THE ORDER OF THE
ADMINISTRATION OF THE LORD’S
SUPPER OR HOLY COMMUNION

HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION.

~ As an aid to devotion the English Communion Office is its own
* recommendation, needing no other support than that of the New
Testament with which it claims to be in absolute accord in all
things essential. Nevertheless, as an historical document it
has points of contact with primitive precedents and teaching,
and points of contrast with medieval doctrine and practice,
the knowledge of which is as helpful in the appreciation of its
incomparable beauty, as it is essential to the interpretation of
its form and substance. Further, its very arrangement and
wording enshrine the progress of the English Reformation, and
illustrate the religious differences of the period of the Restoration.
Finally, it has been for many years the battlefield of conflicting
schools of thought in the English Church, the story of which
is not yet concluded. -

This introduction must therefore include a summary, however

concise, of the doctrinal and liturgical history of the Lord’s-

Supper itself. That history is, in brief, the account of the
gradual loss of scriptural simplicity, of its costly recovery at
the Reformation, and of the struggle to preserve it in succeeding
centuries. Two distinet yet closely related .questions determine
the main course of historical inquiry : (1) Are ths Body and
Blood of the Lord literally present in, under, or with, the con-
secrated elements ? (2) Is the Lord’s Supper the commemora-
tion of a finished sacrifice, or is it itself a sacrifice ? In the
search for such an answer to these questions as will adequately
explain the Communion Office, the following sources of informa-

tion will be successively laid under contribution :—
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1. Seriptural References to the Lord’s Supper.

If, as some have thought, there are traces of early hymns in
the N.T. which may have -been used liturgically, these
are the only traces of anything like a hturgy, in either its
general sense of ‘a form of worship,” or its later restncted
one of ‘ an office for Holy Communion.”* The command ‘ This
do in remembrance of Me’ was given to the Church to obey,
without the inculcation of any manner or method of ritual obser-
vance, beyond what obedience to the command necessarily
implies. This divinely permitted ireedom is of primary impor-
tance in estimating what is obligatory in this service, and in
opposing the rigid system of uniformity which was mcrea.smgly
enforced as the rite became more and more unlike the original
institution. The suggestlon that ritual and liturgical details
constituted part of °the things pertaining to the kingdom of
God,” which the Risen Lord made known to His disciples (Acts
L 3), is sufficiently met Wy the fact that the N.T. writers
appeal to no such °traditions, even when, as in 1 Cor x.,
2i., the subject was to the fore. The existence of any divinely
ordered liturgical requirements is contradicted by the great variety
of use in early centuries.

* The N.T. passages referring to Holy Communion are :—

* The  word ‘hturgy is found in LXX. and N.T., where it
signifies ‘ministry.” It originally meant a public or state duty, from
Aetros and &pyov. ‘In later ecclesiastical use it has been sometimes
attempted to limit its use to those prayers and offices which stand in more _
immediate relation to the Holy Eucharist ; but there is no warrant in
the best ages of the Church for any such limitation.” Trench, Synonyms,
§ xxxv. o
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a. TaE FoUR ACCOUNTS OF THE INSTITUTION.

Marr. xxvi. 26—
- 29

And as they were
eating

Jesus having
taken a loaf

and having bless-
d

[

brake

and having given
to the disciples,
said :

Take ye, est ye,

This is my body.

é_\hd having taken
. acup

and having given
thanks
he gave to them

saying

.Drink all ye of it
for this is my
blood, that of
the covenant,

which is being

" poured out con-
cerning  (wepi)
many :
unto remission of
sins

But I say unto
you that 1 will
not henceforth
drink of this
fruit of the vine,
until that day
when T drink it
with you new

* in the kingdom
of my Father,

MARK xiv, 22-25.

And as they were
eating

having taken a
loaf
having blessed

he brake
and gave to them,
and said :

Take yé 5

_This i3 my body.

And having taken
a cup

having given
thanks

he gave to them

and they all drank
of it

and he said unto
them

This is my blood
of the covenant

which is being
poured out on
behalf of (vmép)
many

Verily I say unto
you that T will
never any more
drink of the
fruit of the vine,
until that day
when T drink it
new in the king-
dom of God.

The following liturgical and

the above :—

Luke xxii. 19, 20.

And having taken
a loaf

having given
thanks

he brake

and gave to them,

saying :

This is my body
which is given
on your behalf ;

This do in remem-
brance of me.

And the cup like-
WIse

after supper

saying

This cup (is) the
new covenant
in my blood

which is being
poured out on
your behalf.

(vv. 15-18 in St
Tuke's account
contain a simi-
lar reference, but
before the Lor!{ g
Supper, and ex-
pressly referring
to the Passover.)

1 Cor. xi. 23b-28.

The Lord Jesus,
in the night in
which he was
betrayed,

took a loaf

and having given
thanks &

he brake,

and said 2

This is my body
which (is) on
your behalf ;

This do in remem-
brance of me.

Likewise also the
cup

after supper

saying

This cup is the
new covenant
in my blood :

d s

this do, a3 oft as
ye drink, in re-
membrance of

me.

(in v 26 the rite ts
linked to the
Lord s Second
Coming, some
think =~ tn  the
Lord’s own
words) For as
oft as ye eat
this loaf, and
drink the cup,
ye proclaim the
Lord's .death
till he come.

doctrinal points emerge from

L.
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(1) The Materials employed.
A loaf of bread and a cup of wine are alone mentioned. The

- “pread ’ was more accurately a loaf, somewhat of the chape

of an English ¢ tea-cake,’ and unleavened at the original institu-
tion, but not necessarily afterwards. The wine may very possibly
have been diluted with water, as such dilution was frequent ;
it is, however, no ritual requirement, such dilution not being
exprested. :

(2) The Words used.

None are strictly requisite, however naturally used to express
the meaning of the rite. The variations in the tecords of the
Lord’s words sufficiently prove them to be of secondary import,
as words, to the institution. The differences existing from the
first centuries to the present day, as to the use of the words of
institution, and as to the stress {0 be laid upon them, corroborate
this conclusion. ) :

They are of three kinds :—

(a) Dewvotional.

The words used by the Lord over the loaf and the cup are
not recorded ; we are simply told that He ‘gave thanks,’ or
“blessed.’ The identity in meaning of -these two expressions is
clear from their being used to describe the same action in the
different accounts. Precisely the same words are used, with
similar indiscriminateness, to express the Lord’s  saying grace’
over the five loaves and two fishes, the seven loaves and the
few small fishes, and the bread broken at Emmaus. '

The word ‘ blessed’ is literally spoke well of’ (efdoysjoas,
cf. English ‘ eulogy’). Strictly speaking, the bread and wine
cannot be ‘blessed, any more than they can be ¢ thanked,’
though the figure is well enough w derstood, and common to-day
in the phrase ‘ asking a blessing’ upon our food. There is no
word governed by the verb ¢ blessed’ in Matthew and Mark,
the A.V. has introduced the word *it.” St. Paul, in 1 Cor. x. 16,
mentions ¢ The cup of blessing, which we bless,” where the accu-
sative is probably an accusative of respect : ¢ the cup of blessing
in respect of which we bless God.” But, if the elements are to -
be considered as direct objects of the verb, the blessing here is
precisely identical with the blessing of the five loaves in Luke
ix. 16, edAéynoev airovs, and conveys no idea of consecration,
save for the ordinary purpose of consumption as food,

(b) Descripiive. .

