the Primate brought
no new iﬁsight to the doctrine of justifiéatibn, his
contribution however lies in the fact that he stated
with consistent forcefulness the essentials of the
Reformation position. Faith iﬁdeed became for Cranmer
the key-concept of the economy of salvation, sacra-
mental theory and liturgical revision. He reminds us
in his homily "Of the Salvation of Mankind" that faith
in the merits of our Lord was the work of God in man.4
But certainly one of the.crucial points (if not‘the
crucial) in his emphasis was upon faith precisely as
had by man, and the greater part of all three of his
homilies is devoted-to elaborating the dimension faith
assumes within the individual perspnality. It is in .
this light that his terminology about faith takes on a
' distwinctively, affective and, in some measure, psy-

chological cast, centring on man's remembering the

passion and death of Christ. Within this setting
Cranmer is articulating a view of the Eucharist which,
as we shall see, has terminological precedent in late
medieval piety. But although the terms are similar,

we submit that Cranmer's concept of the Eucharist stems
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from a doctrinal presupposition that is radically
new with the Reformation.
It remains now for us to analyse Cranmer's
own ideas about. sacrifice in order to understand}some
of his statements which, because of. their apparent
equivocal nature,'have led to_much confusion. In ap-
proaching this problem we must refer back to the idea
of sacrifice in the medieval and Rgformation period. In
doing this we must bear in mind that we are dealing with
a period in which the vocabulary of both Catholics and
Protestants was shifting and confused.
With this caveat, we now raise the queétion:
Did the pre-Reformation and Reformation theologians be-
lieve in the equation "sacrifice equals death?" The replies
to this question are many and-varied, but the general
consensus of opinion seems to be in the affirmative.
Many scholars, such as F.C.N.Hicks, E.L.Mascall,
B.J.Kidd, C.W.Dugmore and others, present and defend
the view that the Catholic theologians of the Middle Ages
and Reformation era taught that the Eucharist is a sac-~
rifice, and therefore Christ must be in some sense put

5
to death. Mascall argues that there was no hope of any

sound theology of the eucharistic sacrifice in the six-
teenth century, and at least on the Continent, because

of this gross error and defect in their understanding of

sacrifice-.
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It is felt that even Cranmer and the English
Reformeré were victims of this 1ate-mediéval error .
but Dugmore tries to be a little more concessive by
‘suggesting that Cranmer and his associates haq a
'theological blind spot' regarding one aspect of the
eucharistic sacrifice., This assumption, as we have
indicated, has won so assured a position that it is'
repeated simply as a matter of fact.

But what in fact was the situation? In the
first place the medieval theoclogians were not as in-
competent as some would have us believe. These men re-
Presented some of the most acute minds of that era. This
is not to say that they did not labour under the inade-
quacies touching the nature of the Eucharist as the supreme
act of Christian worship. But as Clark points out,
Mascall and others evidently confused pracﬁicél abuses
connected with the Mass Qith vhat in fact was the theolo-
dical understanding of it, and against which the Reformers
reacted. He defends the view that.it was a certain theol-
ogical doctrine they were rejecting.

We would suggest that while the Reformers were
most probably concerned with rescuing the notion of

sacrifice from its limited pre-occupation with death,
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they were limited because of their philosophical and
cosmological world view. They were unable to work
out the meaning of sacrifice into a wider and more
positive affirmation which includes offering, communion,
covenant and renewal. The preoccupatibn with the
suffering Christ, the dying Saviour, overshadowed the
pogsibility of understanding Christ's "Sacrifice" as
including the whole life from incarnation through min-
istry, death and resurrection to the ascension. Because
of this both the medieval theologians and the Réformers
failed to grasp fully the meaning of the incarnation and
its relation ﬁo the eucharistic sacrifice. Their phil-
osophical and cosmological presupposition became . 'theol-
ogical blind spots' which prevented them from comprehending
that the sacrifice of the cross, in union with the showing
forth by the Son before the Father involves the entire
redemptive work of Christ. Furthermore they could not
have a dynamic concept of sacrifice which saw it as con-
stituting a process, a drama, a movement enacted through

the Supper in the @ourse of which it is impossible to

speak of one moment as the sacrifice. These theologians
found themselves struggling with the deép guestion who

or what is offered in the Eucharist? This was indeed the
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most divisive question, not only between Protestants
and Catholics but even among the Protestants them-
selves. The problem seems to be one of trying to
reconcile'differing, but not wholly opposing cate-
gories of thought in which to express the reality of
Christ's presence.

