
Chapter XII
The Service of the Eucharist considered in a Sacrificial View .

That the Sacram ent of the Eucharist, in w hole or in part, in a sense proper
or im proper, is a sacrifice of the C hristian C hurch, is a point agreed upon am ong
all know ing and sober divines, Popish, Lutheran, or R eform ed. B ut the
R om anists have so often and so grievously abused the once innocent nam es of
oblation, sacrifice, propitiation, etc., perverting them  to an ill sense, and grafting
false doctrine and false w orship upon them , that the Protestants have been justly
jealous of adm itting those nam es, or scrupulously w ary and reserved in the use
of them .

The general w ay am ong both Lutheran and R eform ed has been to reject
any proper propitiation or proper sacrifice in the Eucharist; adm itting how ever of
som e kind of propitiation in a qualified sense, and of sacrifice also, but of a
spiritual kind, and therefore styled im proper, or m etaphorical. N evertheless M r.
M ede, a very learned and judicious D ivine and Protestant, scrupled not to assert
a proper sacrifice in the Eucharist (as he term ed it), m aterial sacrifice, the
sacrifice of bread and w ine, analogous to the m incha of the old Law . [See M edeôs
W orks, p. 355. ed. 3. A .D . 1672.] This doctrine he delivered in the college chapel,
A .D . 1635, w hich w as afterw ards published w ith im provem ents, under the title
of The C hristian Sacrifice. In the year 1642, the no less learned D r. C udw orth
printed his w ell-know n treatise on the sam e subject; w herein he as plainly denies
any proper or any m aterial sacrifice in the Eucharist [C udw orthôs True N otion of the
Lordôs Supper, chap. v. p. 77.]; but adm its. of a sym bolical feast upon a sacrifice,
[C udw orth, ibid. pp. 21, 78.] that is to say, upon the grand sacrifice itself
com m em orated under certain sym bols. This appears to have been the prevailing
doctrine of our D ivines, both before and since. There can be no doubt of the
current doctrine dow n to M r. M ede: and as to w hat has m ost prevailed since, I
need only refer to three very em inent D ivines, w ho w rote in the years 1685,
1686, 1688. [D r. Pelling on the Sacram ent, pp. 41ï47. D r. Sharpe (afterw ards A rchbishop),
vol. vii. Serm . 2. D r. Payneôs D isc. of the Sacrifice of the M ass, pp. 42ï54.]

In the year 1702, the very pious and learned D r. G rabe published his
Irenaeus, and in his notes upon the author fell in w ith the sentim ents of M r.
M ede, so far as concerns a proper and m aterial sacrifice in the Eucharist [G rabe in
Iren. lib. iv. cap. 32. p. 323. edit. O xon.]: and after him , our incom parably learned and
judicious B ishop B ull, in an English treatise, gave great countenance to the
sam e. [B ishop B ullôs A nsw er to the B ishop of M eaux, pp. 18, 19.]

D r. G rabeôs declaring for a proper sacrifice in the Eucharist, and at the
sam e tim e censuring both Luther and C alvin, by nam e, for rejecting it, gave



great alarm  to the learned Protestants abroad, and excited several of them  to
reexam ine the question about the eucharistic sacrifice.

The first w ho appeared w as the excellent B uddaeus, (A .D . 1705) [B uddaeus
de O rigine M issae Pontificiae, M iscell. Sacr. tom . i. pp. 3ï63.] a Lutheran D ivine of
established character for learning, tem per, and judgm ent; though he happened to
betray som e precipitancy in this m atter: he appeared m uch concerned at w hat D r.
G rabe had w ritten on this argum ent, but m isapprehended him  all the tim e, as w as
natural for him  to do: for, im agining that D r. G rabe had m aintained a real
presence in the Lutheran sense, and a proper sacrifice besides, the consequence
w as self-evident, that such a presence and sacrifice together could resolve into
nothing else but the sacrifice of the m ass. Therefore he treats D r. G rabe all the
w ay, as one that had asserted the popish sacrifice: and w hat confirm ed him  in the
injurious suspicion w as, that som e of the Jesuits [M ®m oires pour lôH istoire des
Sciences, etc. A .D . 1703.] (w hether ignorantly or artfully) had boasted of D r. G rabe
as a declared m an on their side, against both Luther and C alvin. H ow ever,
B uddaeusôs dissertation on the subject is a w ell-penned perform ance, and m ay
be of good service to every careful reader, for the light it gives into the m ain
question.

In the year 1706, a very learned C alvinist [Sam . B asnage, A nnal. tom . i. pp.
370ï374.] occasionally engaged in the sam e question about the sacrifice: not w ith
any view  to D r. G rabe (so far as appears), but in opposition only to the
R om anists. H ow ever, I thought it proper just to m ake m ention of him  here, as
falling w ithin the sam e tim e, and being a great m aster of ecclesiastical antiquity.

Som e tim e after, (A .D . 1709,) Ittigius, a learned Lutheran, took occasion
to pass som e strictures upon D r. G rabe in that article [Ittigius, H istor. Eccles. prim i
Saec. p. 204.]: then D eylingius [D eylingius, O bserv. Sacr. tom . i. n. 54. p. 262.] and
Zornius, [Zornius, O puscul. Sacr. tom . i. p. 732.] learned Lutherans, and all still
pursuing the sam e m istake w hich B uddaeus had fallen into.

B ut in the year 1715, the acute and candid Pfaffius (a Lutheran also) took
care to do justice to D r. G rabeôs sentim ents, (though not altogether approving
them ,) being so fair as to ow n, that D r. G rabeôs notion of the eucharistic sacrifice
w as nothing akin to the sacrifice of the m ass. [Pfaffius, Irenaei Fragm . A necdot. p. 106
etc., 499.]  N evertheless others still w ent on in the first m istake: and am ong the
rest, the celebrated Le C lerc, [C lerici H istor. Eccl. p. 772.] and a greater m an than
he, C am pegius V itringa [V itringa in Isa. tom . ii. p. 951.]; and another fine w riter,
[M oslem . A .D . 1733. in Praefat. ad C udw orth de C oena.] later than both; all of them
condem ning the doctrine, w rongfully, as popish. B ut it m ay be proper here to
take notice that the learned D eylingius, w ho had form erly charged D r. G rabe too
hastily, has, upon better inform ation, retracted that censure, in a book lately



published [D eylingius, O bservat. M iscell. p. 103. A .D . 1736.]: and the com plaint now
is, not that D r. G rabe asserted the sacrifice of the m ass (w hich he heartily
abhorred), but that he rejected the real, local, or corporal presence, [V id.
D eylingius, ibid. p. 77.] such as the Papists or Lutherans contend for: in w hich m ost
certainly he judged right.

B ut before I close this brief historical view  of that controversy, it m ay not
be im proper to observe how  far the learned Pfaffius w as inclinable to concur
w ith D r. G rabe in this article. H e allow s that the ancients, by oblation and
sacrifice, m eant m ore than prayer, and that it is even ludicrous to pretend the
contrary. [Pfaffius, Irenaei Fragin. A necdot. p. 50.] H e acknow ledges that they speak
of an oblation of bread and w ine, [Ibid. pp. 254ï274, 314, 344.] and that the
Eucharist is a sacrifice of praise, [Ibid. pp. 330, 338.] and propitiatory also in a
qualified sober sense. [Ibid. pp. 211, 229.] In short, he seem s alm ost to yield up
everything that D r. G rabe had contended for, excepting only the point of a
proper or m aterial sacrifice: and he looked upon that as resolving at length into a
kind of logom achy, a difference in w ords or nam es, arising chiefly from  the
difficulty of determ ining w hat a sacrifice properly m eans, and from  the alm ost
insuperable perplexities am ong learned m en, about the ascertaining any precise
definition of it. [Ibid. in Praefat. et pp. 344, 345.] I am  persuaded there is a good deal
of truth in w hat that learned gentlem an has said, and that a great part of the
debate, so w arm ly carried on a few  years ago, w as m ore about nam es than
things.

A s the question arises chiefly out of w hat w as taught by the ancient
Fathers, it w ill be proper to inquire w hat they really m eant by the w ord sacrifice,
and in w hat sense they applied that nam e to the Eucharist, in w hole or in part. St.
A ustin, w ho w ell understood both w hat the Scripture and the C hristian w riters
before him  had taught, defines or describes a true sacrifice, in the general, as
follow s: ñA  true sacrifice is any w ork done to keep up our league of am ity w ith
G od, referred to him  as our sovereign good, in w hom  w e m ay enjoy true
felicity.ò* I follow  his sense, rather than the strict letter, to m ake it the clearer to
an English reader. St. A ustin here judged it necessary for every such good w ork
to be perform ed w ith a view  to G od, to be referred to his glory; otherw ise it
could not w ith any propriety be called a sacrifice to him : therefore even w orks of
m ercy done to m an, out of com passion, tenderness, or hum anity, though true
sacrifices if considered as done w ith a view  to G od, w ould be no sacrifice at all,
if they w anted that circum stance to recom m end them .** From  hence w e m ay see
w hat that Fatherôs general notion of a true sacrifice w as. H e takes notice further,
that w hat had been com m only called sacrifice, is really nothing m ore than an



outw ard sign, token, or sym bol of true sacrifice.*** The distinction here m ade
m ay afford great light as to the m eaning of the ancients, w here they denom inate
the Eucharist a sacrifice, or a true and perfect sacrifice. They m eant, for the m ost
part, that it w as true and evangelical service, as opposed to legal: in that sense,
the eucharistic service w as itself true sacrifice, and properly our sacrifice. A nd
if, over and above, the elem ents them selves, unconsecrated, w ere ever called a
sacrifice, or sacrifices, the m eaning still w as, that the service w as the sacrifice:
but w hen the consecrated elem ents had that nam e, it w as only a m etonym y of the
sign for the thing signified, as they represent, and in effect exhibit, the grand
sacrifice of the cross.

*[ñV erum  sacrificium  est om ne opus quod agitur ut sancta societate inhaeream us
D eo, relatum  scilicet ad illum  finem  boni, quo veraciter beati esse possim us.ò A ugustin.
de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 6. p. 242.]

**[ñM isericordia verum  sacrificium  est. ... Ipsa m isericordia qua hom ini
subvenitur, si propter D eum  non fit, non est sacrificium . ... Sacrificium  res divina est,ò
etc. A ugustin. ibid.]

***[ñIllud quod ab om nibus appellatur sacrificium , signum  est veri sacrificii.ò
A ugustin. ibid. ñN ec quod ab antiquis patribus talia sacrificia facta sunt in victim is
pecorum  (quod nunc D ei populus legit, non facit) aliud intelligendum  est, nisi rebus illis
eas res fuisse significatas quae aguntur in nobis, in hoc ut adhaeream us D eo, et ad
eundem  finem  proxim o consulam us. Sacrificium  ergo visibile, invisibilis sacrificii
sacram entum , id est, sacrum  signum  est.ò Ibid. cap. 5.]
It is w orth observing that in Scripture style, w hatever exhibits any

advantage or blessing in larger m easure, or in a m ore em inent degree, is
denom inated true, in opposition to other things w hich only appear to do the like,
or do it but defectively. [See John 1:4, 9, 17; 4:23ï24, 6:32, 15:1.  Luke 16:11.  H eb. 8:2, 
9:11, 24.] In such a sense as that, the G ospel services are the true sacrifices, called
also under the Law  sacrifices of righteousness.* I know  not how  it com es to
pass, that m oderns generally have reckoned all the spiritual sacrifices am ong the
nom inal, im proper, m etaphorical sacrifices; w hereas the ancients judged them  to
be the truest sacrifices of any, yea, and infinitely m ore excellent than the other.
If it be said that external, m aterial, sym bolical sacrifices had all along engrossed
the nam e of sacrifices, and therefore w ere the only sacrifices properly so called,
as the custom  of language is the rule of propriety; it m ay be replied, on the other
hand, that spiritual sacrifices really carry in them  all that the other signify or
point to, and so, upon the general reason of all sacrifice, have a just, or a m ore
em inent title to that nam e: and this m ay be thought as good a rule of propriety,
as the custom  of language can be. Suppose, for instance, that sacrifice, in its
general nature, m eans the m aking a present to the D ivine M ajesty, as Plato



defines it [Ƀ ɡəɞɡɜ Űɞ ɗɨŮɘɜ, ŭɤ ɟŮɘůɗŬɑ ŮůŰɘ Űɞɘɠ ɗŮɞɘɠ. Plato, Enthyphron. p. 10.]; is not the
presenting him  w ith our prayers, praises, and good w orks, as properly m aking
him  a present, as the other? Therefore if the general reason or definition of
sacrifice suits as properly (yea, and em inently) w ith spiritual sacrifices as w ith
any other, I see not w hy they should not be esteem ed proper sacrifices, as w ell as
the other. H ow ever, since this w ould am ount only to a strife about w ords, it is of
no great m om ent, w hether spiritual sacrifices be called proper or im proper
sacrifices, so long as they are allow ed to be true and excellent, and as m uch to be
preferred before the other, as substance before shadow , and truth before sign or
figure. The ancients, I think, looked upon the spiritual sacrifices as true and
proper sacrifices, and are so to be understood, w henever they apply the nam e of
sacrifice to the service of the Eucharist. B ut to m ake it a m aterial sacrifice
w ould, in their account, have been degrading and vilifying it, reducing it to a
legal cerem ony, instead of a G ospel service.