‘This is my body which is being given on your behalf,’ * This
cup is (the new covenant in) my blood, which is being; poured
out on your behalf.’ G

The interpretation of the recorded words of our Lord is of the
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utmost importance. as determining the meaning of the whole
rite, for it is universally acknowledged that the Lord’s Supper

must mean now what it meant at its original institution. The -

meaning of the word ‘¢s’ in the words ‘ This is my body’ may
be said to lie at the root of all the divergent views of the Holy
Communion. It is, however, agreed that the verb ‘to be’ is
used to denote symbolical as well as literal identity ; e.g. ¢ this
Agar is mount Sinai’ (Gal. iv. 25) : and in the accounts of the
Lord’s Supper probably no theologian, at any rate, now desires
to press the literal identity of the ‘this’ which the Lord dis-
tributed to His disciples, with the body which was being given
on their behalf. Those who believe that the bread and wine
are the body and blood of Christ after consecration, do not
believe that the body of the Speaker was transmuted into that
“ loaf * before the disciples’ eyes’; and strict identity of the ¢ This’
with * My Body which is being given for you’ demands no less.
It is therefore a question as to what kind of limitation is to be
assigned to the word ‘is.’ Had the Lord meant to teach that
the bread and wine were miraculously changed in any way,
there was a word used in the Gospsl for such a miracle of
change, a word which would have made ambiguity impossible,
viz., the word ‘ become,” employed to describe the miracle at
Cana of Galilee, John i, 9. The following considefations should
be carefully noted :—

i. The Lord refers to His natural body and blood, *given
and ‘ poured out,” for the remission of sins. '

_ii. The bread and wine are, therefore, given separately, with
a considerable time intervening, the separation of the
body and blood constituting the essence of sacrificial
death.

iii. The Aramaic words used by our Lord are unknown, but,
as interpreted by St. Luke and St. Paul, the identity of
the wine with His blood is not stated or intended : ¢ This
cup is the new covenant in my blood.’ ,

iv. The words are spoken at a Passover Feast, with which
the whole rite is so closely associated’ that the words
used by St. Matthew, (xxvi. 29), and St. Mark, (xiv. 25),
of the wine, are by St. Luke spoken of the Passover as
such (xxii. 15-18). At the Passover Supper, the Lord,
as President (cf. Justin Martyr’s account of Holy Com-

" munion, where there is a ‘president,’ mpoeords—not a
ministerial designation), would take an unleavened
loaf, and distribute it, saying: This is the bread of
affliction which our fathers ate-when they came out -of
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Egypt,” where identity could be neither intended nor
understood. : o o

v. The disciples had already been familiarized with tlte phrase-
ology, ‘eating His flesh, drinking His blood, {md its
explanation, viz., ‘believing on Him,” John vi, esp.
oo, 47, b4. ) )

vi. The words ° this do in remembrance of me’ identify the
original institution with every succeeding observance,
so that what it meant then it means now, gnd.wha.t it
means now it meant then. Now the institution pre-
ceded the Crucifixion, so that had the bread and wine
become in any sense the body and blood of Christ,
separated in Sacrifice and offered for the remission of
sins, both the Sacrifice of Calvary and its redemptive
effect were anticipated, and rendered unnecessary, the
night before ! *

c) Preceptive. T

g[‘l)lere areq:wo preceptive utterances, one that all s]_lould partake,

the other that the rite was to be repeated. The importance of
the first command is intensified by the strange disregard paid
to it both in ¢ non-communicating attendance,’ and in \7&71thh03<‘]1ng,r
from the laity the cup, in connexion with which the word * all
was used. , - )

The other direction demands special attention for two widely

different reasons, its bearing upon frequency of observance, and
its interpretation by some as stamping the rite with sacrificial
meaning,

i. Frequency of Observance.

There is here no strict regulation, but the words ‘as oft’ in
St. Paul’s account, seem at least to contemplate some amount
of frequency. With this agrees the N.T. practice so far
as it can be traced, cf. Acts ii. 42. There 1s no Scnppural
justification for daily observance, the reference of f&cts . 46
to the Lord’s Supper being more than doubtful: °And they
eontinued daily with one accord in the temple, and breaking
bread at home (R.V.), did eat their meat with gla,(%ness a.nd
singleness of heart.” The proximity of v. 42, where brealqng’
of bread’ comes between ‘ Apostles’ doctrine and fellowship
and ¢ prayers,” might seem tosuggest that inv. 46, too, areligious
“breaking of bread’ is implied ; but the reference to taking
their food with cheerful content removes that implication ; and
the word ‘ daily’ (R.V. ‘day by day’) is not necessarily con-

* For the importance of this point a the Council of Trent, see below,
p. 250.
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nected with aliljthing but their gathering in the Temple. It is
remarkable that the N.T. is so. silent in regard to the
frequenoy of observance of the Lord’s Supper. Acts xx. 7:
¢ Upon the first day of the week, when the disciples came together
to break bread,” suggests definitely that the observance was on
Sunday, and, possibly, that it was a weekly occurrence.

ii. Sacrificial Meaning.

The attempt to fasten the idea of Sacrifice upon these words
would seem to be sufficiently answered by the identity of the
original institution with every subsequent observance of it, for
if © do this’ means, as isalleged, * make this sacrifice,’ the original
institution must have been a sacrifice, and that expressly for
the remission of sins, in which case Crucifixion was unnecessary.

However, as the idea still holds in some quarters, the following
notes are necessary :— '

* This do’ (rotro woretre).
~ (a) ‘Do’ is the ordinary meaning of the word.

(B) All the Greek Fathers so understood it.

. (y) The LXX for ‘offer, of a sacrifice, uses not =owiv but
mpoodéperv. The word moweiv is used of the ‘keeping’ of the.
Passover, of Matt. xxvi. 18, ‘T keep the Passover at thy house
with my disciples.’ ,

9) Modern Commentators find no support for the notion of

Sacrifice in the word ; Bishop Gore, Body of Christ,
p. 318, abandons the idea.

¢ Remembrance’ (dvdpvyots). : :

The contention to be met is that ¢ the primary thought sug-
gested by the word ¢ memorial ((il/d,u.wy(ns)Pis th:g of alﬁemorigl
before God’; Darwell Stone, Hastings’ Dictionary of Christ
amll the Gospels, Art. ‘Lord’s Supper.’ The following is the
reply :— .

(a¢) Theword for ¢ emorial before God ’in LXX is mrgudovvor
C not dvdpvydis. -

(B) The eommon meaning of dvduvyous is  calling to mind,’

¢ recollection.’ ’

(v) That is its meaning in the only other place in which it is

used in N.T., Heb. x. 3, ‘ remembrance of sins.’

~ {8) All the Greek and Latin Liturgies support the translation
~ ‘remembrance.’

(¢) The four passages in LXX, cited by Darwell Stone as

: conveying the sense of ‘ memorial,’ are all capable of

the idea of ‘remembrance’; cf. T. K. Abbott, Reply

to Criticisms, p. 41: ‘Most certainly dvduvyows is not

T T

HISTORICAL INTRODUCTION ' 217

a sacrificial term ; it never means or can mean “ memo-
rial offering.”’

The all-important idea connected with such an interpretation
could scarcely have been hidden away in words usually bearing
another meaning, and not to be found at all in two of the four
accounts of the institution.* If Papias be correct, and St. Mark’s
Gospel is St. Peter’s teaching, both he and those who depended
upon his teaching were ignorant of these words altogether.

(3) The Manual Acts performed.

i. Breaking the bread.

The early introduction of the word ‘broken’ into MSS. of
the N.T. in 1 Cor. xi. 24, was doubtless due to the idea
that the breaking of the bread was intended to symbolize
in some sort the death of the Lord. No such dramatic action
accompanied the use of the wine ; it was not ‘ poured out  at
the institution. The discovery that the word ‘broken’ is an
interpolation is therefore of great importance in assisting the
recovery of the true symbolism of the ¢ breaking.’ ¥ The division
of the ‘loaf” into pieces for the disciples to eat, conveyed pre-

. cisely the same idea as the ‘loving cup’ of which all were to

drink, viz., communion, fellow-partaking. St. Paul, in 1 Cor.
x. 16, calling attention to this ¢ fellow-partaking,’ refers to ‘ the
cup of blessing which we bless,” and ‘ the bread which we break’ ;
it is noteworthy that he does not say of the bread ‘ which we
bless,” ¢ breaking’ being more important for his purpose, viz.
to show that (v. 17) ‘we being many are one loaf, and one
body ; for we are all partakers of that one Joaf.” The recognition
of this idea of ¢ communion’ as underlying the ‘ breaking’ from
the earliest days,is plainly visible in the phrase ‘breaking of
bread,” which, though not exclusively used of the Lord’s Supper,
is apparently employed in that sense in Acts ii. 42, and with
xowwvig, the word translated ‘communion’ in 1 Cor. x. 16:
“and they continued stedfastly in the Apostles’ teaching and
the fellowship (xowawvig), the breaking of bread, and the prayers.’
There is no conjunction between °the fellowship’ and °the
breaking of bread’ in the best MSS., this omission suggesting
that the ¢ breaking of bread’ describes the * fellowship.’ In the
Didachs, directions are given concerning ‘the cup’ and ‘the
thing broken,’ mepl Tod worypiov . . . mepl 0¢ Tov KkAdoparos,
the ‘breaking’ being so important as to displace the word
¢bread’} altogether. _

"* This interpretation, be it understood, is quite late it arose long
after the practices for which it is supposed to find sanction. . .