As J.C.McLelland puts it "the medieval way of

theologizing der ived from'thevquaéstiones disputatae, -

the serial treatment of disparate themes arranged ac-
‘cording to philosophical taste. There existed along-
side this a mystical piety and théology, in which med-
itation on the person and work of Christ provided form
and content."6 The theologians of the pre-Reformation

and Reformation had a pre-Copernican view of the uni-

verse, therefore when we read their statements such

as "Christ is in heaven and consequently cannot be here",

we must take them seriously.

Except to the non-philosophically minded the
"presence” was both to Catholics and Lutherans alike,
effected by the substance of the Body, that is by a
metaphysical reality, which by definition could never
be accessible to the senses but only to the intellect.

Our tendency to express materiality in terms of "sub-

stance” and "substantial" inclines us to forget that.
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The point at issue was precisely whether only the
Deity of Christ, or the Deity and Humanity together,
could be locally present‘in the Sacraments.

Where do we locate Cranmer in all this?
When his writings are carefully examined in the con-
text of his time and the theological milieu in which he
developed his sacramental theology, it seems hard to
sustain the theory that he was a realist~symbolist
-of the Augustinian traditim.

It must be acknowledged that one can f£ind in
Cranmer's teaching a concept of sacrifice which is
based on the idea of a union not of identity but of

fellowship. This consideration raises the relevance of

the question regarding the framework within which his
eucharistic theology can be situated.
h Except by a feat of casuistry it seems difficult
to hold that Cranmer believéd in the doctrine of Christ's
"spiritual, not corporal, real presence as Dugmore claims.
In his own words, Cranmer denied this charge, He said:
"For he is not in itz, (the bread) neither
~spiritually as he is in man, not corporally,
as he is in heaven but only sacramentally,
as a thing may be said to be in the figure,
whereby it is signified." 7

When we consider Cranmer's repeated assertions
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that Christ is in heaven only, it is difficult to
under stand héw one can meaningfully talk of any
doctrine of 'presence' in Cranmer at all.

We believe that Dugmore has not taken suf-
ficiently into account certain fundamental presuppositions
which support the Archbishop's theology. For example,
he pays only sﬁperficial attention to the use of the
term Yspiritual" or "spiritually". The fact is, when
the word is appiied to the eatiné and drinking, it is
sometimes quite equivocal. In one sense it may imply
Christ's bodily presence but in the manner appropriate
to a spirit (what St.Paul calls spiritual presence),
which was the Catholic doctrine, or that any "presence "
is in effect merely a relatidnship set up between the
communicant and Christ's body in heaven. Secondly it
can possibly mean either the spiritual manducation of
Christ, so often spoken of by Catholic devotional writers,
namely the assimilation of the grace flowing from the
real presence physically received; or it may mean, as I
believe it clearly does in Cranmer, that it can take
place even outside the eucharistic action, a union as
we have said, not of identity but of fellowship with
the heavenly Christ metaphorically called feeding on

Christ, Cranmer explicitly states:
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"Faithful christian people, such as be
.Christ's true disciples, continually
from time to time record in their minds
the beneficial death of our Saviour Christ,
chewing it by faith in the cud of their
spirit, and digesting it in their hearts,
feeding and comforting themselves with
that heavenly meat, although they daily
receive not the sacrament thereof, and

so they eat Christ's body spiritually
although not the sacrament thereof. But
when such men for their more comfort

and confirmation of eternal life, given
unto them by Christ's death, come unto the
Lord's holy table; then, as before they
fed spiritually upon Christ, so now they
feed corporally also upon the sacramental
bread: by which sacramental feeding in
Christ's promises, their former spiritual
feeding is increased, and they grow and
wax continually more strong in Christ,
until at the last they shall come to the
full measure and perfection in Christ." 8