*[ñV era sacrificia sunt ejusm odi sacrificia, quae vere id habent quod caetera
habere videntur. D icuntur illa, eodem  loquendi m odo, sacrificia justitiae, id est ɗɡůɑŬɘ
ŬɚɖɗɘɜŬɑ, sacrificia vera. Intelligitur autem  hac phrasi totus cultus N ovi Testam enti.ò
V itringa de vet. Synag. p. 65. C p. ejusd. O bservat. Sacr. tom . ii. p. 499, et in Isa. tom . ii.
pp. 56, 733, 829.]
The service therefore of the Eucharist, on the foot of ancient C hurch

language, is both a true and a proper sacrifice (as I shall shew  presently), and the
noblest that w e are capable of offering, w hen considered as com prehending
under it m any true and evangelical sacrifices: 1. The sacrifice of alm s to the
poor, and oblations to the C hurch; w hich w hen religiously intended, and offered
through C hrist, is a G ospel sacrifice. [Philippians 4:18. H ebrew s 13:16. C om pare A cts
10:4. Ecclus. 35:2.] N ot that the m aterial offering is a sacrifice to G od, for it goes
entirely to the use of m an; but the service is w hat G od accepts. 2. The sacrifice
of prayer, from  a pure heart, is evangelical incense. [R evel. 5:; 8:3ï4. C om pare Psalm
141:2. M alachi 1:11, 3:4ï5. H os. 14:2. A cts 10:4. Ecclus. 35:2.] 3. The sacrifice of praise
and thanksgiving to G od the Father, through C hrist Jesus our Lord, is another
G ospel sacrifice. [H eb. 13:15. 1 Peter 2:5, 9. C om pare Psalm  50:14ï15, 69:31, 116:17.] 4.
The sacrifice of a penitent and contrite heart, even under the Law  (and now
m uch m ore under the G ospel, w hen explicitly offered through C hrist), w as a
sacrifice of the new  covenant [Psalm  4:5, 51:17. Isa. 1:16, 57:15.]: for the new
covenant com m enced from  the tim e of the fall, and obtained under the Law , but
couched under shadow s and figures. 5. The sacrifice of ourselves, our souls and
bodies, is another G ospel sacrifice. [R om . 12:1.  Phil. 2:17.  2 Tim . 4:6.] 6. The
offering up the m ystical body of C hrist, that is, his C hurch, is another G ospel
sacrifice [1 C or. 10:17.]: or rather, it is coincident w ith the form er; excepting that



there persons are considered in their single capacity, and here collectively in a
body. I take the thought from  St. A ustin, [A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. vi. p. 243;
cap. xx. p. 256. Epist. lix. alias cxlix. p. 509. edit. B ened.] w ho grounds it chiefly on 1
C or. 10:17, and the texts belonging to the form er article. 7. The offering up of
true converts, or sincere penitents to G od by their pastors, w ho have laboured
successfully in the blessed w ork, is another very acceptable G ospel sacrifice.
[R om . 15:16. Phil. 2:17. C om pare Isa. 66:20, cum  N otis V itring. p. 950.] 8. The sacrifice of
faith and hope, and self-hum iliation, in com m em orating the grand sacrifice, and
resting finally upon it, is another G ospel sacrifice, [This is not said in any single text,
but m ay be clearly collected from  m any com pared.] and em inently proper to the
Eucharist.

These, I think, are all so m any true sacrifices, and m ay all m eet together in
the one great com plicated sacrifice of the Eucharist. Into som e one or m ore of
these m ay be resolved (as I conceive) all that the ancients have ever taught of
C hristian sacrifices, or of the Eucharist under the nam e or notion of a true or
proper sacrifice. Let it be supposed how ever for the present, in order to give the
reader the clearer idea beforehand of w hat I intend presently to prove. In the
m eanw hile, supposing this account to be just, from  hence m ay easily be
understood how  far the Eucharist is a com m em orative sacrifice, or otherw ise. If
that phrase m eans a spiritual service of ours, com m em orating the sacrifice of the
cross, then it is justly styled a sacrifice com m em orative of a sacrifice, and in that
sense a com m em orative sacrifice: but if that phrase points only to the outw ard
elem ents representing the sacrifice m ade by C hrist, then it m eans a sacrifice
com m em orated, or a representation and com m em oration of a sacrifice.*

*[ñN onne sem el im m olatus est C hristus in seipso? Et tam en in sacram ento non
solum  per om nes paschae solennitates, sed om ni die populis im m olatur; nec utique
m entitur qui, interrogatus, eum  responderit im m olari. Si enim  sacram enta quandam
sim ilitudinem  earum  rerum , quarum  sacram enta sunt, non haberent, om nino sacram enta
non essent: ex hac autern sim ilitudine plerum que etiam  ipsarum  rerum  nom ina accipiunt.
Sicut ergo, secundum  quendam  m odum , sacram entum  corporis C hristi corpus C hristi est,
sacram entum  sanguinis C hristi sanguis C hristi est; ita sacram entum  fidei fides est.ò
A ugustin. Epist. ad B onifacium , xcviii. alias xxiii. p. 267. ed. B ened.]
From  hence likew ise m ay w e understand in w hat sense the officiating

authorized m inisters perform  the office of proper evangelical priests in this
service. They do it three w ays: 1. A s com m em orating, in solem n form , the sam e
sacrifice here below , w hich C hrist our H igh Priest com m em orates above. 2. A s
handing up (if I m ay so speak) those prayers and those services of C hristians to
C hrist our Lord, w ho as H igh Priest recom m ends the sam e in heaven to G od the
Father. [R evel. 8:4. V id. V itring. in loc.] 3. A s offering up to G od all the faithful w ho



are under their care and m inistry, and w ho are sanctified by the Spirit. [R om .
15:16.] In these three w ays the C hristian officers are priests, or liturgs, to very
excellent purposes, far above the legal ones, in a sense w orth the contending for,
and w orth the pursuing w ith the utm ost zeal and assiduity.

H aving thus far intim ated beforehand w hat I apprehend to be in the m ain,
or in the general, a just account of the eucharistic sacrifice, upon the principles
laid dow n in Scripture, as interpreted by the ancients: I shall next proceed to
exam ine the ancients one by one, in order to see w hether this account tallies w ith
w hat they have said upon this article.      

I shall begin w ith St. B arnabas, supposed, w ith som e probability, to have
been the author of the Epistle bearing his nam e, penned about A .D . 71. This very
early w riter, taking notice of the difference betw een the Law  and the G ospel,
observes that C hrist had abolished the legal sacrifices, to m ake w ay for an
hum an oblation:* w hich he explains soon after, by an hum ble and contrite heart,
referring to Psalm  51:17. So by hum an oblation, he m eans the freew ill offering
of the heart, as opposed to the yoke of legal observances; the offering up the
w hole inner m an, instead of the outw ard superficial perform ances of the Law .
Therefore the C hristian sacrifice, as here described by our author, resolves into
the 5th article of the account w hich I have given above. M r. D odw ell renders the
w ords of B arnabas thus: ñThese things therefore he has evacuated, that the new
law  of our Lord Jesus C hrist, w hich is w ithout any yoke of bondage, m ight bring
in the m ystical oblation.ò [D odw ell of Incensing, p. 33, etc.] H e conceived the
original G reek w ords (w hich are lost) m ight have been [ɚɞɔɘəɖ ɚŬŰɟŮɑŬ],
reasonable service: w hich how ever is m erely conjecture. B ut he understood the
place of C hristians offering them selves, their souls and bodies, instead of
sacrificing beasts. A nother learned m an, w ho had an hypothesis to serve,
understands by hum an oblation, an offering m ade w ith freedom ; and he
interprets it of the voluntary oblations m ade by com m unicants at the altar, viz.
the lay oblations. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 333, alias 338.] The
interpretation appears som ew hat forced, and agrees not w ell w ith B arnabasôs
ow n explication superadded, concerning an hum ble and contrite heart; unless w e
take in both: how ever, even upon that supposition, the C hristian sacrifice here
pointed to w ill be a spiritual sacrifice, or service, the sacrifice of charitable
benevolence, and w ill fall under article the first, above m entioned. There have
not been w anting som e w ho w ould w rest the passage so far as to m ake it favour
the sacrifice of the m ass: but the learned Pfaffius [Pfaffius de O blat. vet. Eucharist.
sect. xxii. p. 239, etc.] has abundantly confuted every pretense that w ay, and has
also w ell defended the com m on construction; w hich M enardus had before



adm itted, and w hich D odw ell also cam e into, and w hich I have here
recom m ended. There is nothing m ore in B arnabas that relates at all to our
purpose, and so w e m ay pass on to other C hristian w riters in order.

*[ñH aec ergo [sacrificia] vacua fecit, ut nova lex D om ini nostri Jesu C hristi, quae
sine judo necessitatis est, hum anam  habeat oblationem  ... nobis enim  dicit, Sacrificium
D eo, cor tribulatum , et hum iliatum  D eus non despicit.ò B arnab. Epist. cap. ii. p. 57.]
C lem ens of R om e has been cited in a chapter above [See above, C hapter I.],

as speaking of the lay oblations brought to the altar, and of the sacerdotal
oblation afterw ards m ade of the sam e gifts, previously to the consecration. N o
doubt but such lay offerings am ounted to spiritual sacrifice, being acceptable
service under the G ospel; and they fall under article the first, in the enum eration
before given. I cannot repeat too often, that in such cases the service, the good
w ork, the duty perform ed is properly the sacrifice, according to the definition of
sacrifice in St. A ustin* above cited, and according to plain good sense. W hen
C orneliusôs prayers and alm s ascended up for a m em orial (a nam e alluding to the
legal incense), it w as not his m oney, nor any m aterial gifts, that ascended, or
m ade the m em orial; but it w as the piety, the m ercy, the beneficence, the virtues
of the m an. U nder the G ospel, G od receives no m aterial thing at all, to be
consum ed and spent in his ow n im m ediate service, and for his honour only: he
receives no blood, no libation, no incense, no burnt offerings, no perfum es, as
before. If he receives alm s and oblations (as in the Eucharistic service), he
receives them  not as gifts to him self, to be consum ed in his im m ediate service,
but as gifts to be consecrated for the use of m an, to w hom  they go. A ll that is
m aterial is laid out upon m an only; not upon G od, as in the Jew ish econom y. B ut
G od receives, now  under the G ospel, our religious services, our good w orks, our
virtuous exercises, in the nam e of C hrist, and these are our truly C hristian and
spiritual sacrifices. In this view , the lay oblations, w hich C lem ens refers to, w ere
C hristian sacrifices. So also w ere the sacerdotal services, referred to by the sam e
C lem ens; though in a view  som ew hat different, and falling under a distinct
branch of G ospel sacrifice, reducible to article the seventh in the foregoing
recital. Those w ho endeavour to construe C lem ensôs ́ ɟɞůűɞɟŬɘ and ɚŮɘŰɞɡɟɔɑŬɘ
(oblations and sacerdotal m inistrations) as favouring the sacrifice of the m ass,
run altogether w ide of the truth; as is, plain from  one single reason am ong m any,
[The reader m ay see that w hole question discussed at large in B uddaeus, M iscellan. Sacr. tom .
1. pp. 45-49. Pfaffius de O blat. vet. Euch. pp. 254ï269.] that all w hich C lem ens speaks
of w as previous to the consecration. Those also w ho plead from  thence for
m aterial oblations, as acceptable under the G ospel, m istake the case: for the
m aterial part (as before hinted) goes not to G od, is not considered purely as a gift
to him , (like the burnt offerings or incense under the Law , consum ed in his



im m ediate service,) but as a gift for the use of m an; and so nothing rem ains for
G od to accept of, as given to him , but the spiritual service; and even that he
accepts not of, unless it really answ ers its nam e. So that it is plain that the N ew
Testam ent adm its of none but spiritual sacrifices; because none else are now
properly given to G od, or accepted by him  as so given.

*[ñO m ne opus, etc. every good w ork. A nd it is observable that, conform ably to
such definition, that Father m akes B aptism  a sacrifice: ñH olocausto D om inicae passionis,
quod eo tem pore offert quisque pro peccatis suis, quo ejusdem  passionis fide dedicatur, et
C hristianorum  fidelium  nom ine B aptizatus im buitur.ò A ugustin. ad R om an. Expos. cap.
xix. col. 937. tom . iii.]
Justin M artyr, of the second century, is so clear and so express upon the

subject of G ospel sacrifice, that one need not desire any fuller light than he w ill
furnish us w ith. The sum  of his doctrine is, that prayers and praises, and
universal obedience, are the only C hristian sacrifices: from  w hence it m ost
evidently follow s, that w henever he gives the nam e of oblation, or sacrifice, to
the Eucharist, his w hole m eaning is, that it is a religious service com prehending
prayers, praises, etc., and therefore has a just title to the nam e of C hristian
oblation and sacrifice. B ut let us exam ine the passages.

H e w rites thus: ñW e have been taught, that G od has no need of any
m aterial oblation from  m en; w ell know ing, that he is the giver of all things: but
w e are inform ed, and persuaded, and do believe, that he accepts those only w ho
copy after his m oral perfections, purity, righteousness, philanthropy,ò* etc. H ere
w e m ay observe that G od accepts not, according to our author, any m aterial
oblation at all, considered as a gift to him , nor anything but w hat is spiritual, as
all religious services, and all virtuous exercises really are: those are the G ospel
oblations according to Justin, here and everyw here. A  few  pages after, he takes
notice ñthat G od has no need of blood, libations, or incense, but that the
C hristian m anner w as, to offer him  prayers and thanksgivings for all the
blessings they enjoy, to the utm ost of their pow er: that the only w ay of paying
him  honour suitable, w as not to consum e by fire w hat he had given for our
sustenance, but to spend it upon ourselves, and upon the poor, and to render him
the tribute of our grateful hym ns and praises,ò** etc.