+ St. John lays stress upon the prophetic promise-that breaking should
not accompany the Lord’s death, (xix. 36); His body was given for us,
not broken. ) 1 See p. 224
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ii. Distribution.

This needs no explanation, but only emphasis, in view of the
maiming of the rite in later ages.

(4) The Circumstances accompanying the Institution.

The fact that the Lord’s Supper was instituted in the midst
of a Passover meal, besides declaring the Lord’s intention in
calling the bread His body, also condemns superstitious regard
to fasting in connexion with the rite. The Lord’s Supper was
instituted ‘ as they were eating,” and St. Paul refers to the ‘ cup
of blessing,” the name commonly given to the third cup at the
Passover feast (1 Cor. x. 16). That the accompaniment of a
common meal is not indeed obligatory, is clear from the advice
to the Corinthians to satisfy hunger at home (1 Cor. xi. 22, 34) ;
but this very command would lend weight to the Lord’s example
(if weight could be lent to teaching so directly divine), for St.
Paul does not bid the Corinthians sup after the Lord’s Supper.
Whatever the N.T. teaching in regard to fasting may be—
and it is notorious that the MSS. have been tampered with
in several places to enforce the practice—there is not only no
association of it with this rite, but the very reverse. The investi-
gation of this question is indissolubly bound up with another
much debated matter, the time of observance, with regard to
which the original institution is equally clearly a sanction
of the evening hour. Both at Corinth, and at Troas (Acts
xx. 7), N.T. practice still further sanctions the evening hour,
though it has been, and is, seriously contended that the irregu-
larities at Corinth put an end to the custom, and that at Troas
St. Paul purposely preached until midnight, that in regard to
both the hour of communion and the fasting condition of the
communicants, the supposed apostolic rule might be observed.
The great name of Augustine, who claims apostolic authority
for ¢ fasting communion’ (Ep. ii. liv. § 8 : Edn. 1679), has doubt-
less been instrumental in perpetuating what is now known to
be historically erroneous. He argues that so general a custom
as fasting reception had by his time become, could not have
arisen without divine authority ; and that St. Paul’s words  the
rest will I set in order when I come’ (1 Cor. xi. 34) are to be
taken as referring to this matter amongst others. In addition
to the negative evidence afforded by the absence of any reference
to any such apostolic tradition, there is positive evidence that
the theory is untenable :—

(@) St. Augustine himself, strangely enough, permits a late
reception on Maundy Thursday, in the very Epistle cited above.

(b) Socrates, Hist. Eccles.,v. 22, states that evening communion,
after supper, was the practice in the Thebaid. He mentions it
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as a peculiarity, but without any suggestion of blameworthiness.
The well-known asceticism of the Thebaid, which would have
sufficiently explained fasting communion, renders the prevalence
of the contrary practice an all the more forcible argument against
the existence of any apostolic order to fast.

(¢) Chrysostom, though acquainted with the custom of fasting,
blames abstention from the Lord’s Table on the part of those
who were not in a fasting condition.*

(d) Cyprian, finding fault with the Aquarians for using water
only at their morning Communion, acknowledges that they used
wine in their evening observance. He has no fault to find with
the hour, but rather regards the general abandonment of that
hour as needing explanation (see Bingham, Ant. xv. vii. § 8).

(¢) The 3rd Council of Carthage, 397, which ordered a fasting
celebrant, is cited in support of Fasting Communion; why an
ecclesiastical regulation 1f already apostolic ?

() The Didache, whether its date be as early as 90, or as late
as 200, knows no separation of the ‘ Agapé’t and the Lord’s
Supper. The attempt to refer §§ 9, 10 of that work to the
“Agapé’ only, would, if successful, bring about the strange
result that the Didaché kmows nothing of the Lord’s Supper at
all, or does: not think it worth even a mention. -It expressly
enforces fasting before Baptism, but not before the Lord’s Supper.

(9) Ignatius, ¢. 110, calls the Lord’s Supper by the name
“Agapé’: ‘it is not lawful apart from the Bishop either to
baptize or to hold an Agapé.’ This can only be denied by
conceding that Ignatius attached more importance to the ¢ Agapé’
than to the Lord’s Supper. .

The question remains: How did the practically universal
custom arise ? { The records of the sub-apostolic age are exceed-
ginly scanty, but they afford an intelligible explanation :—

(@) Trajan had a jealous fear of clubs of every kind, as probable
hot-beds of sedition ; this is well known, ¢f. his letter to the

* Dimock, Hour of Holy Communion, p. 7.

t The ‘Agapd’ is mentioned in two N.T. passages, showing con-
siderable verbal resemblance, 2 Pet. ii. 13; Jude 12. There are MS.
variations, but the older MSS. support the reading dydwy. Festal gather-
ings were associated with the social, commercial and religicus life of the
age, and Christians, being.debarred from heathen feasts, would make all
the more of their own. The feast outlived its separation from the Lord’s
Supper, though more and more restricted to commemorative festivals of
the dead. Its observance in Churches was forbidden in the East by Conc.
Laodic:, Canon 28, 361 ; but the prohibition needed renewal in.the Council
of Trullo, so late as the seventh -century. c
- 1 It should be borne in mind that the burden of proof rests upon those
who claim authority for Early and Fasting Communion, not upon those
who claim Liberty in that regard. . .
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younger Pliny granting an exemption in the matter of club-
gatherings to the city of Amisa, concluding : ‘in all the other
cities which are subject to our laws, anything of the kind must be
prohibited.’
(b) Christians were accused in Trajan’s time of horrible crimes
~ at banquets, the charge being doubtless due to misunderstood or
misrepresented references to the body and blood of Christ.

(c) St. Paul’s directions to the Corinthian Church made it

clear that the association of a banquet with the Lord’s Supper
was not essential. '

(d) The regular teaching of the N.T. in regard to loyal
citizenship on the part of Christians would inculcate readiness to
forego what was not essential.

(¢) Pliny’s letter to Trajan (110), concerning the Bithynian
Christians, expressly states that the evening meeting for a meal

had been abandoned in response to Pliny’s edict carrying out:

Trajan’s commands.

(/) The reasons which compelled the abandonment of the

Agapé, also interfered with freedom for any kind of evening
gathering, so that the Lord’s Supper was more conveniently
held at the morning gathering.

(9) The rapid growth of asceticism, exemplified by the early

regulation for fasting before Adult Baptism, helped to attach.

a religious significance to what arose purely from considerations
of expediency.

(7) These considerations are not affected by the fact that
the Agapé is mentioned by Ignatius as still practised ¢. 110.
Imperial Edicts were not enforced with the same rigour in every
part of the Empire ; and, in fact, the Agapé survived not only
Trajan’s commands, but the condemnation of councils.

b. Tug N.T. REFERENCES TO THE LOoRD’S SUPPER.*

(1) Acts ii. 42 ; xx. 7,11 :— the breaking of bread,’ see above,
p-217. This phrase does not always refer to the Lord’s Supper,
e.g. Acts xxvii. 35.

(2) 1 Cor. x. 14-22 :—°a joint-partaking of the blood . . .
the body of Christ.’t St. Paul’s point is the double fellowship
of believers with one another, symbolized in their joint-partaking
of the one loaf (see above, p. 217),and of believers with Christ.

* The Lord’s address at Capernaum, in John vi., is not directly connected
with the Lord’s Supper; the institution does, indeed, embody the same
teaching, but the address explains the rite, the rite does not explain the
address. Cf. Westeott, Commentary, in loc. i

t The cup precedes the bread in the Didachs also. Compare the inde~
cisiveness in the Gonlxlpel accounts in regard to the cup of which our Lord
will not partake ‘till He come.’
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Such fellowship must not be defiled by similar fellowship with
demons. The impossibility of deducing from these words any
idea of literal partaking of the body and blood of Christ is most
clearly seen by the context, where the noun and adjective are
used as follows :—

v. 16, joint-partaking of the blood . . . the body.

v. 18, joint-partakers of the altar (spoken of ‘ Israel after the

" flesh’). ‘ :

v. 20, joint-partakers of demons. "

If v. 16 must mean that the literal body and blood are partaken
of, then the altar in v. 18, and demons in v. 20 must be literally
devoured. In truth the only possible point to be drawn from
8t. Paul’s parallel, is that participation in a religious feast implies

- fellowship with the object of worship in that feast, Christ or

demons.
The avoidance of the word ¢ altar’ in this passage is notable.
Used for Israel’s religious feasts in v. 18, it is carefully suppressed

~ for the Christian feast in . 21, where ‘table’ is substituted.