Few things could be more forcefully and'candidlyl
expressed, yet Dugmore will not allow Cranmer to mean
what he saysg and goes on to interpret him ndt in the
light of this definition, but in that of his (Dugmore)
own theory. He alleges fhat to Cranmer "spiritual
eating" is no substitute for the "sacramental feeding"”
upon Christ in the Eucharist. But it clearly is, in
this and many other passages in Cranmer, unless we are
to hold that Cranmér attached overwhelging value to

what he calls "feeding corporally also on the sacra-

mental bread;“"there is a difference no doubt, because
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the EBEucharist is Christ's own institution, but it is
a difference of degree not of kind. In addition to |
this, the contention, that the English Reformers
including Cranmer, believed in any earthly presence
of Christ in the Eucharist, in the noemal sense of the
word "présence“, collapses when one examines their
words in the 1ight of contemporary thinking. It is
however true, that they themselves seem to have been
conscious of no unsurmountable obstacle between their
doctrine and that of Switzerland; nor were the Swiss.
It is also significant that Cranmer seems in no way to
have resented the accusation of Zwinglianism made at
his trial, and by the nature and form of -his answer to

. 10
have tacitly admitted it.

T ot

At this point the question to be asked is: Are
the theological presuppositions of Cranmer reflected in
his liturgical composition? This question is of para-
mount importance. To be sure no one now denies that
Cranmer was chiefly responsible for the composition of
the First Prayer Book, 1549, Evidence for this is forth-

coming from many liturgical scholars and above all, from

the Act of Uniformity which introduced the Book.

The First Book was by no means positively Zwinglian,
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yet it was so contrived that by a careful reading of

it the doctrine of the real presence could be denied,
as well as affirmed. (as Gardiner certainly demon-
strated). But the evidence for Cranmer's part in the
compilaéion of the 1552 Book is by no means conclusive.
There is evidence based on deduction from both sides.
It can be argued that the fact that Cranmer was hotly

displeased with the way the First Book was received

would presuppose a reluctance, and'indeed a refusal, to
have anything to do with a revision.v On the other hand,
one can suggest that after the publication of the 1549
Book and during his associations with Bucer, Martyr

and a Lasco, the Axchbishop had come to see th#t liturgy
must necessarily express doctrine and so he gladly took
part in the revision of the 1552 rite.

Again one might even pqufofward the view that
the Black Rubric of 1552 in no sense represents Cranmer's
mind. But the same point could be used to support the
theory that he did have a part‘in its composition. For
example, it could be argued that not only does the wording
of the Black Rubric correspond with what Cranmer himself
had repeatedly said, but its irritated tone sugéests that

it may be his own composition, for he regarded the agitation
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against kneeling at cohmunion as a perversive mig-
understanding of his intention.

Strype evidently believed that Cranmer had a
part in its composition by suggestisy that it was due
"to the motion of the Archbishop!"ll If J.I.Packer's
énalysis is correctgd, then we would agree that Cranmer
was in some way responsible for the 1552 Prayer Book,
Packer observes that ih each of the main services in
the 1552 Book the basic structural pattern is a sin-
grace~faith sequence, out of which all praises are
made to rise and this is in effect the "gospel of just-
ification" in liturgical form.

Thus, Packer continues, Morning and Evening Prayer
were made to start penitentially, with confession of sin,
followed by the proclaiming of God for Salvation, followed
by further exercises of faith in profession (the creed)
prayer and the hearing of God's word. Also, the Holy
Communion service is recast from the traditional shape
of the 1549 rite into a new mould, which was essentially
just a threefold repetition of the sin-grace=faith cycle:
the first in the Ante-~communion, from the opening collect
to the intercession (the focal points being the law, the
gospel, and the creed), and the second running frém the

longer exhortation to'the Sanctus (in its context,praise
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for salvation) and the third from the prayer of humble
access to the Gloria (also praise for salvation). .
Cranmer's use of this'Cycle as. the basic structural
Principle for his eucharisﬁic liturgy reflects his
conviction that justification by faith, in and

through Christ, is ﬁhat the Sacrament is about - the
message that it proclaims, and the promise that it
seals. The repetition of the cycle within the gom-
munion itéelf apparently expresses the principle that,
since the function of the sacraments is tbe éonfirm
the gospel words to believers, a complete verbal
‘presentation of the gospel (done here by the confession,
absolution, and cdmfortable‘words) is the proper lit-
urgical preparation foi administering the Sacrament.