*[ȷ ɚɚô ɞɡ ŭɏŮůɗŬɘ Űɖɠ ́ ŬɟŬ Ŭɜɗɟɩ ˊɤ ɜ ɡɚɘəɖɠ ́ ɟɞůűɞɟŬɠ ́ ɟɞůŮɘɚɐűŬɛŮɜ Űɞɜ 
Ū Ůɧɜ, ŬɡŰɞɜ ́ ŬɟɏɢɞɜŰŬ ́ ɎɜŰŬ ɞɟɤ ɜŰŮɠȚ  ŮəŮɑɜɞɡɠ ŭŮ ́ ɟɞůŭŮɢŮůɗŬɘ ŬɡŰɞɜ ɛɧɜɞɜ 
ŭŮŭɘŭɎɔɛŮɗŬ, əŬɘ ́ Ů́ ŮɑůɛŮɗŬ, Űɞɡɠ ŰŬ ́ ɟɞůɧɜŰŬ ŬɡŰɤ  ŬɔŬɗŬ ɛɘɛɞɡɛɏɜɞɡɠ, ůɤ űɟɞůɨɜɖɜ, 
əŬɘ ŭɘəŬɘɞůɡɜɖɜ, əŬɘ űɘɚŬɜɗɟɤ ˊɑŬɜ, əŬɘ ɧůŬ ɞɘəŮɘŬ Ū Ůɤ  ŮůŰɘ.  Just. M art. A pol. i. p. 14. 
edit. Lond.]

**[ȷ ɜŮɜŭŮɖ ŬɘɛɎŰɤ ɜ əŬɘ ůˊɞɜŭɤ ɜ əŬɘ ɗɡɛɘŬɛɎŰɤ ɜ ... ɚɏɔɞɜŰŮɠ, ɚɧɔɤ  Ůɡɢɖɠ əŬɘ
ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ Ůű ɞɘɠ ́ ɟɞůűŮɟɧɛŮɗŬ ́ Ŭůɘɜ ɧůɖ ŭɨɜŬɛɘɠ ŬɘɜɞɡɜŰŮɠȚ ɛɧɜɖɜ ŬɝɑŬɜ ŬɡŰɞɡ Űɘɛɖɜ



ŰŬɨŰɖɜ ́ ŬɟŬɚŬɓɧɜŰŮɠ, Űɞ ŰŬ ɡˊ ŮəŮɑɜɞɡ Ůɘɠ ŭɘŬŰɟɞűɖɜ ɔɘɜɧɛŮɜŬ, ɞɡ ́ ɡɟɘ ŭŬˊŬɜŬɜ, Ŭɚɚô
ŮŬɡŰɞɘɠ əŬɘ Űɞɘɠ ŭŮɞɛɏɜɞɘɠ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ, ŮəŮɑɜɤ  ŭŮ ŮɡɢŬɟɑůŰɞɡɠ ɧɜŰŬɠ ŭɘŬ ɚɧɔɞɡ ́ ɞɛˊŬɠ
əŬɘ ɨɛɜɞɡɠ ́ ɏɛˊŮɘɜ.  ə. Ű. ɚ.  Just. M art. ibid. p. 19.]
H ere w e m ay note how  exactly he points out the difference betw een other

sacrifices (Pagan or Jew ish) and the sacrifices of the G ospel. In those there w as
som ething spent, as it w ere, im m ediately upon G od, entirely lost, w asted,
consum ed, because considered as a gift to G od only; w hich is the proper notion
of a m aterial sacrifice: but in these, nothing is entirely spent, or consum ed, but
all goes to the use of m an; only the praise, the glory, the tribute of hom age and
service, that is given to G od, and that he accepts, as a proper sacrifice, and as
m ost suitable to his D ivine M ajesty. N ot that he needs even these, or can be
benefited by them : but he takes delight in the exercise of his ow n philanthropy,
w hich has so m uch the larger field to m ove in, according as his creatures render
them selves fit objects of it by acts of religion and virtue. B ut I proceed w ith our
author.

In another place he expressly teaches that ñprayers and thanksgivings,
m ade by them  that are w orthy, are the only perfect and acceptable sacrificesò;
adding, that ñthose only are offered in the eucharistic com m em oration.ò* It is
observable that by the restriction to the w orthy, he supposes a good life to go
along w ith prayers and praises to m ake them  acceptable sacrifice, conform ably
to w hat he had before taught, as above recited. Indeed, prayers and praises are
m ost directly, im m ediately, em phatically sacrifice, as a tribute offered to G od
only: w hich is the reason w hy Justin and other Fathers speak of them  in the first
place, as the proper or prim ary sacrifices of C hristians. O bedience is sacrifice
also, as it respects G od; but it m ay have another aspect tow ards ourselves, or
other m en, and therefore is not so directly a sacrifice to G od alone. This
distinction is w ell illustrated by a judicious D ivine of our ow n, [B ishop Lanyôs
Serm on on H eb. 13:15. pp. 30ï32.] w hose w ords I m ay here borrow : ñThe sacrifice of
obedience is m etaphorical: that is, G od accepts it as w ell as if it had been a
sacrifice; that is, som ething given to him self: but the sacrifice of praise is proper,
w ithout a m etaphor.** The nature of it accom plished by offering som ething to
G od, in acknow ledgm ent of him . ... The honour w hich G od receives from  our
obedience, differs from  that of a sacrifice; for that is only of consequence, and
by argum entation: that is, it suits w ith the nature and w ill of G od; as w e say,
good servants are an honour to their m asters, by reflection. B ut the honour by
sacrifice is of direct and special intendm ent: it hath no other use, and is a distinct
virtue from  all other acts of obedience, and of a different obligation. ... Though
G od hath the honour of obedience and a virtuous life; if w e deny him  the honour



of a sacrifice besides, w e rob him  of his due, and a greater sacrilege w e cannot
com m it. ... This is robbing G od of the service itself, to w hich the other,
dedicated for his service, are but accessary.ò Thus far B ishop Lany to the point
in hand. I return to Justin M artyr.

*[ȳ Űɘ ɛŮɜ ɞɡɜ əŬɘ ŮɡɢŬɘ əŬɘ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɘ ɡˊɞ Űɤ ɜ Ŭɝɑɤ ɜ ɔɘɜɧɛŮɜŬɘ, ŰɏɚŮɘŬɘ ɛɧɜŬɘ 
əŬɘ ŮɡɎɟŮůŰɞɑ Ůɘůɘ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ɗɡůɑŬɘ, əŬɘ ŬɡŰɧɠ űɖɛɘ.  ɇŬɡŰŬ ɔŬɟ ɛɧɜŬ əŬɘ ɉ ɟɘůŰɘŬɜɞɘ 
ˊŬɟɏɚŬɓɞɜ ́ ɞɘŮɘɜ, əŬɘ Ů́ ô ŬɜŬɛɜɐůŮɘ ŭŮ Űɖɠ Űɟɞűɖɠ ŬɡŰɤ ɜ ɝɖɟŬɠ ŰŮ əŬɘ ɡɔɟŬɠ.  Justin. 
D ial. p. 387.]

**[N ote, this very acute and know ing D ivine had not learned to call every
spiritual sacrifice a m etaphorical sacrifice: for he adm its of prayers and praises, and the
like religious services, as true and proper sacrifices. I conceive further that even
obedience, form ally considered as respecting G od, and as a tribute offered to him  (though
it has other view s besides, in w hich it is no sacrifice at all) is as properly sacrifice as the
other: and so judged St. A ustin above cited.]
W e have seen how  uniform  and constant this early C hristian w riter w as,

w ith respect to the general doctrine concerning G ospel sacrifices, as being
spiritual sacrifices, and no other. N othing m ore rem ains but to consider how  to
reconcile that general doctrine w ith the particular doctrine taught by the sam e
w riter concerning the Eucharist, as a sacrifice. H e m akes m ention of the legal
offering of fine flour, or m eal offering, as a type of the bread of the Eucharist
[Justin. M art. D ial. p. 220.]: and a little after, citing a noted place of the Prophet
M alachi, he interprets the pure offering, the m incha, or bread offering there
predicted, of the bread eucharistic, and likew ise of w ine,* denom inating them , as
it seem s, the sacrifices offered by us G entile C hristians. D oes not all this look
very like the adm itting of m aterial sacrifices under the G ospel?  A nd how  then 
could he consistently elsew here exclude all m aterial oblations, and adm it none 
but spiritual sacrifices as belonging to the C hristian state? M r. Pfaffius, being
aw are of the appearing difficulty, cuts the knot, instead of untying it, and charges
the author w ith saying and unsaying [Pfaffius de O blat. vet. Eucharist. pp. 270, 272.]:
w hich perhaps w as not respectful enough tow ards his author, nor prudent for his
ow n cause, unless the case had been desperate, w hich he had no reason to
suspect, so far as I apprehend. H e undertakes afterw ards to sum  up Justinôs
sentim ents on this head, and does it in a m anlier som ew hat perplexed, to this
effect: ñThat the N ew  Testam ent adm its of no sacrifices but prayers, praises, and
thanksgivings: but how ever, if it does adm it of anything corresponding, or
sim ilar to the legal oblations, it is that of the oblation of bread and w ine in the
Eucharist.ò** This is leaving the readers m uch in the dark, and his author to shift
for sense and consistency. A t the best, it is dism issing the evidence as doubtful,
not determ inate enough to give reasonable satisfaction.



*[Ʉ Ůɟɘ ŭŮ Űɤ ɜ Ůɜ ́ ŬɜŰɘ Űɧˊɤ  ɡűô ɖɛɤ ɜ Űɤ ɜ Ůɗɜɤ ɜ ́ ɟɞůűŮɟɞɛɏɜɤ ɜ ŬɡŰɤ  ɗɡůɘɤ ɜ,
ŰɞɡŰɏůŰɘ Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ Űɖɠ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ, əŬɘ Űɞɡ ́ ɞŰɖɟɑɞɡ ɞɛɞɑɤ ɠ Űɖɠ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ ́ ɟɞɚɏɔŮɘ
ŰɧŰŮ.  Justin. ibid.]

**[ñIta nem pe secum  statuit vir sanctus, nulla esse in N ovo Testam ento sacrificia,
quam  laudes, gratiarum  actiones, et preces; si quid tam en sit quod cum  oblationibus
V eteris Testam enti conferri queat, esse panem  vinum que Eucharistiae, quae altari, seu
m ensae sacrae im posita, precibusque juxta m andaturn C hristi D eo oblata, in
Sacram entum  corporis sanguinisque D om inici consecrentur.ò Pfaffius, ibid. p. 274.]
M r. D odw ellôs account of Justin in this article is no clearer than the

form er. H e takes notice, that his Father ñallow s no other sacrifice but that of
prayer and Eucharist;ò he should have said, thanksgiving: and soon after he adds
in the sam e page; ñelsew here he ow ns no acceptable sacrifice under the G ospel,
but the Eucharist; in opposition to the Jew ish sacrifices, w hich w ere consum ed
by fire, and w hich w ere confined to Jerusalem .ò  [D odw ell on Incensing, p. 46.] Still,
here is no account given how  Justin could reject all m aterial sacrifice, and yet
consistently adm it of the Eucharist as a sacrifice, if that be a m aterial and not a
spiritual oblation. The m ost that M r. D odw ellôs solution can am ount to is, that
Justin did not absolutely reject m aterial sacrifices, provided they w ere not to be
consum ed by fire, or provided (as he hints in another w ork [D odw ellôs O ne A ltar,
pp. 203, 204.]) that they are but purely eucharistic. B ut this solution w ill never
account for Justinôs so expressly and fully excluding all m aterial oblations, and
so particularly restraining the notion of G ospel sacrifices to prayers, praises, and
good w orks.

Som e learned m en think that a m aterial sacrifice m ay yet be called a
rational and spiritual sacrifice [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 18, etc.]: and
therefore, though the Fathers do expressly reject m aterial sacrifices, they m ean
only sacrifices of a certain kind; and though they adm it none but spiritual
sacrifices, they m ight yet tacitly except such m aterial sacrifices as are spiritual
also. B ut this appears to be a very harsh solution, and such as w ould go near to
confound all language. H ow ever, m ost certainly, it ought never to be adm itted, if
any clearer or m ore just solution can be thought on, as I am  persuaded there
m ay.