For convenience, Heb. xiii’ 10 may here be mentioned : *we

have an altar’: a passage often misquoted in support of a
sacrificial idea of the Lord’s Supper. Even Thomas Aquinas

" interprets that ¢ altar’ of the Cross ; it would be strange indeed

if that Epistle, written to prove the supersession of all altars
by the Cross, should conclude by re-establishing them.

(3) 1 Cor. xi. 20-34. This passage has been largely dealt with
already (for the designation, ‘ the Lord’s Supper,’ see p. 287);
there only remains to note the Apostle’s commentary upon the
institution :—

() v. 26:— ‘shew the Lord’s death’: this emphasis upon
preaching the death of Christ in the rite has been grievously over-
laid by an unwarrantable misinterpretation of the word °shew,’
xarayyé\here. It can only mean that by partaking of the bread
and wine, the symbols of the body and blood separated in sacri-
ficial death, that sacrificial death is preached to the world ; there
is absolutely no idea of presentation before God. Nor is there
any need to find in the words a custom of describing the death
in words (Godet, Commentary, in loc., arguing from the Haggadah,
or historical explanation, given at the Passover) ; the partaking
is the preaching. The later, though still early, custom of treating
the rite as a mystery to be hidden from unbelievers, finds no-
countenance here, but rather the reverse.*

* Perhaps it should be said that such preaching to unbelievers by the
rite is quite another and different thing from the fancy that benefits attach
to the non-communicating attendance of believers.
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() ». 26 :— till He come.” These words echo the Lord’s own
statement that He would not partake of the fruit of the vine
till the Kingdom comes. Their bearing upon the ¢ bodily absence ’
of Christ in the rite is obvious.

(¢) vv. 27-34. Here the bréad and wine are expressly dis-
tinguished from the body and blood; careless misuse of the
former is guilt in regard to the latter, visited in this life with
condign punishment. In . 29 ‘not discerning the body,” (not
“the Lord’s body ’), where the ‘ blood’ is not mentioned, refers

to the mystical body of Christ, the communion or fellowship of .

the faithful.* The guilt of the Corinthians was precisely failure
to recognize that organic oneness of the: mystical body, cf. vv.
21, 22. -

(4) 1 Cor. v. 7, 8 is a possible reference, the mention of the
Passover sacrifice and the Feast together suggesting the true
relation of the Cross and Holy Communion ; but, like John vi.,
it covers more than ‘the rite—all the faithful life of a believer
is a feasting upon Christ.

Summary of N.T. réquirements.

i. A loaf of bread and a cup of wine.
ii. Thanksgiving for the gift of bread and wine.
iii. Breaking of the loaf.
iv. Distribution and partaking of the bread and wine.

Summary of N.T. teaching.

i. Remembrance of the death of Christ.

ii. Partaking of the Body given and thz Blood shed.

iti. Fellowship in that partaking, :

iv. Preaching the death ‘till He come.’

The attempt to find more than these in Holy Scripture, especi-"
ally to find a teaching of identity of Christ’s body and blood
with the bread and wine, and a propitiatory sacrifice in the
Sacrament, is rendered vain both by the absence of any such
estimate of the Sacrament in the time of the Apostles, and by

the fact that those dogmas preceded the search for Scriptural -

support, and did not arise from the plain interpretation of the
words. :

2. Sub-Apostolic Writings.

Although the Reformers expressly asserted the unique and
paramount authority of Holy Scripture, they were by no means
blind to the interpretative value of genuine records of the Early

* The usua] explanation of v. 29 is that the Corinthians failed to dis-

criminate between the sacred symbols of the Lord’s Body and Blood and
the ordinary food provided at the Love-Feast.

— , e——
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Church. For examiple, Jewel’s famous Apelogy, a more than
semi-anthoritative document, was based upon the incompatibility
of certain rejected tenets of the unreformed Church with the
teaching of the first six centuries. Unhappily {alsificatipns,
both by interpolation and by excision, together with the too
common attempt on the part of later writers to enhance the
authority of their books by attaching to them earlier and more
authoritative names, complicate the question ; but nevertheless
it is possible to see the comparative simplicity and purity of the
first centuries, and to detect the first beginnings of tendencies
which foreshadowed later corruptions.

The earliest patristic documents are largely silent in regard
to the Lord’s Supper, Clement (Rom.) (96),* Hermas (140 (?),
Polycarp (d. 157), and the writer. of the Epistle to Diognetus (c.
150), make no allusion thereto ;—a significant comment upon
the disproportionate attention it has received in ages more remote
from the Apostles. ‘ ‘

Ignatius mentions Holy Communion at least four times, (if
the ‘middle recension,” the seven letters, be authentic) :—

(a) Ad Smyrn. vii. : ¢ They abstain from Eucharist and prayer,
because they do not confess that the Eucharist is flesh of our
Saviour Jesus Christ, which (v, flesh) suffered for our sins, and
which the Father of His goodness raised.’ S

The Docetw, who denied the reality of the Lord’s body,
naturally found a serious difficulty in the Lord’s Supper; how
could there be a figurative representation of something which

‘had no real existence ¢ At.a later date this passage was quoted

by Theotoret against the Eutychians, whose belief involved
them in a similar difficulty. Theodoret either made or preserved
a significant misquotation, viz., ‘offering’. (mpoogopis) for
‘prayer.”’ It is difficult to be sure of Ignatius’ intention in the
first use of the word  Eucharist,’ for it has there no article, and
is conjoined with * prayer.’ In the following words the meaning -
must be “the Eucharist.” ~- = "

This passage has been often cited in support of the dogma of
a ‘ Corporal Presence,” but the words need not mean more than
the Lord’s own utterance at the institution, they carefully retain
the Lord’s reference to His body which suffered, they even
exclude the idea of any kind of identification by the mention of
the Resurrection. Moreover, they are explained by the figurative

* It is unfortunately still necessary to protest against the citation of
Clement as supporting the ‘sacrificial’ idea of Holy Communion. His
reference to the O.T. priesthood, asillustrating God’s provision of decency
and order, is not obscure enough to justify the continuance of a long-ex-
ploded misuse of his words, : :
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use in Ad Trall. : viii. ‘be ye renewed in faith, that is the
flash of the Lord, and in love, that is the blood of Jesus Christ.’

(b) Ibid. viil.: ‘Let that be considered a valid Eucharist
which is under the bishop or him to whom he entrusts it . . .
it is not- allowable without the bishop either to baptize or to-
hold 'an Agapé (dydmyv woieiv).

_The Lord’s Supper, now called ¢ Eucharist,” is still one with
the Agapé (see above, p. 219).

(c) Ad Philadelph. iv. : ‘ Be zealous then to use one Eucharist ;
for one-is the flesh of our Lord Jesus Chrigt, and one cup for the
oneness of his blood, one altar, as one bishop, together with the
presbytery and deacons, my fellowservants, in order that what-
ever you do you may do it in accordance with God.’

The word ‘ altar > here, though in such close proximity to the
" words describing the Eucharist, has no ritual connexion there-
with. It is used figuratively of the Christian faith, as in Ad
Trall. vii.: ‘He who is within the altar is clean, but he who
is outside is not clean.’ Again, in Ad Magnes. vii., the word is
figuratively used : ‘Do ye all therefore come together (agree)
as to one altar, as to one Jesus Christ.” Polycarp, in Ad Philip.
iv. adds yet another figurative use,—widows are the *altars of
God.’

(d) Ad Eph.xx. °. . . breaking one loaf, which is the medicine
of immortality.” This new idea, probably drawn from John
vi. 53, 58, became enshrined in liturgical use.