It is his submission therefore that two pre-
suppositions directly.control Cranmer's approach to
sacramental theology. The doctrine of justification
by faith on the basis of fhe perfect, finished, all-
sufficient sacrifice of Christ on the cross: a doctrine
which as we have seen, undercuts the medieval idea
of the mass~-sacrifice from the start. The second pre-
supposition is that the sacraments are visible words,

rites ordained by Christ to confirm to our other senses
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the gospel promises which preéching proclaims in our
ears. In proclaiming justification, Cranmer is not
offering us a mere theologicél abstraction or legal
fiction, but inviting us to pérsonal closure and union
with a living"Saviour.12 | |

T.M, Parker endorses the judgement of Packer
and goes on to say, "to suggest that no significance
attacheg to the omiséion from the 1552 version of the
Prayer df Humble Access of the words *in these Holy
Misterigs' is to overlook the importaﬁce of Bucer's
strong.approval of the original prayer.".13

Dugmore firmly resists any atteﬁpt to make
Cranmer equally responsible for the compilation of the
1552 Book as he was for the 1549. He states quite de-
cideély that he does not think that the Archbishop had
such a responsible role in iﬁ. However, if J.C.Kirby's
estimate of the Second Prayer Book is correcﬁ, that is,
"from the viewpoints of structure and content 1552
(Book) marks the low point of Anglican liturgy,"l4then
it may well be that Dugmore's resistence stems hore,from
a psychological factor rather than from an objective

appraisal of the Bobk itself.

-When Dugmore claims that the whole approach of

-219-



the English Reformers was different from that of the
Continental divines, he is guilty of an over-simpli-
fication which distorts the evidence. It is surely
historically accurate that the English Reformers did
not go their own way in eucharistic theology without
reference to the aims and achievements of the Conti-
nental Protestant writers. Evidently Dugmore does
not seem to realize2 the agreement which these men
had together in eucharistic doctrine.

When, therefore, he uses his newly formed
term "Reformed-Catholics" as a peculiar definition
appliéable only to Cranmér and Ridley and others like
them, it should be pointed out that some of the conti-
nentals could be so described on the basis of his de-
finition. We mentioned above that we believe Dugmore's
reasons to be psychological, this observation arises
from the fact that Dugmore's own view of the Eucharist
. appears to be closer to authentic patristic symbolism
and consequently it would be difficult for him to be-
lieve that the English Reformers and the author of the
English formularies held a lower view than he does.

We must now turn to consider Dix's evaluation of
Cranmer's sacramental theology in order to draw attention

to what we fwpal are serious shortcomings. In our opinion
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Dix fails to understand Cranmer's comprehension of
sacrifice and his view of faith, as a fesult-he
cannot see the Supper as something with any signi-
ficance bgyond a bare sign. Another weakness we
find is the tendency to make Cranmer almost, if not
entirely, dependent on Zwingli for his'eucharistic
ideas, which we suggest is not in harmony with the
evidence. While it is true that Cranmer and Zwingli
held similar views on certain aspects of eucharistic
theology, it does not necessarily mean that similarity
of ideas presuppose a borrowing or a complete agree-~
ment., There is sufficient evidence to support the
view that Cranmer possessed the rare combination of
radicalism and conservatism. Cranmer believed that
sound knowledge of facts entitled one to criticise
and revise tradition. Despite his caution in some
matters, he had a large measure of boldness and persis-
tence. And naturally, his influence has been felt
most strongly and continuously along the lines of his
own deepest convictions.

Cranmer was a radical reformer, even if he was
at times inconsistent im his radicalism, but it must be
said that he was not indebted to Zurich, Geneva,

Wittenberg or Strassburg for his radicalism although
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from time to time they might have encouraged it.

But Dix makes no allowance for this aspect
of Cranmer's independence of mind and as a consequence
he tends to subsume Cranmer's mature theolqgical con-
tributions to the influence of Zurich. This is precisely
why he cannot appreciate Cranmer's high esteem for the
Supper and his insistence on the reality of the be-
liever's fellowship with the risen and ascended Christ.

There is no doubt that the Sacrament meant
much to Cranmer; one need not doubt that piety, even
if, as Gardiner recalled, adherence to a doctrine of
justification by faith cannot but affect one's eucharistic
doctrine.

Concerning Richardson's important study, we must
raise a few questions. In spite of his qualifications
to Dix's thesis, he too is probddly guilty of over-
emphasizing Cranmer's direct indebtedness to Zwingli.