Justinôs principles, if rightly considered, hang w ell together, and are all of
a piece. H e rejects all m aterial sacrifices absolutely: and though the Eucharist be
a sacrifice, according to him , yet it is not the m atter of it, viz. the bread and
w ine, that is properly the sacrifice, but it is the service only, and that is a
spiritual sacrifice. A lm s are a G ospel sacrifice, according to St. Paul: not the
m aterial alm s, but the exercise of charity, that is the sacrifice. In like m anner, the
Eucharist is a G ospel sacrifice. N ot the m aterial sym bols, but the service,



consisting of a prayer, praise, contrite hearts, self-hum iliation, etc. W ell, but m ay
not the like be said of all the legal sacrifices, that there also the service w as
distinct from  the m atter, and so those also w ere spiritual sacrifices? N o: the
circum stances w ere w idely different. In the legal sacrifices, either the w hole or
som e part of the offering w as directly given to G od,* and either consum ed by
fire, or poured forth, never returning to the use of m an: and thereupon w as
founded the gross notion, of w hich G od by his Prophets m ore than once
com plains, [Psalm  50:12ï13. Isaiah 1:11.  M ic. 6:6ï7.] as if the D eity had need of such
things, or took delight in them . B ut now , under the G ospel, nothing is so given to
G od, nothing consum ed in his im m ediate service: w e present his gifts and his
creatures before him , and w e take them  back again for the use of ourselves and
of our brethren. A ll that w e really give up to G od as his tribute, are our thanks,
our praises, our acknow ledgm ents, our hom age, our selves, our souls and bodies;
w hich is all spiritual sacrifice, purely spiritual: and herein lies the m ain
difference betw een the Law  and the G ospel. [See M r. Lew isôs A nsw er to U nbloody
Sacrifice, pp. 2, 5, 11.] W e have no m aterial sacrifices at all. The m atter of the
Eucharist is sacram ental, and the bread and w ine are signs: yea, signs of a
sacrifice, that is of the sacrifice of the cross: but as to any sacrifice of ours, it lies
entirely in the service w e perform , and in the qualifications or dispositions w hich
w e bring, w hich are all so m uch spiritual oblation, or spiritual sacrifice, and
nothing else.

*[Som e have thought the paschal sacrifice to m ake an exception, because it w as
all to be eaten. B ut it is certain that one part, viz. the blood, w as to be poured forth, and
sprinkled, 2 C hron. 30:16, 35:11, yea and offered unto G od, Exod. 23:18, 34:25, as
belonging of right to him : and those w ho are best skilled in Jew ish antiquities, think that
the inw ards, or fat, w as to be burnt upon the altar. See R eland, A ntiq. H ebr. p. 383.
D eylingius, O bserv. Sacr. tom . iii. p. 332. C udw orth on the Lordôs Supper, p. 3. fol. ed.]
From  hence m ay be perceived how  consistent and uniform  this early

Father w as in his w hole doctrine on that head. H e expressed him self very
accurately w hen, speaking of spiritual and perfect sacrifices, he said, that they
w ere w hat C hristians offered over, or upon the eucharistic com m em oration:*
that is, they spiritually sacrificed in the service of the Eucharist. They did not
m ake the m aterial elem ents their sacrifice, but the signs only of a greater. Their
service they offered up to G od as his tribute; but the elem ents they took entirely
to them selves. W hen he speaks of the sacrifices of bread and w ine,** he m ay
reasonably be understood to m ean, the spiritual sacrifices of lauds, or of charity,
w hich w ent along w ith the solem n feasting upon the bread and w ine; and not that
the elem ents them selves w ere sacrifices.*** U pon the w hole therefore, I take
this blessed m artyr to have been consistent throughout in his doctrine of spiritual



sacrifices, as being the only sacrifices prescribed, or allow ed by the G ospel. A nd
if he judged the Eucharist to be (as indeed he did) a m ost acceptable sacrifice, it
w as because he supposed it to com prise m any sacrifices in one; a right faith, and
clean heart, and devout affections, breaking forth in fervent prayers, praises, and
thanksgivings unto G od, and charitable contributions to the brethren.

*[ɇŬɡŰŬ ɔŬɟ ɛɧɜŬ əŬɘ ɉ ɟɘůŰɘŬɜɞɘ ˊŬɟɏɚŬɓɞɜ ˊɞɘŮɘɜ əŬɘ Ů́ ô ŬɜŬɛɜɐůŮɘ ŭŮ Űɖɠ
Űɟɞűɖɠ ŬɡŰɤ ɜ ɝɖɟŬɠ ŰŮ əŬɘ ɡɔɟŬɠ. D ial. p. 387.  Ū ɡůɑŬɠ ... Ů́ ɘ Űɖ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬ Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ
əŬɘ Űɞɡ ́ ɞŰɖɟɑɞɡ ... ɔɘɜɞɛɏɜŬɠ. D ial. p. 386.]

**[Ʉ ɟɞůűŮɟɞɛɏɜɤ ɜ ŬɡŰɤ  ɗɡůɘɤ ɜ, ŰɞɡŰɏůŰɘ Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ Űɖɠ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ əŬɘ Űɞɡ
ˊɞŰɖɟɑɞɡ. D ial. p. 220.]

***[It m ay be suggested (see Johnson, part i. p. 271) that the w ord ŬɜɎɛɜɖůɘɠ,
m em orial, w as used in relation to the show  bread, Levit. 24:7, a type of the Eucharist. B ut
it is observable, that the show  bread w as not the m em orial; but the incense burnt upon it,
that w as the m em orial, as the text expressly says. N ow  it is w ell know n, that prayers,
lauds, etc. are the evangelical incense, succeeding in the room  of the legal: therefore, to
m ake everything correspond, the spiritual services of the Eucharist are properly our
m em orial, our incense, and not the m aterial elem ents.]
A thenagoras m ay com e next, w ho has not m uch to our purpose: but yet

som ething he has. H e observes that ñG od needs no blood, nor fat, nor sw eet
scents of flow ers, nor incense, being him self the m ost delightful perfum e: but the
noblest sacrifice in his sight, is to understand his w orks and w ays, and to lift up
holy hands to him .ò* A  little after he adds, ñW hat should I do w ith burnt
offerings, w hich G od has no need of? B ut it is m eet to offer him  an unbloody
sacrifice, and to bring him  a rational service.ò** H ere w e see w hat the proper
C hristian sacrifices are, nam ely, the spiritual sacrifices of devout prayers, and
obedience of heart and life. The service is, w ith this w riter, the sacrifice. H e
takes notice of G odôs not needing burnt offerings, and the like. A ll m aterial
sacrifices considered as gifts to G od, w ere apt to insinuate som e such idea to
w eak m inds: but the spiritual services do not. In our eucharistic solem nity w e
consider not the elem ents, w hen presented before G od, as properly our gifts to
him , but as his gifts to us*** w hich, w e pray, m ay be consecrated to our spiritual
uses. W e pay our acknow ledgm ents for them  at the sam e tim e: and that m akes
one part, the sm allest part, of our spiritual sacrifice, or service, in that solem nity.
It m ay be w orth noting, that here in A thenagoras w e find the first m ention of
unbloody sacrifice, w hich he m akes equivalent to reasonable service: and he
applies it not particularly to the Eucharist, but to spiritual sacrifices at large. A n
argum ent, that w hen it cam e afterw ards to be applied to the Eucharist, it still
carried the sam e m eaning, and w as chosen w ith a view  to the spiritual services



contained in it, and not to the m aterial oblation, or oblations, considered as such.
*[Ū ɡůɑŬ ŬɡŰɤ  ɛŮɔɑůŰɖ, Ŭɜ ɔɘɜɩ ůəɤ ɛŮɜ Űɘɠ ŮɝɏŰŮɘɜŮ, ə. Ű .ɚ., əŬɘ Ů́ Ŭɑɟɤ ɛŮɜ ɞůɑɞɡɠ

ɢŮɘɟŬɠ ŬɡŰɤ . A thenag. p. 48, 49.  ed. O xon.]
**[ɇɑ ŭɏ ɛɞɘ ɞɚɞəŬɡŰɩ ůŮɤ ɜ, ɤ ɜ ɛɖ ŭŮɘŰŬɘ ɞ Ū Ůɧɠ; əŬɘ Űɞɘ ˊɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ ŭɏɞɜ

ŬɜŬɑɛŬəŰɞɜ ɗɡůɑŬɜ, əŬɘ Űɖɜ ɚɞɔɘəɖɜ ́ ɟɞůɎɔŮɘɜ ɚŬŰɟŮɑŬɜ.  A thenag. p. 49.]
***[H ence cam e the usual phrase, so frequent in liturgical O ffices, ŰŬ ůŬ Ůə Űɤ ɜ

ůɤ ɜ ŭɩ ɟɤ ɜ ůɞɘ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟɞɛŮɜ, W e present unto thee the things that are thine out of thy
ow n gifts: that is, by w ay of acknow ledgm ent. See the testim onies collected in
D eylingius, O bservat. M iscellan. pp. 201, 312.]
Irenaeus, of the sam e tim e, w ill afford us still greater light, w ith regard to

the point in hand. H e is very large and diffuse upon the distinction betw een the
typical sacrifices of the Law , [ñPer sacrificia autem  et reliquas typicas observantias,
putantes propitiari D eum , dicebat eis Sam uel,ò etc. Iren. lib. iv, cap. 17. p. 247. edit. B ened.]
and the true sacrifices of the G ospel.* H e seem s to m ean by typical there the
sam e that St. A ustin, before cited, m eant by signs. Those external sacrifices w ere
sym bols, tokens, pledges of the true hom age, or true sacrifice; w hich Irenaeus
interprets of a contrite heart, faith, obedience, righteousness, [ñN on sacrificia et
holocaustom ata quaerebat ab eis D eus, sed fidem , et obedientiarn, et justitiam , propter illorum
salutem .ò Ibid. p. 249.] etc. referring to several texts [1 Sam . 15:22. Psalm  50:14; 17. Isa.
1:16ï17. Jer. 7:22ï23. H os. 6:6.   Philip. 4:18.] of the O ld Testam ent and N ew , w hich
recom m end true goodness as the acceptable sacrifice. H e understands the G ospel
incense, spoken of in M alachi, [M alachi 1:11.] of the prayers of the saints, [ñIn
om ni loco incensum  offertur nom ini m eo, et sacrificium  purum . Incensa autem  Joannes in
A pocalypsi orationes esse ait sanctorum .ò Iren. lib. iv. c. 17. p. 249.] according to R ev. 5:8.
H e m akes m ention also of an altar in heaven, to w hich the prayers and oblations
of the C hurch are supposed to ascend, and on w hich they are conceived to be
offered by our great H igh Priest to G od the Father. [ñEst ergo altare in caelis (illic
enim  preces nostrae et oblationes diriguntur) et tem plum ; quem adm odum  Joannes in
A pocalypsi ait, Et apertum  est tem plum  D ei.ò Iren. ibid.] The thought, very probably,
w as taken from  the golden altar m entioned in the A pocalypse, [R ev. 8:3, 5. V id.
V itringa in loc. D odw ell on Incensing, pp. 39ï44.] and represented as bearing the
m ystical incense. The notion of a m ystical altar in heaven becam e very frequent
in the C hristian w riters after Irenaeus,** and w as in process of tim e taken into
m ost of the old Liturgies, G reek, Latin, and O riental; as is w ell know n to as
m any as are at all conversant in them . The notion w as not new : for the O ld
Testam ent speaks of prayers, as com ing up to G odôs holy dw elling place, even to
heaven [2 C hron. 30:27. C om pare Tobit 3:16, 12:12. W isd. 9:8.] and the N ew  Testam ent
follow s the sam e figure of speech, applying it both to prayers and alm s-deeds, in
the case of C ornelius. [A cts 10:4.]



*[ñV erum  sacrificium  insinuans, quod offerentes propitiabuntur D eum , ut ab eo
vitam  percipiant: quem adm odum  alibi ait; Sacrificium  D eo cor tribulatiun, odor suavitatis
D eo, cor clarificans eum  qui plasm avit.ò Ibid. p. 248.]

**[ C lem ens A lex. p. 209. O rigen. H om . in Joan. 17. p. 438. G regor. N azianz. vol.
i. pp. 31, 484, 692. C hrysostom . in H eb. H om . xi. p. 807. C yrill. A lex. de A dorat. lib. ix.
p. 310. A postol. C onstitut. lib. viii. cap. 13. A ugustin. Serm . 351. de Poenit. p. 1357. tom .
v.]
Irenaeus, as I have observed, understood the incense, m entioned in the

Prophet, of the evangelical sacrifice of prayer: but then it is to be further noted,
that he distinguished betw een the incense and the pure offering, and so
understood the latter of som ething else. H e understood it of the alm s or oblations
that w ent along w ith the prayers; referring to St. Paulôs doctrine, in Phil. 4:18,
w hich recom m ends charitable contributions, as ñan odor of a sw eet sm ell, a
sacrifice acceptable, w ell pleasing to G od;ò as also to Proverbs 19:17, ñH e that
hath pity upon the poor lendeth unto the Lord.ò [Irenaeus, lib. iv. cap. 18. p. 251.]
Such w ere the pure offerings of the C hurch, in Irenaeusôs account; and they w ere
spiritual sacrifices: for it is the service, not the m aterial offering, w hich G od
accepts in such cases, as Irenaeus him self has plainly intim ated.* It m ust be
ow ned that Irenaeus does speak of the eucharistic oblations under the notion of
presents brought to the altar, offered up to G od, for the agnizing him  as C reator
of the w orld, and as the giver of all good things, and for a testim ony of our love
and gratitude tow ards him  on that score.** This he calls a pure sacrifice,***
present, offering, and the like: and since the bread and w ine so offered w ere
certainly m aterial, how  shall w e distinguish the sacrifice he speaks of from  a
m aterial sacrifice, or how  can w e call it a spiritual sacrifice A  learned foreigner,
being aw are of the seem ing repugnancy, has endeavoured to reconcile the author
to him self, by saying, that the eucharistic oblation m ay still be reckoned a
spiritual sacrifice, on account of the prayers, lauds, and offerings going along
w ith it, w hich are spiritual services.**** A nother learned gentlem an observes,
that according to Irenaeus, the very life and soul of the new  oblation rests in the
prayers by w hich it is offered up, and w hich finish or perfect the spiritual
oblation.***** The solution appears to be just, so far as it goes: but I w ould take
leave to add to it, that the m aterial offering, in this case, is not properly a present
m ade to G od, though brought before him : for it is not consum ed (like a burnt
offering) in G odôs im m ediate service, nor any part of it, but it goes entire to the
use of m an, not so m uch as any particle of it separated for G odôs portion, as in
the legal sacrifices. [See above in C hapter V II.] Therefore the m aterial offering is
not the sacrifice; but the com m unicantôs agnizing the C reator by it; that is
properly sacrifice, and spiritual sacrifice, of the sam e nature w ith lauds. I m ay



add further, that those eucharistic oblations w ere, in Irenaeusôs account,
contributions to the C hurch and to the poor, as is plain by his referring to Prov.
xix. 17, and Phil. iv. 18, w hich I noted before: and therefore he looked upon
them  as evangelical and spiritual sacrifices, falling under article the first of the
recital given above. For it is not the m atter of the contributions w hich constitutes
the sacrifice, but it is the exercise of benevolence, and that is spiritual, and w hat
G od accepts. U nder the Law , G od accepted the external sacrifice, the m aterial
offering, as to legal effect: but under the G ospel, he accepts of nothing as to any
salutary effect at all, but the spiritual service. This is the new  oblation, the only
one that is any w ay acceptable under the G ospel, being m ade spirit and in truth.