(2) One document, of unknown authorship and disputed date,
is probably to be ascribed to early days :—the recently dis-
covered Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, commonly known as
the ‘ Didaché.’ Some date it as early as 90, others as late as
120, 200, and even later. Its references to Holy Communion
.are :— '

c. 9. ‘But concerning the thanksgiving (efxapiorias) thus thank
(edxapioTioare) ; first concerning the cup : We thank thee, O our Father,
for the holy vine of David thy servant (wa:dés), which thou hast made
known to us by Jesus thy servant (ra.dss) ; to thee (be) the glory for ever.
And concerning the fragment («Adoparos): We thank th(’;’;,”O our Father,
for the life and the knowledge which thou hast made krowh to us by Jesus
thy servant ; to thee be the glory for ever. As was this fragment once
scattered over the mountains and became gathered into one, so. may thy
church be gathered from the ends of the earth into thy Kingdom; for
thine is the glory and power by Jesus Christ for ever. And let no one
eat or drink from your Eucharist, but those who have been baptized into
the name of the Lord ; for concerning this the Lord has said : Give not
that which is holy to the dogs.’ : e

e. 10. ‘And after being filled (uerd 8¢ 70 éumiyofivar) thus give
thanks : We thank thee, O holy Father, for thy holy name, . . . thou
hast given both food and drink to men for enjoyment, that they may thank
thee, but to us thou bast given spiritual food and drink and-life eternal
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through thy Son. For all things we thank thee. . . . If any one is holy,
let him come; if any one is not, let him repent; Maranatha. Amen.
But suffer the prophets to give thanks as they will.)

ie. 14.. “And on cach Lord’s Day when assembled together break bread
and give thanks, after you have confessed your transgressions in order
that . your -sacrifice may be pure. But let nohe that hath strife with his
comrade come together with you until they be reconciled, that your sacrifice
be not defiled. For this is that which was spoken by the Lord : In every
place and time bring me a clean sacrifice ;  because I am a great King,
saith the Lord, and my name is wonderful among the nations.’

Forms of thanksgiving are here provided, for the cup and the
bread (in that order, asin 1 Cor. x.), and also for use after par-
taking, but with- express latitude in regard to their use; if &
¢ prophet,” anyone able to conduct worship, is present, he is not
to ‘be tied to forms, The word °sacrifice’ is also introduced,
though without any closer association with the Lord’s Supper
than with the rest of public worship. Regulations are given
to warn unfit communicants, and general confession of sins is
inculcated to prevent unworthy communicating. The Lord’s
Day is the only day for such worship. The ‘breaking’ is so
essential that the bread is called ‘the fragment, or °thing
broken,” and the Eucharistic prayer in regard to it dwells solely
upon the communion of believers.*

(3) Some light is thrown upon early Christian worship by a
writing whose heathen authorship lends peculiar value to its
witness, Pliny’s letter to Trajan (Ep. x. 96) :—

* They protested that this was the sum of their fault or error, that they -
were wont on a fixed day to meet before daylight, and to sing (dicere)
together in turn a hymn to Christ as God, and to bind themselves by an
oath (sacramento), not to any crime, but that they would commit no thefts,
robberies, adulteries, would not break their faith, would not deny a trust
when challenged (ne depositum appellati abnegarent): which things com-
pleted it was their custom to disperse, and come fogether again to take
food, common however and harmless: and that they had ceased to do
even that after my ediot-by which, following your orders, I had forbidden
club-meetings {ket@rias) to be held.’ :

If any allusion to Holy Communijon is to be found here (as
every one is ready to admit), it is only on the assumption that
the ° food * mentioned relates to it or includes it. For the impos-
sibility of the reference of the word sacramento to the rite see
p. 289, and for the importance of this passage in accounting
for the general abandonment of Evening Communion see p. 220.

.* The connexion of these passages with the Lord’s Supper is denied
by some. Frere, Hisiory of B.C.P. (1910), is curiously uncertain. On pp.
506, 7, he gives the passage as the first of ‘ Three early accounts of the
Holy Eucharist *; on p. 432, note 1, he says the Lord’s Supper is called
Eucharist  probably in the Didaché’; note 2, ‘ the forms very possibly
refer only to the Agaps.’ : s

Q
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_The information is otherwise of a very negative character,
giving no hint of any ‘liturgy’ in connexion with the Lord’s
Supper.  One positive element is important ; the Lord’s Supper
becoming compulsorily connected with the morning meeting,
the antiphonal hymn and mutual pledge thus became accidentally
associated with the Sacrament.

(4) One other author of the early period deserves special
notice, Justin Martyr, ¢. 140. His accounts of services are very
full, the most important being :—

(a) Apology i. 65, 86: ‘ Having eeased from the prayers (for a newly
baptized cenvert) we greet one another with a kiss ; then is broughé
(wpospéperar) to the president (wpoeorcds) of the brethren bread and a
cup. of water and wine («pduares), and he, receiving them, sendeth up
praise and glqry to the Father of all, through the name of the Son and
the Holy Spirit, and makes a thanksgiving (etxapioriar) ab some length
for that He has granted us these blessings. When he hath ended the

prayers and thanksgiving, the whole people present join in with one voice .

saying Amen. And after the president has given thanks and the people
have assented, those called among us deacons give to each of them present
to partake of the bread and wine and water, over which thanksgiving has
been made, and carry it to those not present.

< And this meal is called with us Eucharistic, of which none is permitted
to partake except one who believes that the things taught by us are true
and who has passed threugh the washing for remission of sins, and new
birth, and se lives as Christ commanded. For we receive these not as
common bread or as common drink, but, just as Jesus Christ our Saviour
being incarnate through the word of God, possessed both flesh and blooé
for our salvation, so also we were taught that the food over which thanks-
giving has been made by the (utterance in) prayer of the word which is
from Him (viw & edxfis Noyov 708 mwap airod edxapisrybeioar Tpogiw)
—that food from which our blood and flesh are by assimilation nourished
—is the flesh and blood of Him, the Inearnate Jesus. For the Apostles
in the memoirs which they wrote which are called Gospels, transmitted
to us that Jesus Christ thus charged them, that after taking bread and
giving thanks He said : Do this in remembrance of Me ; this is My body :
amd that likewise having taken the cup and given thanks, He said : This
is (n;)ylll),l&od, %nd %a.ve to partake to them alone . . .’

4. ¢. 67, the same account is given in an abbreviated form: *
the day called that of the Sun there i%l a congregation of all who dwellc;g
town or country into one place, and the reminiscences of the Apostles or
the writings of the prophets are read so far as time permits; then, the
reader ceasing, the president by an address admonishes and exhorts to
the imitation of these noble deeds (men ?); afterwards we all stand up
together and offer prayers; and, as we said before, when we ceage from
prayer, bread (a loaf) is brought and wine and water; and the president
sends up prayers likewise and thanksgivings to the best of his ability,
and the people assent saying the Amen. And the distribution of and
participation in the things which have been made objects of thanksgiving
(r@v edxapiornfévrar) takes place for each, and to those not present they
are sent by means of the deacons. And the prosperous and willing each
according to _hls own previous purpose, contribute each what they will;
and that which is collected is laid by with the president, and he helps
orphans.’ etc. -
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(c) Dial. cum Trypho, c. 70: “In this prophecy allusion is made to
the bread which our Christ gave us to do in remembrance (woreiv eis
dviurnow) of His being made flesh in behalf of those who believe in Him,
for whom a'so He became subject to suffering ;- and to the cup which He
gave us to drink in remembrance of His own blood, with giving of thanks.’
= (d) Ibid. cc. 116, 117. “ Now God receives sacrifices from no one, except
through His priests. Therefore God anticipating all the sacrifices which
we do through His name, and which Jesus the Christ enjoined us to do,
i.e., in the Eucharist of the bread and of the cup, and which are done by
Christians in all places throughout the world, bears witness that they are
well-pleasing to Him. ... You assert that God . . . is pleased with
the prayers of the individuals of that nation then dispersed, and calls
their prayers sacrifices. Now that prayers and giving of thanks {edxapioriac)
when offered by worthy men, are the only perfect and well-pleasing sacri-
fices to God, I also admit. For such alone Christians have undertaken
to do, and in the remembrance made by their food, both solid and liquid,
in which the suffering of the Son of God which He endured is brought to
remembrance.’

Summary of Justin’s liturgical teaching :—

(1) Worship, including Holy Communion, is on Sunday.

(2) The kiss of peace.

(3) ‘A president, ministerial qualification unspecified.*

(4) Reading of O.T. and N.T. Secriptures.

(5). A Sermon.

(6) Prayers, by the congregation.

(7) The bringing to the president of bread and mixed wine
and water.} o

(8) A long prayer of thanksgiving. _

(9) The response of the people, Amen.}

(10) Administration. - ,

(11) Distribution to the Sick. -

(12) Almsgiving, according to the regulation of 1 Cor. xvi. 2.