As we have just stated, it is not enough to show that
Cranmer's language reflects a Zwinglian flavour, we must
also ask to what extent did Cranmer adopt the particular
tenets of the Swiss Reformer;...Secondly, is it really
true that Cranmer does not bring his incarnational

theology into relation with his eucharistic theology?
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If this is so, as Richardson evidently maintains, what
then does he mean by the statement that,

"by trust in the Passion we receive all the

.fruits of redemption, and these fruits do,

indeed, imply a substantial union with

Christ by virtue of the incarnation?”
n It can be asserted that the 1552 Commﬁnion Service
shows that the Eucharist is supremely the sphere where
this trust is exercised and imparted. Admittedly,
there is an apparent inconsistency between what Cranmer
says of the Eucharist and what he sayd of the Incarnation, -
but nowhere does Richardson tell us what Zwingli thought
of the believer's incorporation into Christ, and this
we submit is important to know if he is to support his
position that Cranmer held a different view which led
him into_logical inconsistency.

However, despite this lack of clarity on those
points in Richardson's evaluation of Cranmer's eucharistic
theology we suggest that his case is sounder thah Dix's,
and is far more consistent with Cranmer's own teaching
than Dugmore's, whose argument in its main emphasis is
out of harmony with Cranmer's works.

Cranmer insists that his own understanding of the

FEucharist is in fact richer and more biblical than that of

his opponents. He denies that Christ is present corporally,
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iéﬁbstantially, carnally, or naturally in the conse-
crated elements - present, that is, under the forms of
bread and wine, in the same physical, localized sense

in which He was present in the earth before His as-
cension,Aand will be present once more at his coming
again: to say this, Cranmer argues is grotesque Christ-
ological nonsense. But Cranmer affirms that Christ is
truly, "in deed" and really present when the eucharistic
rite is performed. His formula for the presence is that
Christ is there sacramentally in the elements and spirit-
ually in the participants. By "sacramentally" he means
figuratively; Christ is 'there' in a sense analogous to
that in which the subject of a portrait is there when
his picture hangs on the wall. The elements, and the
action performed with them (breaking the bread , pouring
the wine, consuming both) constitute a sign symbolically
presenting to us Christ's passion, making the cross vivid
to our minds (i.e.real) and assuring us that as be-
lievers we do in fact "dwell in him and he in us," so
that the benefits of His passion are all ours. Cranmer
holds that when the Fathers called the elements Christ's
body and blood, and the rite His sacrifice and passion,

they were not speaking realistically, but sacramentally,
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But he also maintains: that Christ is present

as well in faithful communicants spiritually - that

is, by the Holy Spirit. The Christ who comes to them
through the preaching of the Word - 'the whole Christ',
the God-man, crucified, risen, glorified( enthroned,
coming in the authority of His offices and the power

of His atoning work.

"My doctrine is, that the very body of Christ,
.was born of the virgin Mary and suffered for
our sins, giving us life by his death, the
same Jesus as concerning his corporal pres-
ence is taken from us, and sitteth at the
right hand of the Father; and yet he is by
faith spiritualy present with us, and is our
spiritual food and nourishment, and sitteth
in the midst of all then that Be gathered
together in his name." 16

It is not at all easy to measure the influence
of a man>upon a continuing society or body of men, to
.distinguish unequivocally his impact upon its prevailing
" character or spirit or tendencies. Although no one
really questions Cranmer's profound influence on the
formation of the Book of Common Prayer, yet it is cer-
tainly true that he has left us no sharp, clear-cut and
therefore sYstematic presentation of his theological ideas,
especiélly on the Eucharist. This is not to 'say that he
was not an able scholar, but as a theologian he was at
times quite inconsistent in his views, though quite
passionate in expressing them. If this was a weakness,

as some might e@rgue, it was perhaps a fortunate weakness.
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We have already indicated that Cranmer re-
flected the peculiar combination of radicalism and
conservatism which was rarely found in one man es-
pecially in the sixteenth century. And we are sug-
gesting that it is this characteristic that makes it
so difficult to assess precisely his eucharistic theology.
Indeed, we believe that this is of key importance in
seeking either to understand or explain his'inconsistency

and apparent contradiction that we encounter from time

to time in his works.