*[ñQ ui enim  nullius indigens est D eus, in se assum it bonas operationes nostras, ad
hoc ut praestet nobis retributionem  bonorum  suorum .ò Iren. ibid. p. 251.]

**[ñSuis discipulis dans consilium , prim itias D eo offerre ex suis creaturis, non
quasi indigenti, sed ut ipsi nec infructuosi nec ingrati sint, eum  qui ex creatura panis est
accepit, et gratias egit, etc. ... N ovi Testam enti novam  docuit oblationem , quam  Ecclesia
ab A postolis accipiens, in universo m undo offert D eo, ei qui alim enta nobis praestat,
prim itias suorum  m unerum  in N ovo Testam ento,ò etc. Irenaeus, lib. iv. cap. 17. p. 249.]

***[ñEcclesiae oblatio, quam  D om inus docuit offerri in universo m undo, purum
sacrificium  reputatum  est apud D eum , et acceptum  est ei: non quod indigeat a nobis
sacrificium , sed quoniam  is qui offert, glorificatur ipse in eo quod offert, si acceptetur
m unus ejus. Per m unus enim  erga regem  et honos et affectio ostenditur: quod in om ni
sim plicitate et innocentia D om inus volens nos offerre, praedicavit, dicens, C um  igitur
offers m unus tuum  ad altare,ò etc. Irenaeus, lib. iv. cap. 18. p. 250.]

****[ñN on satis sibi constare videtur Irenaeus, qui de sacrificiis spiritualibus
antea locutus erat, deque iis acceperat vaticinium  M alachiae, quod nunc contra ad
oblationes istas eucharisticas trahere videtur. A t belle cuncta se habent, si observem us et
ipsam  Eucharistiam  ratione precum  et gratiarum  actionis, quae eam  com itari solet, et
oblationes quoque istas, quas cum  Eucharistia conjungere m oris erat, suum  itidem  locum
inter sacrificia spiritualia prom ereri.ò B uddaeus, M iscellan. Sacr. tom . i. pp. 59, 60.]

*****[ñEx quibus patet anim am  oblationis novae, quae in N ov. Test. juxta
Irenaeum  fit, et a C hristo instituta est, esse preces queis dona offeruntur. ... A ccedentibus
precibus, quibus nom en D ei glorificatur, ipsi gratiae redduntur, donorum que sanctificatio
expetitur, perficitur utique spiritualis illa atque eucharistica oblatio.ò Pfaffius in Irenaei
Fragm . p. 57.]
Som e perhaps m ay object, that such spiritual oblation cannot justly be

called new , since it w as m entioned by the Prophets, and is as old as D avid at
least, w ho speaks of the sacrifice of a contrite heart, and the like. [See Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 264, alias 268.] A ll w hich is very certain, but foreign to
the point in hand. For let it be considered, 1. That the new  covenant is really as
old as A dam , and yet is justly called new . 2. That though spiritual sacrifices



w ere alw ays the m ost acceptable sacrifices, yet G od did accept even of m aterial
sacrifices, under the M osaic econom y, as to legal effect; and so it w as a new
thing to put an end to such legal ordinances. 3. That w hen spiritual sacrifices
obtained (as they all along did) under the Law , yet they obtained under veils,
covers, or sym bols; and so it w as a new  thing to accept of them , under the
G ospel, stripped of all their covers and external signatures. 4. The G ospel
sacrifices are offered in, by, and through C hrist, expressly and explicitly; and so
the spiritual sacrifices of the G ospel are offered in a new  w ay, and under a new
form .* These considerations appear sufficient to justify Irenaeusôs calling the
C hristian oblation a new  oblation: or it m ay be added, that new  light, new  force,
and new  degrees of perfection have been brought in by the G ospel to every part
or branch both of speculative and practical religion.

*[ñB y him  w e are to offer: it is his m erit and m ediation that crow ns the sacrifice.
... This by him  gives the characteristic difference of the C hristian sacrifice from  all others:
for, otherw ise, the sacrifice of praise w as com m on to all tim es before and under the Law .
Y ou find in m any Psalm s a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving, but in none of them  by
him , in C hristôs nam e. H itherto ye have asked nothing in m y nam e, says our Saviour; but 
hereafter his nam e w ill give virtue and efficacy to all our services: and therefore, to gain 
so gracious an advocate w ith the Father, our prayers and supplications are in the Liturgy 
offered up in his nam e, concluding alw ays, by the m erits of our Lord Jesus C hrist.ò  
B ishop Lanyôs Serm on on H eb. 13:15. pp. 13ï14.]
I pass on to C lem ens of A lexandria. H e m aintains constantly, under som e

variety of expression, that spiritual sacrifices are the only C hristian sacrifices. To
the question, w hat sacrifice is m ost acceptable to G od? he m akes answ er in the
w ords of the Psalm ist, ña contrite heartò. H e goes on to say: ñH ow  then shall I
crow n, or anoint, or w hat incense shall I offer unto the Lord? A  heart that
glorifies its M aker is a sacrifice of sw eet odor unto G od: these are the garlands,
and sacrifices, and spices and flow ers for G od.ò [C lem ens A lex. Paedag. lib. iii. c. 12.
p. 306. C p. Strom . lib. ii. pp. 369, 370.] In another place, condem ning the luxury of
perfum es, he starts an objection, viz. that C hrist our H igh Priest m ay be thought
perhaps to offer incense, or perfum es, above: an objection grounded probably,
either upon w hat the typical high priest did under the Law  [Exod. 30:7.], or upon
w hat is intim ated of C hrist him self under the G ospel [R ev. 5:8, 8:3. C p. V itring. in
loc.]: to w hich C lem ens replies, that our Lord offers no such perfum e there, but
w hat he does offer above is the spiritual perfum e of charity. [ɇɞ Űɖɠ ŬɔɎˊɖɠ ŭŮəŰɞɜ
ŬɜŬűŮɟŮɘɜ Űɞɜ Ⱦ ɨɟɘɞɜ, Űɖɜ ˊɜŮɡɛŬŰɘəɖɜ Ůɡɤ ŭɑŬɜ, Ůɘɠ Űɞ ɗɡůɘŬůŰɐɟɘɞɜ, etc.  C lem . A lex. 
Paedag. lib. ii. cap. 8. p. 209.] H e alluded, as it seem s, to our Lordôs philanthropy, in
giving him self a sacrifice for m ankind; unless w e choose to understand it of our
Lordôs recom m ending the charity of his saints and servants at the high altar in
heaven. C lem ens elsew here reckons up m eekness, philanthropy, exalted piety,



hum ility, sound know ledge, am ong the acceptable sacrifices, [ȷ ɘ ɛŮɜ ɔŬɟ əŬŰŬ Űɞɜ
ɜɧɛɞɜ ɗɡůɑŬɘ, Űɖɜ ́ Ůɟɘ ɖɛŬɠ ŮɡůɏɓŮɘŬɜ Ŭɚɚɖɔɞɟɞɡůɘ .  Ibid. p. 849.] as they am ount to
sacrificing the old m an, w ith the lusts and passions: to w hich he adds also the
offering up our ow n selves; thereby glorifying him  w ho w as sacrificed for us.
Such w ere this authorôs sentim ents of the C hristian sacrifices: he looked upon
the C hurch itself as the altar here below , the collective body of C hristians,
sending up the sacrifice of prayer to heaven, w ith united voices: the best and
holiest sacrifice of all, if sent up in righteousness. [ȸ ɤ ɛɞɜ ŭŮ Ŭɚɖɗɤ ɠ Ɏɔɘɞɜ, Űɖɜ
ŭɘəŬɑŬɜ ɣɡɢɐɜ.  p. 848.  C p. A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 4.] H e speaks slightly of
the legal sacrifices, as being sym bols only of evangelical righteousness. [Ibid. p.
848.] H e m akes the just soul to be a holy altar: and as to the sacrifice of the
C hurch, it is ñspeech exhaled from  holy souls, w hile the w hole m ind is laid open
before G od, together w ith the sacrifice.ò [ȼ  ɗɡůɑŬ Űɖɠ ŮəəɚɖůɑŬɠ, ɚɧɔɞɠ Ŭˊɞ Űɤ ɜ Ŭɔɑɤ ɜ
ŬɜŬɗɡɛɘɩ ɛŮɜɞɠ, ŮəəŬɚɡˊŰɞɛɏɜɖɠ ɎɛŬ Űɖɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ, əŬɘ Űɖɠ ŭɘŬɜɞɑŬɠ ŬˊɎůɖɠ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ .  C lem . 
A lex. p. 848.]  Elsew here, the sacrifices of the C hristian G nostic he m akes to be
prayers, and lauds, and reading of Scripture, and psalm s, and anthem s. [Ū ɡůɑŬɘ
ɛŮɜ ŬɡŰɤ , ŮɡɢŬɑ ŰŮ əŬɘ Ŭɘɜɞɘ, əŬɘ ́ ɟɞ Űɖɠ ŮůŰɘɎůŮɤ ɠ ŮɜŰŮɨɝŮɘɠ Űɤ ɜ ɔɟŬűɤ ɜ, ɣŬɚɛɞɘ ŭŮ əŬɘ
ɨɛɜɞɘ, etc. Strom . vii. pp. 860, 861.] Such w ere C lem ensôs general principles, in
relation to G ospel sacrifices. H e has not directly applied them  to the particular
instance of the Eucharist; though w e m ay reasonably do it for him , upon
probable presum ption. It is m anifest that he could not consistently ow n it for a
sacrifice of ours, in any other view  but as a service carrying in it such spiritual
sacrifices as he has m entioned: in that view , it m ight be upon his principles a
noble sacrifice, yea, a com bination of sacrifices.

Tertullian m ay com e next, a very considerable w riter, w ho has a great deal
to our purpose: I shall select w hat m ay suffice to shew  his sentim ents of the
C hristian sacrifices. G iving som e account of them  to the Pagans, in his fam ous
A pology, he expresses him self thus: ñI offer unto G od a fatter and nobler
sacrifice, w hich him self hath com m anded; viz. prayer sent out from  a chaste
body, an innocent soul, and a sanctified spirit: not w orthless grains of
frankincense, the tears of an A rabian tree,ò* etc. I shall only observe that if
Tertullian had understood the m aterial elem ents of the Eucharist to be a
sacrifice, how  easy m ight it have been to retort upon him  the w orthless grains of
w heat, and the like. B ut he had no such thought. Prayer and a good life w ere his
sacrifice: and a noble one they are. In another place of his w orks, he says; ñW e
sacrifice indeed, but it is w ith pure prayer, as G od has com m anded; for G od, the
C reator of the universe, hath no need of any incense, or blood.ò [ñSacrificam us ...
sed quom odo D eus praecepit, pura prece: non enim  egit D eus, conditor universitatis, odoris,
aut sauguinis alicujus.ò Tertull. ad Scap. cap. ii. p. 69. R igalt.] H ow  obvious m ight it have