Doctrinal references :—

(1) Sacrifices are prayers and thanksgivings, the latter including
those offered at the Lord’s Supper. In describing the rite the

* Tt deserves a passing protest that Blunt, Annotated Prayer Book,
should have rendered the colourless word mpoeariés by the highly coloured
word sacerdos.

+ Frere, History of B.C.P., p. 433, denominates this ‘the oblation,’
trading on the double meaning of the verb mpoogéperar, which can only
mean °is brought * here, seeing that ¢ to the president ’ immediately follows.
It is unfortunate that in his quotation from Justin, p. 507, he omits the
passage containing this addition, and only preserves the more brief repeti-
tion of these words: °as we have said, when we cease from prayer bread
is brought,’” etc. “ The ‘as we have said ’ refers to the context, where the
words ‘to the president’ are expressed. The verb cannot mean both
‘bring’ and ‘offer’ in one pastage.

1 For the attempt o derive from this that St. Paul called the Lord’s
Supper ‘ Eucharist.’ see p. 288.
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word ‘ sacrifice > (fvoia) is not used.* Other sacrificial terms
are absent. ' .

(2) Bread and wine are still called bread and wine when
distributed, though Justin is not afraid of sacramental identifica-
tion with the body and blood of Christ.

(3) Justin’s parallel between the Incarnation and the figurative
body and blood in Holy Communion, innocently enough used
by him, is nevertheless one of those vague and unscriptural
analogies peculiarly liable to be superstitiously misused.

3. Early Liturgies and Patristic Literature.

I. LiTUurelEs.:

The efforts to obtain satisfactory historical evidence by com-
parisons of ancient liturgies and sacramentaries, and the liturgical
hints to be found in patristic writings, have been notoriously
unproductive of trustworthy positive results. The negative
teaching, however, is of great importance as furnishing indis-
putable evidence that some particular development was not in
vogue when and where the. particular liturgy was in use; it is
possible on such grounds alone to disprove the claims to catho-
licity of most mediseval doctrine and ritual. But to establish
positive teaching as to the age or prevalence of any rite contained
in these documents is not possible. When undisputed facts
and statements of patristic writers are so continually tortured
into giving evidence to suit the biassed inquisitor, it is not to
be expected that in this region, where the difference between
early and late is a matter of delicate weighing of probabilities
and possibilities, the results obtained by liturgiology will do
much more than reflect the predilections of the liturgiologist.
. Moreover, even were a greater measure of success obtainable,
the earliness or lateness of the introduction of any doctrinally
important liturgical novelty is a matter of no practical importance,
save as teaching a melancholy lesson upon the rapidity with
which purity of doctrine is lost as the stream becomes remote
from its scriptural source. Carelessness in the use of unscriptural
phraseology, largely borrowed from Jewish and Pagan religion :
the proneness of human nature to find substitutes for the exacting
demands of spiritual devotion in the fatally easy refuge of an
wsthetic cult : the well-meant but ill-starred efforts to embrace
hordes of heathen within the Christian fold by accommodating
Christianity to their superstitious ideas of religion: the com-
bined tendencies of priestly ambition on one side, and ignorant

* Yet Frere (p. 432) cites Justin, Dial. c. 41, 117, as the authority
for Gusia, as one of ‘the principal early titles of the service,” with how
much (or how little) justice, can be seen from the quotations above given.
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indifference on the other, to evolve a hierarchical and sacrificial
system for which there were parallels on every side : these, and
such like reasons, writ large in the experience of all ages,
sufficiently explain the comparatively early transmutation of
the simple worship of the New Testament into the superstitious,
more than semi-heathen, displays of later times.

One further precaution should precede any consideration of
the lifurgies. They are not doctrinal treatises, though they
involve doctrine.” This needs emphasizing in view of the too
common practice of treating the rhetorical expressions of devotion.
as though they were found in a volume of dogmatic theology.
Such procedure is as unwise and as unfair as would be an attempt
to trace the course of Anglican theological belief by means of a
popular hymn-book. At the close of the following outline of the
comparatively reliable data of liturgical research, will be found
some typical quotations from doctrinal writings of the periods
to which the earliest liturgical relics can be ascribed ; those
quotations will serve to refute hasty doctrinal deductions often
made from the fervid language of public worship. ,

In the Table on p. 230 an attempt has been made to indicate
the most probable relations of the more important liturgical ~
compilations to one another and to modern uses, with brief
notes of the dates of their earliest extant MSS., etc. Free use
has been made of the Article ¢ Liturgies’ in Encyclop. Britann.,
11th Edn., where may be found justification of the arrangement,
and reference to sources of fuller information.

i The Clementine Liturgy. . ' :
There is a long gap between the simplicity and freedom of
the service described by Justin, and the earliest known liturgy,
which is probably that in the eighth book of the so-called ¢ Apos-

tolical Constitutions,” a work emanating from the neighbourhood

of Antioch, in the fourth century or later. From its claim to
be the ¢psissima verba of the Apostles, written down by Clement,
the account of the Lord’s Supper therein is called the ‘ Clementine
Liturgy,” * which enshrines the following important changes
introduced in the two centuries or more since 150 A.D. :— :
(1) A sharp division of the service into two parts, one for

.catechumens, ete., the other for the faithful.

(2) Prayer for the Church, including the faithful departed.
(3) Gifts are now brought to the ¢ Altar.’
(4) The sign of the Cross is introduced.

* For some account of this work see Protestant Dictionary, Art. < Apos-

- tulical Constitutions,” where it is proved to be tinged with Arianism and

full of absurd anachronisms.



TABLE OF LITURGIES. .
EMBODYING THE MosT RecENT THEORIES AS TO THEIR RELATIONS.

I. EASTERN. /

SYRIAN
(St. James)*

St, James (Syriac)
St. James (Greek)

Monophysite (Jacobite) Use ; earliest extant form dates from 10th or llbi1
century.
Orthodox Use, largely supplemented by Byzantine and Roman Uses.

Nestorius

Clementine Occurs in Apostolical Constitutions, viii. .
Cyril (Jer.) Occurs in Catechetical Lectures ; authenticity doubted.’
2. EGYPTIAN 8t.Mark (Coptic and Gre‘ek)) Coptic, Ethiopic, and Abyssinian Jacobite Uses derived from these; earliest
(St. Mark) St. Basil » »» extant form 11th or 12th century.
8t. Gregory ,, » I
Serapion of Thmuis Authenticity doubtful ; recently discovered 1lth century MS,
3. PERSIAN St. Addai and St. Mari “Nestorian Uses; the Liturgy of St. Thomas, used on Malabar Coast, assimilated
(St. Thaddaeus) | Theodore of Mopsuestia } to Roman Use by Jesuits ¢. 1600.

4. BYZANTINE
(St. Chrysostom)

St. Chrysostom }
St. Basil
8t. Athanasius

Russian Use ; earliest extant form 8th or 9th century ; influenced Cranmer in
1549 B.C.P.

Armenian Uses ; disappearing before Russian Use.

Roman Use in Byzantine framework]

s

[St. Peter (Greek)

II. WESTERN.
. Hispano- Mozarabic Spanish Use, ousted by Hildebrand 11th ecentury, restored in Reformed Episcopal
GALLICAN Church of Spain, Influence traced in 1549 B.C.P.
(St. John) Gallican French Use, ousted by Charlemagne.
Ambrosian-Milanese North Italy, ousted by Charlemagne, .
Celtio British Isles, ousted by Roman influences. Eastern origin through Milan, best
theory ; earliest extant form 7th or 8th century.
2. RoMaN St. Peter Origin unknown ; earliest extant form 7th to 8th century; Roman Use, in-
(St. Peter) Sacramentaries :-— fluencing Anglo-Saxon (Leofric), and Anglo-Norman Uses.
St. Leo Authenticity of Sacramentaries unknown ; present earliest forms date from
St. Gelasius 9th century, and all MSS. comse from north of the Alps.
St. Gregory .

* The use of an Apostle’s name to designate a Liturgy connotes no Apostolic authorship or sanction ; the Lit d i
church traditionally associated with an Apostle frequently assumed his name, though eomposped long after his deat}l).urgy weed i @
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(5) The Sursum Corda, and Ter Sanctus.

(6) Prayer, including :—

(a) Account of the Institution (inexcusably travestied).

(®) Oblation of the Bread and Wine.

{c) Invocation of the Holy Spirit upon °this sacrifice, that
He may ‘ show forth this bread the body of thy Christ,
and this cup the blood of thy Christ.’