An excellent example of thisg is seen in thé
contradiction between the Preface to and services of
thé Ordinal and his opinions on the ministry expressed
in "Questions and Answers Concerning the Sacraments
and the Appointment and Power of Bishops and Priests"

in 1540. Cranmer explicitly affirmed:
¥ All Christian princes have committed unto

them immediately of God the whole cure of

all subjects, as well concerning the admin-

istration of God's word for the cure of souls,

as concerning the ministration of things pol-

itical and c#vil governance. And in both these

ministrations they must have sundry ministers

under them...The civil ministers be those whom

it shall please his highness for the time to

put under him as e.g. the lord chancellor, the

lord treasurer...sheriffs, etc. The ministers

of God's word under his majesty be the bishops,

parsons, vicars and such other priests as shall

be appointed by his highness to that ministration,
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as e.g., the bishop of Canterbury, the bishop
of Durham...the parson of Winwicks, etc. In
the admission of these officers be divers
comely ceremonies and solemnities used, which
be not of necessity, but only for a goecd
order and seemly fashion, for if such offices
and ministration were committed without such
solemnity, they were nevertheless truly
committed. And there is no more promise of
God that grace is given in the committing of
the ecclesiastical office than it is in the
committing of the civil office." 17

One would be reluctant to doubt the sincerity
of Cranmer's intentions in this statement. VYet in
1555 at the time of his trial he vigorously maintained

the thesis that:

" Nero is the head of the Church, that is in
. worldly respect of the temporal bodies of
men, of whom the Church consisteth. For
so he beheaded Peter and the Apostles. And
the Turk too, is the head of the Church
of Turkey." 18
Granted that the civil ruler is a "minister of
God" but to he head of the Church one must first of
all be a member of that Church and to be a member re-
quires the christian rite of baptism. But Nero was in-
disputably considered by the Apostolic Church as the
"Beast" and "Anti-Christ" who crucified the apostles.
ﬂow, then, qéuld Cranmer"maintain that he was head of
the Church when he was not even a friend? Again we

may cite another example which stresses the incon-

sistency in Cranmer. When in the last years of his life
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he was faced by the'"Puritansﬁ attempt to condemn every-
thing not commanded ih the Biﬁle as against the Holy
Scripture, he resisted that attempf with great energy
and forthrigppness. He said to the Council in 1552,

" I trust ye will not be moved by these

. glories and unquiet spirits, which can
like nothing but that is after their
own fancy, and cease not to make trouble
and disquietness when things be most quiet
and in good order. If such men should be
heard although the Book (i.e. the Prayer
Book) were made every year anew, yet should
it not lack faults in their opinion. But
say they, it is not commanded in the Script-
ure to kneel, and whatsoever is not commanded
in the Scripture is against the scripture
and utterly unlawful and ungodly. But this
saying is the chief foundation of the error
of the Anabaptists and of all order, as well
in religion as in common policy." 19

There is certainly no radicalism in this stern
_ denunciation of those who set themselves against the
Archbishop's cherished hopes.

In the 1549 rite the structure and form remain
almost like the old order of the Latin rite. The private
prayers of the priests were omitted, except for the Lord's
Prayer and a collect. The only other change in the liturgy
of the word was the plaéing of the sermon after the Nicene
creed, instead of after the gospel. In the canon, the
intercessions were brought together and placed immediately

after the sanctus, and the names of the saints, except
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that of the Virgin, were omitted. The rest of the prayer
followed the old order, the only words 6mitted being_
those which in some quarters were given a propitiatory
iﬁterpretation of the eucharistic sacrifice. To re-
place them there was inserted a paragraph emphasizing
the unique nature of Christ's true sacrifice. The only
other additions were a form of preparation for communion
consisting of an invitation, confession, absolution, three
brief "comfortable words" from the New Testament, and the
prayer of humble access; this was inserted at the point
where the priest's own prayers before the communion were
found in the Latin rite. The Agnus Dei was now to be
sung during the time of communion, and after communion
one fixed prayer took the place of the Latin variables.
As in the old service, the congregation was dismissed with
blessing.20

The fundamental question that persists through
all our discussion isz Is it not entirely possible, that
some of the inconsistencies we meet in Cranmer's state-
ments on ordination, priestly functions and the authority
of the civil ruler, could also be found in his other works?
Could it be that the apparent ambiguity in the 1549 rite

and his subsequent reaction to the advocacy of the radical
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reformers for revision, indicate that while Cranmer
showed intellectual agreement with the Reformation,
psychologically and emotionally his heart was not en-
tirely with it? Thus, he was unable to reflect the
radical ideas of the Reformation in his liturgy -
something that was so dear to his heart?.