been to retort, that G od has no need of bread or w ine, had that been the C hristian
sacrifice: but Tertullian knew  better; and still he rests it upon pure prayer, that is,
prayer together w ith a good m ind. Let us hear him  again: ñThat w e ought not to
offer unto G od earthly, but spiritual sacrifices, w e m ay learn from  w hat is
w ritten, The sacrifice of G od is an hum ble and contrite spirit: and elsew here,
O ffer unto G od the sacrifice of thanksgiving, and pay thy vow s unto the M ost
H igh. So then, the spiritual sacrifices of praise are here pointed to, and a troubled
spirit is declared to be the acceptable sacrifice unto G od.ò** W hat Justin M artyr
rejected as m aterial sacrifice, our author here rejects under the nam e of earthly,
or terrene. A re not bread and w ine both of them  terrene? Therefore he .thought
not of them , but of som ething spiritual: and he has nam ed w hat; viz. lauds and
thanksgivings, and discharge of sacred vow s, an from  an hum ble and contrite
heart: these w ere the acceptable sacrifices, in his account. H e goes on, in the
sam e place, to quote Isaiah against carnal sacrifices, and M alachi also, to shew
that spiritual sacrifices are established. [Tertull. adv. Jud. cap. v. p. 188.] In his
treatise against M arcion, he again refers to the Prophet M alachi, interpreting the
pure offering there m entioned, not of any m aterial oblation, but of hearty prayer
from  a pure conscience [ñSacrificium  m undum : scilicet sim plex oratio de conscientia
pura.ò Tertull. contr. M arc. lib. iv. cap. I. p. 414.]; and elsew here, of giving glory, and
blessing, and lauds, and hym ns. [ñSacrificium  m undum : gloriae scilicet relatio, et
benedictio, et laus, et hym ni.ò A dv. M arc. lib. iii. cap. 22. p. 410.] W hich, by the w ay,
m ay serve for a com m ent upon Justin and Irenaeus, as to their applying that
passage of M alachi to the Eucharist: they m ight do it, because the spiritual
sacrifices here m entioned by Tertullian m ake a great part of the service. It w ould
have been very im proper to interpret one part of spiritual service, viz. of prayer,
and the other of a m aterial loaf. In another treatise, Tertullian num bers up am ong
the acceptable sacrifices, conflicts of soul, fastings, w atchings, and
abstem iousness, w ith their m ortifying appurtenances. [ñSacrificia D eo grata:
conflictationes dico anim ae, jejunia, seras et aridas escas, et appendices hujus officii sordes.ò
D e R esurrect. C arn. cap. viii. p. 330.] B ut besides all this, there is, if I m istake not, in
the latter part of his B ook of Prayer (published by M uratorius, A .D . 1713) a
large and full description of the eucharistic sacrifice, w hich w ill be w orth the
transcribing at length. A fter recom m ending the use of psalm ody along w ith
prayers, and the m aking responses in the public service, he then declares that
such kind of prayer, so saturated w ith psalm ody, is like a w ell fed sacrifice: but
it is of the spiritual kind, such as succeeded in the room  of all the legal sacrifices.
Then referring to Isaiah 1:11, to shew  the com parative m eanness of the Jew ish
sacrifices, and to John 4:23, for the right understanding the evangelical, he
proceeds thus: ñW e are the true w orshippers and the true priests, w ho



w orshipping in spirit, do in spirit sacrifice prayer, suitable to G od and
acceptable; such as he has required, and such as he has provided for him self.
This is w hat w e ought to bring to G odôs altar [by w ay of sacrifice] devoted from
the w hole heart, fed w ith faith, decked w ith truth, by innocence m ade entire, and
clean by chastity, crow ned w ith a feast of charity, attended w ith a train of good
w orks, am idst the acclam ations of psalm s and anthem s.ò*** The reader w ill here
observe, how  the author m ost elegantly describes the C hristian and spiritual
sacrifice of prayer, in phrases borrow ed from  m aterial sacrifices; w ith an heifer,
or bullock in his m ind, led up to the altar to be sacrificed: and his epithets are all
chosen, as the editor has justly observed, so as to answ er that figure.**** B ut
w hat I am  principally to note is, that this w as really intended for a description of
the eucharistic sacrifice: w hich is plain from  the circum stances: [ñQ uorum  clausulis
respondeant, qui sim ul sunt.ò] 1. From  his speaking of the public psalm ody, as going
along w ith it In, and the responses m ade by the assem bly. 2. From  the m ention
m ade of G odôs altar. 3. A nd principally, from  w hat he says of the feast of
charity, w hich is know n to have been connected w ith the service of the
Eucharist, or to have been an appendage to it, [See B ingham , book xv. chap. 7. sect. 7,
8. Suicer. Thesaur. tom . i. p. 26.] at that tim e; for w hich reason, that service m ay very
properly be said to have been crow ned w ith it. These circum stances sufficiently
shew , that Tertullian had the C om m union Service in his m ind, and that w as the
sacrifice w hich be there chose to describe; a com plicated sacrifice, consisting of
m any articles, and all of them  spiritual, but all sum m ed up in a right faith, pure
w orship, and good life. Such is the C hristian sacrifice; and such w e ought to
bring constantly to the Lordôs table, to the holy and m ystical altar.

*[ñO ffero ei opim am  et m ajorem  hostiam , quam  ipse m adavit; orationem  de carne
pudica, de anim a innocenti, de spiritu sancto profectam : non grana thuris unius assis,
A rabicae arboris lacrym as,ò etc. Tertull. A pol. cap. xxx. p. 277. edit. H avercam p.]

**[ñN am que, quod non terrenis sacrificiis, sed spiritalibus, D eo litandum  sit, ita
legim us ut scriptum  est, C or contribulatum  et hum iliatum  hostia D eo est. Et alibi,
Sacrifica D eo sacrificium  laudis, et redde A ltissim o vota tua. Sic igitur sacrificia spiritalia
laudis designantur, et cor contribulatum  acceptabile sacrificium  D eo dem onstrator.ò
Tertull. adv. Jud. cap. v. p. 188.]

***[ñD iligentiores in orando subjungere in orationibus A lleluia solent, et hoc
genus Psalm os, quorum  clausulis respondeant, qui sim ul sunt: et est optim um  utique
institutum  om ne, quod proponendo et honorando D eo com petit, saturatam  orationem ,
velut optim am  [opim am ] hostiam  adm overe. H aec est enim  hostia spiritalis, quae pristina
sacrificia delevit. Q uo m ihi, inquit, m ultitudinem  sacrificiorum  vestrorum ? ... Q uae ergo
quaesierit D eus, Evangelium  docet: V eniet hora, inquit, cum  veri adoratores adorabunt
Patrem  in spiritu et veritate; D eus enim  Spiritus est, et adoratores itaque tales requirit.
N os sum us veri adoratores, et veri sacerdotes, qui Spititu orantes, Spiritu sacrificam us



orationem  D ei propriam  et acceptabilem , quam  scilicet requisivit, quam  sibi prospexit.
H anc de toto corde devotam , fide pastam , veritate curatam , innocentia integram , castitate
m undam , agape coronatam , cum  pom pa, bonorum  operum  inter psalm os et hym nos
deducere ad D ei altare debem us.ò Tertull. de O rat. cap. xxvii., xxviii. pp. 52, 53. edit.
M urator.]

****[ñO rationi, quam  hostiam  spiritalem  appellat, singula tribuit, quae victim is
carneis conveniebant, nim irum  ut de toto corde voveatur D eo, ut sit pasta, curata, integra,
m unda, coronata.ò M uratorius in N otis, p. 53.]
To the sam e purpose speaks M inucius Felix, not long after Tertullian. The

only gifts proper to be offered to G od by C hristians, are C hristian services,
C hristian virtues, according to his account.* To offer him  anything else, is
throw ing him  back his ow n gifts, not presenting him  w ith anything of ours. W hat
could M inucius therefore have thought of offering him  bread and w ine, if
considered as gifts or sacrifices to G od? It is m anifest, that be m ust have
understood the service, not the elem ents, to be the C hristian gift, and C hristian
sacrifice.

*[ñH ostias et victim as D om ino offeram , quas in usum  m ei protulit, ut rejiciam  ei
suum  m unus? Ingratum  est: cum  sit litabilis hostia bonus anim us, et pura m ens, et sincera
conscientia. Igitur, qui innocentiam  colit, D om ino supplicat; qui justitiam , D eo libat; qui
fraudibus abstinet, propitiat D eum ; qui hom inem  periculo subripit, opim am  victim am
caedit. H aec nostra sacrificia, haec sacra sunt.ò  M inuc. Fel. sect. xxxii. p. 183.]
O rigen falls in w ith the sentim ents of the earlier Fathers, as to spiritual

sacrifices, and their being the only G ospel sacrifices. For w hen C elsus had
objected to C hristians their w ant of altars, he replies: ñThe objector does not
consider, that, w ith us, every good m anôs m ind is his altar, from  w hence truly
and spiritually the incense of perfum e is sent up: viz. prayers from  a pure
conscience.ò * Then he refers to R ev. 5:8, and to Psalm  141:2. A  little higher up
in the sam e treatise, he speaks of C hristians presenting their petitions, sacrifices,
and supplications; beseeching C hrist, since ñhe is the propitiation for our sins,ò
to recom m end the sam e, in quality of H igh Priest, to the acceptance of G od the
Father.** W e m ay here observe, that the altar w hich he speaks of is spiritual, as
w ell as the sacrifice. H ad he know n of any m aterial altar, or m aterial sacrifice
(properly so called), am ong C hristians, this w as the place for him  to have nam ed
it. It is true, the Lordôs table is often called altar in the ancient m onum ents, and it
is a m aterial table: and the alm s also and oblations m ade at the sam e table, for
the use of church and poor, are m aterial, as w ell as the table. B ut the service is
spiritual, and that is the sacrifice, there offered: and therefore the table,
considered as an altar, an altar for spiritual sacrifice, is a m ystical, spiritual altar.
So if a m an offers his ow n body as a sacrifice for the nam e of C hrist upon a



scaffold, his body is m aterial, and so is the scaffold also: but nevertheless, the
sacrifice is spiritual, and the scaffold, considered as an altar, m ust be a spiritual
altar, to m ake it answ er to the sacrifice, as they are correlates. This I hint by the
w ay, in order to obviate som e w rong constructions, w hich have been m ade [See
Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 30, alias 31.] of a m aterial table and m aterial
elem ents. It is true, the table is m aterial, and the elem ents also m aterial: but so
far as one is considered or called an altar, it is spiritual and m ystical; and so far
as the other are called a sacrifice, they also are spiritual and m ystical. The holy
table is called an altar, w ith regard to the spiritual services, that is, sacrifices sent
up from  it, and so it is a spiritual altar: then as it bears the sym bols of the grand
sacrifice applied in this service, and herein feasted upon by every w orthy
com m unicant, it is a sym bolical or m ystical table, answ ering to the sym bolical
and m ystical banquet. B ut I pass on.

*[Ƀ ɡɢ ɞɟɤ ɜ ɧŰɘ ɓɤ ɛɞɘ ɛɏɜ Ůɘůɘɜ ɖɛɘɜ Űɞ ŮəɎůŰɞɡ Űɤ ɜ ŭɘəŬɑɤ ɜ ɖɔŮɛɞɜɘəɧɜ, Ŭűô ɞɡ
ŬɜŬˊɏɛˊŮŰŬɘ Ŭɚɖɗɤ ɠ əŬɘ ɜɞɖŰɤ ɠ Ůɡɩ ŭɖ ɗɡɛɘɎɛŬŰŬ, Ŭɘ ˊɟɞůŮɡɢŬɘ Ŭˊɞ ůɡɜŮɘŭɐůŮɤ ɠ
əŬɗŬɟŬɠ.  O rigen. contra C els. p. 755.]

**[ɋ ɘ ˊɟɤ Űɞɜ ˊɟɞůűɏɟɞɛŮɜ ŬɡŰɎɠ, ŬɝɘɞɡɜŰŮɠ ŬɡŰɧɜ, ɘɚŬůɛɞɜ ɧɜŰŬ ˊŮɟɘ Űɤ ɜ
ŬɛŬɟŰɘɤ ɜ ɖɛɤ ɜ, ́ ɟɞůŬɔŬɔŮɘɜ ɤ ɠ ȷ ɟɢɘŮɟɏŬ ŰŬɠ ŮɡɢɎɠ, əŬɘ ŰŬɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ, əŬɘ ŰŬɠ ŮɜŰŮɨɝŮɘɠ
ɖɛɤ ɜ Űɤ  Ů́ ɘ ́ Ŭůɘ Ū Ůɤ , p. 751.]
C yprian, of that age, speaks as highly of spiritual sacrifices as any one

before or after him . For in an epistle w ritten to the confessors in prison, and not
perm itted to com m unicate there, he com forts them  up in the m anner here
follow ing: ñN either your religion nor faith can suffer by the hard circum stances
you are under, that the priests of G od have not the liberty to offer and celebrate
the holy sacrifices. Y ou do celebrate, and you do offer unto G od a sacrifice both
precious and glorious, and w hich w ill m uch avail you tow ards your obtaining
heavenly rew ards. The holy Scripture says, The sacrifice of G od is a broken
spirit, a broken and a contrite heart G od doth not despise, Psalm  51:17. This
sacrifice you offer to G od, this you celebrate w ithout interm ission, day and
night, being m ade victim s to G od, and presenting yourselves as such, holy and
unblem ished, pursuant to the A postleôs exhortation, w here he says, I beseech
you therefore, brethren, by the m ercies of G od, that you present your bodies, etc.
R om . 12:1. For this is w hat pleases G od: and it is this by w hich our other
services are rendered m ore w orthy, for the engaging the D ivine acceptance. This
is the only thing that our devout and dutiful affections can offer under the nam e
of a return for all his great and salutary blessings: for so by the Psalm ist says the
Spirit of G od, W hat shall I render, etc. Psalm  116:12, 13, 15. W ho w ould not
readily and cheerfully take this cup?ò [C yprian, Epist. lxxvi. p. 232. ed. O xon., alias
Epist. lxxvii. p. 159. ed. B ened.] The rem arks here proper are as follow : 1. That the



author looked upon the Eucharist as an oblation, or sacrifice, or com plication of
sacrifices. 2. That in case of injurious exclusion from  it, he conceived that
spiritual sacrifices alone w ere equivalent to it, or m ore than equivalent to the
ordinary sacrifices therein offered. 3. That therefore he could not suppose any
sacrifice offered in the Eucharist to be the archetypal sacrifice itself, or to be
tantam ount to it: w hich I note chiefly in opposition to M r. D odw ell, w ho
im agined that the ancients ñreckoned the C hristian Eucharist for the archetypal
sacrifice of C hrist upon the cressò [D odw ell of Incense, p. 55.]: an assertion, w hich
m ust be very m uch qualified and softened, to m ake it tolerable. The Eucharist,
considered as a Sacram ent, is indeed representative and exhibitive of the
archetypal sacrifice; not as offered, but as feasted upon by us, given and applied
by G od and C hrist to every w orthy receiver. Therefore that excellently learned
m an inadvertently here confounded the sacrificial view  of the Eucharist w ith the
sacram ental one, and m anôs part in it w ith w hat is properly G odôs. W hat w e give
to G od is our ow n service, and ourselves, w hich is our sacrifice: but the
archetypal sacrifice itself is w hat no one but C hrist him self could offer, w hether
really or sym bolically. W e represent it, w e do not offer it in the Eucharist; but it
is there sacram entally or sym bolically to us exhibited, or applied. 4. It m ay be
noted of C yprian, that he judged the devoting our w hole selves to G odôs service
and to G odôs glory, to be the m ost acceptable sacrifice w hich w e are capable of
offering: and his preferring the sacrifice of m artyrdom  (other circum stances
supposed equal) to the ordinary sacrifice of the Eucharist, w as conform able to
the standing principles of the C hurch, in preferring the baptism  of blood to the
baptism  of w ater. [V id. D odw ell, C yprian. D issert. xiii. p. 420, etc.]