(@) ¢ Offering on behalf of’ the faithful dead. '

(7) Words of Administration, ‘ The Body of Christ’; ‘the
Blood of Christ, the cup of life’ ;  Amen’ being the recipients’
answer to both.

ii. Cyril of Jerusalem.

Side by side with the Clementine Liturgy should be set the
Liturgical hints to be deduced from the Catechetical Lectures of
Cyril of Jerusalem (348).* The following are the motable inno-
vations :— :

1. Ceremonial hand-washing before Kiss of Peace.

2. Invocation of the Holy Spirit that He may be sent forth
on these (things) lying before Him, that He may make
the bread the body of Christ, and the wine the blood
of Chaist. .

. Sacrificial terms used of the bread and wine :  the spiritual
sacrifice,” ¢ that sacrifice of propitiation.’

. Offering for the departed.

. Prayers and intercession of the Saints mentioned.

. The Lord’s Prayer mentioned.

. The Choir sings before Communion, ‘ Taste and see that
the Lord is gracious.’

. “Altar’ is frequently used.

1ii. Serapien.

In an eleventh century MS., discovered in the last decade of
the nineteenth century, is contained what would be called in the
West a Sacramentary. The name of Serapion, Bishop of Thmuis,
and friend of Athanasius, is prefixed to part of the liturgy which
" it contains, but it offers no resemblance to his current works.
It is conjectured to date from c. 350, and the Delta is the apparént
plece of its origin, The most important point to be noted here
Is its invocation of the Word upon the bread and wine: ‘O
God of truth,let thy holy Word settle upon this bread that the
bread may become body of the Word, and on this cup that the

T O Ot s (2]

o]

* In fairness to Cyril it should be observed that his authorship of these
Lectures is doubted by Bishop Andrewes and Dean Goode.

+ Similar language is found in Irenssus, but not in a liturgy.

} For the well-known direction to the communicants in the matter of
reception, see p. 237, and p. 341.
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cup may become blood of the truth. And cause all who com-
municaté to receive a drug of life for healing of évery disease
and empowering of all moral advance and virtue. * The ele-
ments are called a thng sacrifice, a bloodless offering’; the
bread and wine are called © likeness of his body and blood’ before
consecration. It is some indication of early date, that, though
the invocation is capable of a meaning akin to later doctrines
of a literal transformation of the elements, ‘sacrifice’ is used
. of the unconsecrated bread and wine, which are called ¢ likeness
of his body and blood’ before consecration.
iv. Chrysostom.
His writings contain outlines of the use at Antioch, in which.
- the following words occur, paving the way for enhanced doctrine
and ritual :—
(@) Sacrificial terms, iepeds and 6Gvoiacrijprov, ¢ priest’ and
‘ altar,’ are in use, but Tpdwela, ‘ table,” is also used. ‘
. (b) The Holy Spirit is invoked to ‘ come and touch the gifts
lying before Him, that grace may fall on the sacrifice, and through
it kindle the souls of all.’ ,
v. Syrian practices.t
From the fifth to the eighth century the followmg liturgical
changes came into use :—
(a) Lessons confined to Eplstle and Gospel.
(&) Creed recited. ‘
(¢c) In narratlve of mstltutlon, and confess His resurrection !
added to ‘ show His death
(d) Invocatmn of the Holy Spirit to come ¢ on us and on the
gifts’ to ¢ hallow and make this bread the holy body of Christ
and this cup the precious blood of Christ,—that they may become
to those who worthily partake by faith, for remission of sins,
for hfe eternal, and for a guard of soul and body
(e) ¢ Unb]oody Sacrifice *—iv 0vmav v dvaiuaxtov,
(/) Elevation of the bread.
(9) Burning of unconsumed bread and wine.

* As translated in Encyclop. Britann. The writer of the Article affords
an instructive illustration of the way in which inferences can be drawn
fl:om such devotional passages, which would be repudiated by their Authors :

‘Here the bread and winé become by consecration Tenements in which
the Word is reincarnated as he aforetime dwelled in flesh.  They cease
to be'now likeness of the body and blood, and are changed into receptacles
of divine power ‘and intimacy, by swa].lomng which we are benefitted in
soul and body.’ Proof will be fmthcommg from the Fathers of later
centumes than the fourth that such ideas as remca,rna.tlon,’ ‘,tenements,
and ‘ receptacles,’ and ° ceasing to be bread and wine’ would have been
quite unintelligible in the reputed period of this work.

WT Extracted from various writings by Bnghtma.n, D&turgtes Eastem and
estern.

T
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* 'vi. Byzantine practices.
" The following are stated to be earlier than 600 :—
{a) Incense is used, possibly only as a fumlgatory
' (b) Ritual brmgmg of bread and wine ‘to the holy a]tar
(‘ table, however, still used).

(¢) The words ‘showing to God’ introduced.

(d) Eating and drinking the unconsumed bread and wine.

- The justifiable conchisions to be drawn from the contents of
these ¢ Early Liturgies’ are that :—

(a) The earliest are the simplest, both in ntual and devotional
language. ’

() Remembrance, Spiritual  Feeding, Thanksglvmg, and
Fellowship, are still the explicit teaching of the fite.

{c) Faith is still the means of receiving: Baptism, Holiness,
Charity, the qualifications for being present.

(d) The connexion of forgiveness ‘of sins with the rite is becom-
ing obscured, the rite itself being treated as a cause of forgiveness,
instead of a thanksgiving for forgiveness.

(e) Sacrlﬁcla,l terms are assmnlatmg the simple commemorative
Feast of ‘ the Upper Room’ to the Jewish and Pagan Sacrifices
around, a process hastened by the influx of nominal Christians
after the outward adhesion of the Emperor Constantine to
Christianity.

(f). Mystery, in the modern sense of the word, is becoming
attached to the bread: and wine after consecration, and the
practice of hedging the rite around is cultivated.*

(9) To justify the mystery, the:Lord’s simple thanksgiving
for God’s gxft of food is dropped for invocations, varying in form
and wording, but all asking for some effect-upon the elements
themselves.t The effect of this change is various; the Holy
Spirit displays, shows, the bread to be the body (Clementme)
makes the bread the body (Cyril ?) : touches the gifts that grace

y fall on them (Chrysostom-Antioch): hallows and makes
the bread body (Syrian) : while, in Egypt, the holy Word is the
agent by Whom the bread becomes the body of the Word (Sera-

on).
£ {k) Such language, apart ﬁ'om the unscriptural invecation
and jts implications, does not necessarily convey any change in
the elements save for use ; there is, as yet, neither a reasoned
hteral identification of the bread and wine consumed with the

* Even so early as Tertullian the idea had arisen of comparing the Lord’s
Supper to the Eleusinian mysteries, but it ls perbaps unfair to him to
press his comparison far.

+ It will be remembered that the 1549 B.C.P. contained an mvocatxon
of the Holy Spirit and the Word, which was expunged in 1552.
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body and blood of Christ, nor a sacrifice by the priest for the
remission of sins apart from communicating, save that in the
latter case, the idea of offering for the dead, who could not
partake, logically leads to the idea of benefits obtainable by
the living, through non-communicating attendance at a sacrifice.

II. PatrisTIC LITERATURE.

It remains to quote typical passages from the early Fathers
containing their reasoned teaching upon the Lord’s Supper.
Here two all-important preliminary observations must be made :—

(1) The language of devotion is to be interpreted by that of doc-
trinal statement, and mot vice versi; cf. for example,
the relation of the B.C.P. Baptismal Service to the
Catechism and Articles.

(2) One indisputable passage by an author declaring certain
language to be figurative, stamps as figurative any number
of uses of such language by that same author, unless he
himself states that he has aliered his mind ; e.g. an astrono-
mer’s book on the Solar system is not to be explained
away by his use of the words ‘ Sunrise’ and ‘ Sunset,’
however often used and used without explanation, once
he has committed himself- to the Earth’s motion as the
cause of Sunrise and Sunset.