These are questions which evidently must re-
main unanswered, for-na one can say unequivocally
which Cranmer he is dealing with when examining his
writings.

However, it has become apparent, that at times
Cranmer was unable to make a break with thé: tradition
especially 'at certain decisive moments. We would there-
fore suggest that there are at least two'fundamental
factors that eventually moved him to submit (as in the
case of the Black Rubric) to some of the demands for
revision.

The first factor relates to his concern to
avoid dissension and instability within the realm.
There could be no question that Cranmer kept constantly
before him, the peace and security of the country. He
was aware that as Primate of all England the consequences

of his actions could produce very unpleasant situations
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Oor disruption. Therefore he endeavoured at all times

to act responsibly even at the sacrifice of consistency.
lThe second major factor points to his admiration, and
indeed respect, for the theological learning of his
intimate continental friends especially Martyr, Bucer
and & Lasco. THa undoubtedly led him to be more com-
pliant on matters of theological expression. We have
already referred to the fact that it was these men
who impressed Cranmer with the idea that liturgy must
necessarily express doctrine, but even in  this « I think
it could be said that he was not as thorough- going as they
had hoped. |

We would argue that these observations must be

kept clearly in mind when attempting to discover the part-
_icular eucharistic doctrine which Cranmer held. The fact
is, that Cranmer$ theological ideas cannot be understood
in‘isolation from some of the more potent influences which
helped to shape his liturgy and theology. These ideas
were articulated largely within a context of conflict and
controversy. And one of the temptations that the Arch-

bishop faced in this sitz im-leben was to yield to the

tendency to caricature the opinions, policy and behaviour

of his antagonists. The offending tenets of the one group
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were seized upon, exaggerated beyond their natural
meaning, and at times were made to appear as mon-
strosities of thought. Obviously, in such passionate
controversy, such tactics can lead quite easily to in-
consistency and contradiction, and we believe that on
this basis it is difficult to say conclusively whether
Cranmer was a radicél Reformer after the Zurich school
or whether he was a good "enlightened Catholic".

To read certain of his vehement tirades against
the mass one may well be inclined to conclude that the
ultimate object of his attack was a doctrine quite
‘different from the traditional and orthodox belief about
the sacrifice of the altar. But what must be said is
that these statements are fqund mainly in his Defence
and Answer and were in fact résponses to and arguments
against his opponents. However, it is to these works
that most writers turn when attempting to categorize
Cranmer's eucharistic doctrine., And in our opinion
they quite often misinterpret his ideas and beliefs
simply because they have not taken these factors suff-
iciently into account.

Our conclusion, therefore, is that Cranmer was

.basically "Swiss" in his eucharistic theology. But in
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wquing out_the-implications of his beliefs he man-
ifested a scholarly independence of mind which helped
him to have a richer and a more edifying value of

the Eucharist, not only as the "effectual sign of
grace", but also in terms of the believer's unique

and tianscendent relationship with Christ through
participation and fellowship.

It is in terms of Communion with the present

Christ that Cranmer explains the meaning of eating
Christ*s flesh and drinking His blood. His concern
was to think through the doctrine of salvation Christ-
ologically in terms, that is, of the biblical and catho-
lic understanding of the person and work of Christ. It
was through considering the meaning of the cross that
he began to understand that faith was not a meritorious
work. It was by asking the right question that he arrived
at his understanding of the Eucharist. We submit that
Cranmer was not as interested in questions of "what" or
"why" as he was in the question "Who'". Indeed he re-
duced the questions: What is sal&atibn? What is just-
ification? What is the Eucharist? to this central
question: Who, according to Scripfure is our Lord Jesus

Christ? In short, he was maintaining that we'learh the
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answers to those questions by discovering who Jesus
Christ was.

To be sure, he was not always consistent,
but in this inconsistency he unconsciously set the
pattern of the future for A?glicanism especially with
regards to the communion. In the same church can be
found those who think the Eﬁcharist to be a genuine
re-presentation of the sacrifice of Calvary, and those
who find its whole worth and value in the assurance
that they are "incorporate in the mystical Body of
Christ, which is the blessed cbmpany of all faithful
people."
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