It rem ains to be inquired, in how  m any senses, or upon w hat accounts, St.
C yprian styled the Eucharist a sacrifice.  1. H e m ight so style it on account of the
lay-offerings therein m ade, w hich w ere a spiritual sacrifice. [See above, C hapter I.]
2. N ext, on account of the sacerdotal recom m endation of the sam e offerings to
the D ivine acceptance:* w hich w as another spiritual sacrifice. 3. O n account of
the prayers, lauds, hym ns, etc. w hich w ent along w ith both the form er, and w ere
em phatically spiritual sacrifice. 4. O n account of the C hristian charity and
brotherly love signified by and exem plified in the service of the Eucharist: for
that C yprian looked upon as a prim e sacrifice of it.** 5. O n account of the grand
sacrifice applied by C hrist, com m em orated and feasted on by us (not properly
offered) in the Eucharist. [See above, C hapter I.]  Such com m em oration is itself a 
spiritual service, of the sam e nature w ith lauds, and so m akes a part of the 
spiritual sacrifice of the Eucharist.  In these several view s, C yprian m ight, or
probably did, look upon the Eucharist as a sacrifice, and accordingly so nam ed



it.
*[See above. Pope Innocent I. clearly expresses both, in these w ords: ñD e

nom inibus vero recitandis, antequam  preces sacerdos faciat, atque eorum  oblationes,
quorum  nom ina recitanda, sunt, sua oratione com m endet, qualm  superfluum  sit, et ipse
pro tua prudentia recognoscis: ut cujus hostiam  nec dum  D eo offeras, ejus ante nom en
insinues,ò etc. H arduin. C oncil. tom . i. p. 997.]

**[ñSic nec sacrificium  D eus recipit dissidentis. ... Sacrificium  D eo m ajus est pax
nostra et fraterna concordia, et de unitate Patris et Filii et Spiritus Sancti plebs adunata.ò
C yprian. de O rat. p. 211. edit. B ened., p. 150. O xon.]
There is one particular passage in C yprian, w hich has been often pleaded

by R om anists in favour of a real sacrificing of C hrist in the Eucharist, and
som etim es by Protestants, am ongst ourselves, in favour of a m aterial sacrifice at
least, or of a sym bolical offering up of C hristôs body and blood to G od the
Father. The w ords of C yprian run thus: ñIf Jesus C hrist, our Lord and G od, be
the H igh Priest of G od the Father, and first offered him self a sacrifice to the
Father, and com m anded this to be done in com m em oration of him self; then that
Priest truly acts in C hristôs stead, w ho im itates w hat C hrist did, and then offers a
true and com plete sacrifice in the C hurch to G od the Father, if he begins so to
offer, as he sees C hrist to have offered before.ò* From  hence it has been
pleaded, that C hrist offered him self in the Eucharist, and that the C hristian
Priests ought to do the sam e that he did; that is, to offer, or sacrifice, C hrist
him self in this Sacram ent. B ut it is not certain that C yprian did m ean (as he has
not plainly said that C hrist offered him self in the Eucharist: he m ight m ean only,
that C hrist offered him self upon the cross, and that he instituted this Sacram ent
as a com m em oration of it. A s to the w ords true and com plete sacrifice, he
certainly m eant no m ore, than that C hrist offered both bread and w ine, and had
left it us in charge to do the sam e: and this he observed in opposition to som e of
that tim e, w ho affected to m utilate the Sacram ent by leaving out the w ine, and
using w ater instead of it, w hich w as not doing the sam e that C hrist did.

*[ñSi Jesus C hristus, D om inus et D eus poster, ipse est sum m us sacerdos D ei 
Patris, et sacrificium  I Patri seipsum  prim us obtulit, et hoc fieri in sui com m em orationem  
aecepit; utique ille sacerdos vice C hristi vere fungitur, qui id, quod C hristus fecit, 
im itator, et sacrificium  veruni et plenum  tune offert in Ecclesia D eo Patri, si sic incipiat 
offerre secundum  quod ipsum  C hristum  videat obtulisse.ò  C yprian. Ep. lxiii. p. 109. A nd
see above, ch. i. p. 30.]
H ow ever, I think it not m aterial to dispute w hether C yprian really intended

to teach, that our Lord offered him self in the Eucharist, since it is certain, that
som e Fathers of em inent note in the C hurch, after his days, did plainly and in
term s affirm  it:* and other Fathers adm itted of our Lordôs offering, or devoting



him self previously to the passion. [C hrysostom . in Joan. H om . lxxxii. 484. C yril. A lex.
de A dorat. lib. x. p. 350. In Joan. lib. iv. c. 2. p. 354.] A nd they are therein follow ed by
several learned m oderns, even am ong Protestants;** w ho ground the doctrine
chiefly on John 17:19. A  sufficient answ er to the objection (so far as concerns
the R om ish plea built thereupon) is given by our incom parable B ishop Jew el, in
these w ords: ñW e deny not but it m ay w ell be said, C hrist at his last supper
offered up him self unto his Father: albeit. not really and indeed, but in a figure,
or in a m ystery; in such sort as w e say, C hrist w as offered in the sacrifices of the
old Law , and, as St. John says, The lam b w as slain from  the beginning of the
w orld, as C hrist w as slain at the table, so w as he sacrificed at the table; but he
w as not slain at the table verily and indeed, but only in a m ystery.ò [Jew el, A nsw er
to H arding, p. 417; com pare pp. 426, 427.] This is a just and full answ er to the
R om anists, w ith w hom  the good B ishop held the debate. B ut it m ay still be
pleaded by those w ho m aintain a m aterial sacrifice, that this answ er affects not
them , since they contend only, that C hrist offered the sym bols in the Eucharist,
and him self under those sym bols, that is, in a m ystery; just as a m an offers to
G od houses or lands, by presenting a sw ord, or piece of m oney, or pair of
gloves, upon the altar of a church, or transfers an estate by delivery of
parchm ents, and the like: and if C hrist thus sym bolically offered him self a
sacrifice in the Eucharist, w hy m ay he not be, in like m anner, sym bolically
offered in the Eucharist at this day? [See Johnsonôs C ollection of Saxon Law s, etc. praef.
p. 57, etc.] This, I think, is the sum  and substance of w hat is pleaded by som e
Protestants in favour of a sym bolical sacrifice, as offered in the Eucharist. To
w hich I answ er: 1. That no one has any authority or right to offer C hrist as a
sacrifice (w hether really or sym bolically) but C hrist him self. Such a sacrifice is
his sacrifice, not ours; offered for us, and not by us, to G od the Father. If C hrist
in the institution offered him self under those sym bols (w hich how ever does not
appear [V id. Sam . B asnag. A nnal. tom . i. pp. 371, 372.]), he m ight have a right to do it:
w e have none, and so can only com m em orate w hat he did, and by the sam e
sym bols. 2. If w e sym bolically sacrifice anything in the Eucharist, it is only in
such a sense as St. A ustin (hereafter to be quoted) speaks of; w here he considers
the bread and w ine as sym bols of the united body of the C hurch. W e m ay so
sym bolically offer up, or sacrifice ourselves, and that is all: m ore than that
cannot com port w ith Scripture, or w ith the principle of the ancients, that all our
sacrifices are m ade in and by C hrist. H e is not the m atter or subject of our
sacrifices, but the M ediator of them : w e offer not him , but w e offer w hat w e do
offer, by him .*** 3. If the thing sym bolically offered in the Eucharist w ere
C hrist him self, then the offerer or offerers m ust stand in the place of C hrist, and
be as truly the sym bols of C hrist in their offering capacity, as the elem ents are



supposed to be in their sacrificial capacity. Then not only the Priests, but the
w hole C hurch, celebrating the Eucharist, m ust sym bolically represent the person
of C hrist, and stand in his stead: a notion w hich has no countenance in Scripture
or antiquity, but is plainly contradicted by the w hole turn and tenor of all the
ancient Liturgies, as w ell as by the plain nature and reason of the thing. 4. I m ay
add, lastly, that all the confusion, in this article, seem s to arise from  the w ant of
distinguishing the sacrificial part of the Eucharist from  the sacram ental one, as
before noted: w e do not offer C hrist to G od in the Eucharist, but G od offers
C hrist to us, in return for our offering ourselves. W e com m em orate the grand
sacrifice, but do not reiterate it; no not so m uch as under sym bols. B ut G od
applies it by those sym bols or pledges: and so, though there is no sym bolical
sacrifice of that kind, neither can be, yet there is a sym bolical grant, and a
sym bolical banquet, w hich is far better, and w hich m ost effectually answ ers all
purposes. In short, there is, as the A postle assures us, a com m union of C hristôs
body and blood, in the Eucharist, to every w orthy receiver. The real and natural
body is, as it w ere, under sym bols and pledges, conveyed to us here, w here the
verity is not: but to talk of our sending the sam e up thither, under the like
pledges, w here the verity itself is, carries no appearance of truth or consistency;
neither hath it any countenance either in Scripture or antiquity.

*[H ilarius, in M att. c. xxxi. p. 743. ed. B ened. A m brosias, de M yster. Paschae, c.
1. G regor. N yssen. de R esurr. C hristi, seu Pasch. i. H esychius in Levit. pp. 55, 56; cp.
169, 376, 540. C p. Steph. G obar. apud Phot. C od. 232. p. 902. M issal. G otho-G allican. p.
297. et M abillon. in Praefat. et alibi.]

**[M ede, O pp. p. 14. O utram  de Sacrif. pp. 307, 370. W itsius, M iscellan. Sacr.
tom . i. dissert. 2. not 87. In Sym b. A post. Exercit. x. p. 147. W hitby on John 17:19.
Zornius, O pusc. Sacr. tom . ii. p. 251. D eylingius, O bservat. M iscel. p. 560. Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 61ï96. part ii. pp. 4ï10. N .B . These authors suppose that
our Lord devoted him self beforehand, gave him self on the cross, presented him self in
heaven: one continued oblation in all, but distinguished into three several parts, view s, or
stages.]

***[H eb. 13:15.  ñPer Jesum  C hristum  offert Ecclesia. ... N on receperunt verbum
per quod offertur D eo.ò Iren. lib. iv. c. 17, 18. pp. 249, 251. ed. B ened. Űɤ  Ů́ ɘ ́ ɎɜŰɤ ɜ
ˊɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ Ū Ůɤ , ŭɘŬ Űɞɡ ́ ɎɜŰɤ ɜ Ŭɜɤ ŰɎŰɞɡ ŬɟɢɘŮɟɏɤ ɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ ŭŮŭɘŭɎɔɛŮɗŬ. Euseb. D em .
Evang. lib. i, c. 10. p. 39. C p. A ugustin. de C iv. D ei, lib. x. c. 20.  A postol. C onst. lib. ii.
c. 25. pp. 240, 241.]
I now  go on to Lactantius, w ho is supposed to have flourished about A .D .