The following passages will suffice :— '

(1) Tertullian (early in third century): °The bread, taken
and distributed to the disciples, He made it His own body, by
saying, This is my body, that is the figure of my body’ (4dv.
Mare. iv. 40). ) ‘

The stock reply to such passages as this, in Origen as well as
in Tertullian, is that these teachers were heretics, though Muratori
tries to get rid of the obvious force of the above-quoted passage
by interpreting it as meaning that bread was a figure of Christ’s
body in the Old Testament! This exegesis needs no answer ;
the question of heresy opens a very wide field. There were
heretics, there were also refutations of heresy, in very early days,
but neither Tertullian nor Origen was charged with heresy on
the point in question.  On the contrary, Tertullian and others
refuted such heretics as the Docete, and that by citing figurative
representation of the Lord’s body in the Lord’s Supper : ° There
could not however be a figure, unless there were a body of truth ;
nay, an empty thing, a phantasm, cannot take a figure,’ see,
for other examples, Dimock, Eucharistic Worship, pp. 61, 62..

(2) Augustine (354-430): °for the- Lord did not hesitate to
say, This is my body; when he was giving a sign (signum) of
his body’ (Contra Adimant., xii.§ 3). This passage occurs in a
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proof that the word © is * in ¢ The blood is the life” does not convey
literal but figurative identity, ‘that Rock was Christ’ being
quoted as illustrative, and reference being also made to Christ’s
mercy in inviting Judas ¢ to the banquet, in which He commended
and delivered to the disciples the figure of His body and blood.” *

In view of the frequent teaching that ‘ the Word was made
flesh’ is to be understood as parallel to ¢ This is my body,” Dr.
Harrison’s words (Answer fo Pusey, pp. 398, 399) should be
weighed : ¢ No orthodox Father ever said of the phrase * The
Word was made flesh,” ““ that is, a figure of the flesh™ . ..
No orthodox Father ever affirmed that “ St. John did not hesitate
to say, The Word was made flesh, when he meant a sign of his
flesh.”” There is a true parallel to ¢ This is my blood’ in ‘I
am the true vine,’ and numerous parallels can be cited, from
Clement of Alexandria to Ambrose, and from later writers still,
where the Lord’s words in regard to the wine, and of Himself
as the vine, are brought into closest juxtaposition as exp.aining
one another (Harrison, ébid. pp. 395-8).%

(3) Augustine, De Doctrina Christiana, iii. 16, commenting on
the words, ¢ Except ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink
His blood, ye have no life in you’: ‘It seems to order & crime
or an outrage : it is therefore a figure, commanding us to share
in the Lord’s Passion, and to store in our memory sweetly and
usefully, that for us His flesh was crucified and wounded.’

Though the words of Scripture commented upon are hot
regarded, even by many Roman writers, as directly bearing upon
the Lord’s Supper, yet these latter admit that Augustine’s
comment makes their view of the identity of the consecrated
elements with the body and blood of Christ ¢ a crime or an outrage ’
(facinus vel flagitium). The argument is precisely the same for
the words ¢ This is my body,” ¢ this is my blood,’ if they be inter-
preted of any presence of Christ’s body given for us and His
blood shed for us, in, under, or with the consecrated elements.
The straits to which these words of Augustine have reduced
adherents of a ‘ Real Corporal Presence’ may be gathered from
the following facts :— - '

- 1. Paschasius, whose name marks an epoch in the development

* For similar teaching in Ephrem, Procopius, Jerome, see Dimock,
tbid. pp. 70 f.

t Yet Frere writes (New History of B.C.P., p. 431): ‘the Church at
once . . . gave a quite different interpretation to the statement ‘This
is my body,’” from that which it gave to such parallel statements as “I
am the vine,”” etc. This statement is made without any allusion to the
more than twenty quotations from Patristic literature to be found in
Harrison, Dimock, etc., where the latter phrase is quoted to illustrate the
former.
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of medieval doctrine, could only say, in reply to Frudegard’s
citation of this passage, that if any one believed it (the Lord’s
saying) to be so a crime as they then believed it to whom He
said (the words) . . . says that this flesh and this blood are
themselves so to be taken without mystery and sacrament, not
partly in figure, . . . being carnally understood carnally destroys
the whole, and so therefore perhaps the blessed Augustine says
that so to understand this is a great crime. This halting attempt
at explanation, with its admission of ¢ partly in figure,’ and its
consciousness of insufficiency, ‘ has probably,” to quote {Harrison,
‘never been repeated, and is beneath notice.’

il De Villiers published in 1608 an edition of the works of
Fulbert of Chartres, who quoted with approval the words of
Augustine. Confronted with the problem of dealing with so
unequivocal & condemnation of the then received doctrine, de
Villiers adopted a solution which sufficiently shows what he
thought Augustine’s words to mean. He interpolated dicet
hareticus, ‘a heretic will say,’ thus making Fulbert put St.
Augustine’s words into the mouth of a heretic | The interpolated
words were certainly not in Petavius’ MS. of Fulbert, which
de Villiers was using, and their insertion is certainly not excusable
as a ‘typographical’ error. The day of such interpolating
without risk of detection having passed, in the list of Errata at
the end of the book, amongst genuine errors which are one and
all of the usual kind found in printed books, comes the statement
that the interpolated words are not in Petavius, while to save
the situation 1s added ‘the interpretation is mysterious,’ snfer-
pretatio est mystica. Nor is this all ; subsequent reprints of
Fulbert’s Works, right down to Migne’s Patrology, reproduce
the interpolated words, with de Villiers’ note from the Errata ;

this suggestio falsi being the only way of getting rid of Augustine’s *

plain condemnation of the Corporal Presence.
- iii. Pusey, in 400 pages of quotations from the Fathers, contain-
ing one from the same little treatise of Augustine, omits all
reference to this passage, one of the best known, and quoted
in Eucharistic controversy from the days of Bertram and Pas-
chasius. Perhaps this omission is more significant than any
comment, . .
(4) Cyril of Jerusalem, if the Catechetical Lectures be his, may
supply another illustration, different in kind, of the absence in
the early Church of later mediwval ideas of the meaning of the

* For a full account of this strange procedure, see Dimock, Ritual, 1910,
Edn., pp. 69-80, and for similar treatment of Chrysostom, Eucharistic
Worship, pp. 105-112, of Elfric (¢. 1000), Ibid. pp. 122-129,
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Lord’s Supper. In Catech. Myst., v. 21, 22, occurs the following
instruction : ‘ When you draw near do not come with your
palms wide open or your fingers apart, but making your left
hand a throne for the right, as about to receive a "king, and
making your palm hollow, receive the body of Christ, saying
Amen ; and when you have with care sanctified your eyes with
the touch of the sacred Body, receive.” The directions for the
wine are even more elaborately superstitious, viz. to apply the
hands to the moisture on the lips, and with the moisture to
sanctify. eyes, forehead, and °the rest of the organs of sense.’ *
Dimock, EBucharistic Worship, p. 53, records similar practices,
e.g., wearing of the sacrament as a preservative against perils
by land and sea, giving the consecrated bread to the dead, ‘using
it as a plaster or poultice, St. Basil’s desire that a part of the
sacrament, which he had waved over the altar, should be buried
with him, use of the consecrated wine mixed with ink for solemn
documents, etc. Roman divines recognize that such practices,
though significant of a growing superstitious regard for the con-
secrated elements, are quite incongruous with any belief in their
identification with the body and blood of our Lord ; Muratori
says they are ‘too little in conformity with the institution and
majesty of the Eucharist.’

(8) Cyril also supplies a valuable commentary upon the language
of his time in regard to the invocation of the Holy Spirit, Catech.
Myst., iil. 8 : ¢ for as the bread of the Eucharist, after the invo-
cation of the Holy Spirit, is no longer simple bread, but body of
Christ, so also this holy oil is no longer bare, (i.e. mere oil),
nor as one might say, common, after invocation, but grace of
Christ and of the Holy Ghost, becoming full of power by the
Presence of His Deity.” The use of such language for the Chrism,
or oil for anointing in baptism, is illustrative of the universal
custom of applying the same dignity to the things connected
with Baptism as to those connected with the Lord’s Supper.
Indeed frequently they are identified : ‘each one of the faithful

"is then made a partaker of the body and blood of Christ, when

in baptism he is made a member of the body of Christ’: so
Fulgentius, referring for his authority to Augustine’s words :
“If therefore ye are the body of Christ and His members, the
mystery of yourselves is placed upon the Lord’s Table ; ‘ye

* Dowden, Further Studies, p. 230, whose translation is used above,
8dds a not unmerited rebuke of the widely prevalent attempt in the Church
of England to create a rule out of part of Cyril's directions : *we are only
too familiar with the practice of citing from the Fathers only the snippets
which make for one’s own notiors.’ Cf. also Dimock, The Doctrine of the
Lord’s Supper, p. 12. )