318. The C hristian sacrifices w hich he speaks of, are m eekheartedness, innocent
life, and good w orks. H e allow s of no sacrifices but of the incorporeal invisible
kind, being that such only are fit for G od, w ho is incorporeal and invisible, to
receive, under the last and m ost perfect dispensation of the G ospel. H e



distinguishes betw een gifts and sacrifices, because the Pagans had so
distinguished: but in the last result, he lays no stress upon that distinction,
indifferently reckoning a good life, either as a gift or a sacrifice. H ow ever, w here
he seem s at all to distinguish, he chooses to m ake integrity the gift, and such an
one as shall continue for ever; w hile he appropriates the nam e of sacrifice,
em phatically so used, to lauds, hym ns, and the like, w hich he supposes are
appointed for a tim e only.*

*[ñQ uisquis igitur his om nibus praeceptis caelestibus obtem peraverit, hic cultor
est veri D ei, cujus sacrificia sunt m ansuetudo anim i, et vita innocens, et actus boni. ...
D uo sunt quae offerri debeant, donum  et sacrificium : donum  in perpetuum , sacrificium  ad
tem pus. ... D eo utrum que incorporale offerendum  est, quo utitur. D onum  est integritas
anim i, sacrificium  laus et hym nus. Si enim  D eus non videtur, ergo his rebus coli debet,
quae non videntur. ... Sum m us igitur colendi D ei ritus est, ex ore justi hom inis ad D eum
directa laudatio.ò Lactant. de vero C ultu, lib, vi. c. 24, 25.]
W e m ay now  com e dow n to Eusebius, of the sam e century, a m an of

infinite reading, and particularly conversant in C hristian antiquities. H e speaks
of ñthe venerable sacrifices of C hristôs table, by w hich officiating, w e are taught
to offer up to G od suprem e, during our w hole lives, the unbloody, spiritual, and
to him  m ost acceptable sacrifices, through the H igh Priest of his, w ho is above
all.ò* For the clearer understanding of w hat he m eant by ñthe unbloody, spiritual
sacrifices,ò let him  explain him self in the sam e page, w here he says: ñThe
prophetic oracles m ake m ention of these incorporeal and spiritual sacrifices:
O ffer unto G od the sacrifice of praise, and pay thy vow s unto the M ost H igh.ò
A nd again, ñThe sacrifice of G od is a contrite spirit,ò** etc. H ence it is m anifest,
that Eusebius did not m ean by sacrifices the sacred sym bols, w hich are
corporeal, but the spiritual services of prayers, praises, and a contrite heart, as he
expressly m entions. W hich w ill appear still the plainer, by his quoting, soon
after, the noted place of M alachi, and expounding both the incense and pure
offering, of prayers and praises. H is com m ent is w orth the reciting: ñW e offer
therefore to G od suprem e the sacrifice of praise: w e offer the holy, the venerable
sacrifice, w hich hath a decorous sanctity: w e offer after a new  w ay, according to
the N ew  Testam ent, the pure sacrifice: for the sacrifice to G od is said to be a
contrite spirit.ò*** H e goes on to sum  up all in very strong and rem arkable
w ords, as here follow s: ñTherefore w e offer both sacrifice and incense: first,
celebrating the m em orial of the grand sacrifice by those m ysteries w hich he has
ordained, and presenting our thanksgivings for our salvation, by devout hym ns
and prayers. N ext, w e offer up ourselves to him , and to the Logos, his H igh
Priest, resting upon him  both w ith body and soul. W hereupon w e endeavour to
preserve to him  our bodies pure and untainted from  all filthiness, and to bring



him  m inds free from  all evil affection and stain of m aliciousness, and take care
to honour him  by purity of thought, sincerity of affection, and soundness of
principles; for these, w e are taught, are m ore acceptable to him  than a m ultitude
of sacrifices, stream ing w ith blood, and sm oke, and nidor.ò [Euseb. D em . Evang.
lib. i. c. 10. p. 40.]

*[ɇŬ ůŮɛɜŬ Űɖɠ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ ŰɟŬˊɏɕɖɠ ɗɨɛŬŰŬ, ŭɘô ɤ ɜ əŬɚɚɘŮɟɞɡɜŰŮɠ, ŰŬɠ ŬɜŬɑɛɞɡɠ
əŬɘ ɚɞɔɘəŬɠ ŬɡŰɤ  ŰŮ ́ ɟɞůɖɜŮɘɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ, ŭɘŬ ́ ŬɜŰɞɠ ɓɑɞɡ, Űɤ  Ů́ ɘ ́ ɎɜŰɤ ɜ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ Ū Ůɤ ,
ŭɘŬ Űɞɡ ́ ɎɜŰɤ ɜ Ŭɜɤ ŰɎŰɞɡ ŬɟɢɘŮɟɏɤ ɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ ŭŮŭɘŭɎɔɛŮɗŬ.  Euseb. D em . Evang. lib. i. c.
 10. p. 39.]

**[ɇŬɨŰŬɠ ŭŮ ́ Ɏɚɘɜ ŰŬɠ Ŭůɤ ɛɎŰɞɡɠ əŬɘ ɜɞŮɟŬɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ ŰŬ ́ ɟɞűɖŰɘəŬ əɖɟɨŰŰŮɘ
ɚɧɔɘŬ ... ɗɡůɞɜ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ɗɡůɑŬɜ ŬɘɜɏůŮɤ ɠ, əŬɘ Ŭˊɧŭɞɠ Űɤ  ɡɣɑůŰɤ  ŰŬɠ ŮɡɢɎɠ ůɞɡ ... əŬɘ
ˊɎɚɘɜ, ɗɡůɑŬ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ́ ɜŮɡɛŬ ůɡɜŰŮŰɟɘɛɛɏɜɞɜ.  Euseb. ibid. p. 39.]

***[Ū ɨɞɛŮɜ ŭɖŰŬ ŰɞɘɔŬɟɞɡɜ Űɤ  Ů́ ɘ ́ ɎɜŰɤ ɜ Ū Ůɤ  ɗɡůɑŬɜ ŬɘɜɏůŮɤ ɠȚ ɗɨɞɛŮɜ Űɞ 
ɏɜɗŮɞɜ əŬɘ ůŮɛɜɞɜ əŬɘ ɘŮɟɞˊɟŮ́ Ůɠ ɗɡɛŬȚ  ɗɨɞɛŮɜ əŬɘɜɤ ɠ əŬŰŬ Űɖɜ əŬɘɜɖɜ ŭɘŬɗɐəɖɜ
əŬɗŬɟŬɜ ɗɡůɑŬɜȚ  ɗɡůɑŬ ŭŮ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ́ ɜŮɡɛŬ ůɡɜŰŮŰɟɘɛɛɏɜɞɜ ŮɑɟɖŰŬɘ.  Euseb. ibid. p. 40;
cp. c. vi. pp. 19, 20, 21, et in Psalm . p. 212.]
This is an adm irable description of the eucharistic solem nity, of the

sacrifices contained in it, and of the ends and uses of it, and likew ise of the
preparation proper for it. B ut m y present concern is only w ith the sacrificial view
of it. Eusebius here takes notice, in the first place, of the grand sacrifice: w hich
is no sacrifice of ours, but w e m ake a m em orial of it; and that very m em orial is
indeed all article of spiritual service, and so of course m akes a part of our ow n
spiritual sacrifice in the Eucharist.* The rest is m ade up of such other sacrifices
as the author has there handsom ely enum erated. I shall only observe further of
Eusebius, for the cutting off all possible cavils about his m eaning, that in another
w ork of his he expressly teaches, that the unbloody sacrifices w ill be offered to
G od, not only in this life present, but also in the life to com e.** C ertainly, he
could not intend it of the eucharistic sym bols, but of som ething else. C yril of
A lexandria has follow ed him  in the sam e thought, w here he supposes the angels
to offer the unbloody sacrifices.***

*[I observed above that the legal incense w as a m em orial, and it w as burnt over
the show  bread, Lev. 24:7.  In like m anner, our com m em orative service is offered up to
G od over the elem ents, and is part of our G ospel incense, consisting of prayers, lauds,
self-hum iliation, etc.]

**[Ⱦ Ŭɘ ɔŬɟ Ůɜ Űɤ  ́ ŬɟɧɜŰɘ ɓɑɤ , əŬɘ Ůɜ Űɤ  ɛɏɚɚɞɜŰɘ ŭŮ Ŭɘɤ ɜɘ, ŰŬ ɚɞɔɘəŬ ŭɤ ɟŬ əŬɘ
ŰŬɠ ŬɜŬɘɛɎəŰŬɠ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ɗɡůɑŬɠ ŬɜŬˊɏɛˊɤ ɜ ɞɡ ŭɘŬɚɘɛˊɎɜŮɘ ɞ ŭɖɚɤ ɗŮɘɠ ɚŬɧɠ.  Euseb. in
H esai. xviii. p. 427.]

***[C yrill. A lexandr. de R ecta Fide, p. 160. N .B . The learned author of U nbloody 
Sacrifice once thought that m ere spiritual sacrifices w ere never called unbloody: but he 



found afterw ards that prayers had that epithet given them  by C onstantine.  A pud Sozom .
lib. ii. c. 15. H e m ight have added G reg. N yssen. de Poenit. p. 170. A s to this place of 
C yril, he supposes it m eant of offering C hristôs body in heaven.  A ddend. to part i. in part 
ii. p. 266.  A  strange thought! especially considering that angels are supposed by C yril to
be the offerers. C om pare w hat Lactantius says above of gifts, as continuing forever,
m eaning the tribute of hom age, and so all is clear.]
W ere I now  to go on to other Fathers, dow n to the sixth century, or further,

it m ight be tedious to the reader: but they w ill all be found constant and uniform
in one tenor of doctrine, rejecting all m aterial, corporeal, terrene, sensible
sacrifices, and adm itting none but spiritual, such as I have m entioned. N either is
there any difference concerning that point betw een Justin of the second, and
C yril of the fifth century, but that the latter is m ore full and express for the sam e
thing. H ow ever, I shall go on a little further, m aking choice of a few  testim onies,
appearing m ost considerable either for their w eight or their accuracy. I pass over
H ilary and B asil, w ith hare references to the pages [H ilarius, pp. 154, 228, 534, 535.
edit. B ened. B asil. tom . iii. pp. 52, 270. edit. B ened.]: but G regory N azianzen m ay
deserve our m ore especial notice. H e w as em inently called the D ivine, for his
exactness of judgm ent, and his consum m ate know ledge in theology; and he has
som e rem arkable passages, very apposite to our present purpose. A bout the year
379, putting the case, that possibly, through the iniquity of the tim es, he m ight be
driven from  the altar, and debarred the benefit of the Eucharist, he com forts
him self thus: ñW ill they drive m e from  the altars? B ut I know , there is another
altar, w hereof these visible ones are but the figures, etc. ... To that w ill I present
m yself, there w ill I offer the acceptable services, sacrifice, oblation, and
holocausts, preferable to those now  offered, as m uch as truth is preferable to
shadow . ... From  this altar no one, w ho has ever so m uch a m ind to it, shall be
able to debar m e.ò* H ere w e m ay observe, how  N azianzen prefers the spiritual
sacrifices even before the sacrifice of the altar, externally considered. A  plain
argum ent, that he did not look upon it as the archetypal sacrifice; for, if he had,
he could never have been so presum ptuous or profane, as to prefer any sacrifice
of his ow n to the sacrifice of C hrist. H e looked upon the eucharistic sacrifice,
externally considered, and in its representative, com m em orative view , to be no
m ore than the figure of the archetypal, and a sign of the spiritual sacrifices:
therefore he justly preferred the substance before shadow s, and the real sacrifice
of the heart, before the outw ard sym bols;** the offering of w hich w as not
sacrificing at all, but representing a sacrifice, or sacrifices.

*[Ū ɡůɘŬůŰɖɟɑɤ ɜ Ůɑɟɝɞɡůɘɜ; Ŭɚɚô ɞɘŭŬ əŬɘ Ɏɚɚɞ ɗɡůɘŬůŰɐɟɘɞɜ, ɞɡ Űɨˊɞɘ ŰŬ ɜɡɜ 
ɞɟɩ ɛŮɜŬȚ  ŰɞɨŰɤ  ... ́ ŬɟŬůŰɐůɞɛŬɘ, ŰɞɨŰɤ  ɗɨůɤ  ŭŮəŰɎ, ɗɡůɑŬɜ əŬɘ ˊɟɞůűɞɟŬɜ əŬɘ
ɞɚɞəŬɡŰɩ ɛŬŰŬ əɟŮɑŰŰɞɜŬ Űɤ ɜ ɜɡɜ ́ ɟɞůŬɔɞɛɏɜɤ ɜ, ɧůɤ  əɟŮɘŰŰɞɜ ůəɘŬɠ ŬɚɐɗŮɘŬ. ... ŰɞɨŰɞɡ
ɛŮɜ ɞɡə ŬˊɎɝŮɘ ɛŮ Űɞɡ ɗɡůɘŬůŰɖɟɑɞɡ ́ Ŭɠ ɞ ɓɞɡɚɧɛŮɜɞɠ.  G reg. N azianz. O rat. xxviii. p. 



484.  C p. A lbertinus, p. 474.]
**[H ence it m ay be observed, that the eucharistic sacrifice began to be m ore and

m ore confined to one particular m eaning, and to be understood in a narrow  sense, as
denoting the representation of a sacrifice: otherw ise there w ould have been no room  for
N azianzenôs preferring one to another; for it w ould have been opposing spiritual sacrifice
to spiritual, and w ould not have answ ered.]
There is another passage of N azianzen, w orth the reciting; and so I shall

throw  it in here, w ith som e proper rem arks upon it. H e had been setting forth the
dignity and danger of the sacerdotal function, w hich for som e tim e he had
studiously declined; and am ong other considerations, he urges one, draw n from
the w eighty concern of w ell-adm inistering the holy C om m union, as here
follow s: ñK now ing that no m an is w orthy of the great G od, and Sacrifice, and
H igh Priest, w ho has .not first presented him self a living holy sacrifice unto G od,
and exhibited the rational acceptable service, and offered to G od the sacrifice of
praise, and the contrite spirit (w hich is the only sacrifice that G od, w ho giveth all
things, dem ands from  us back again), how  shall I dare to offer him  the external
sacrifice, the antitype of the great m ysteries? or how  shall I take upon m e the
character or title of a priest, before I have purified m y hands w ith holy w orks?ò*
H ere it m ay be noted, 1. That the author distinguishes very carefully betw een the
external sacrifice in the Eucharist, and the internal, betw een the sym bolical and
the real. 2. That he did not judge the external sacrifice to be really a sacrifice, or
to be m ore than nom inal, since he opposes it to the real, internal sacrifices,
judging them  to be the only sacrifices required. 3. That he judged the external
sacrifice to be the sign, sym bol, or figure [This is intim ated by the w ord ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɜ.  C p. 
O rat. xi. p. 187.  O rat. xvii. p. 273. O f w hich w ord see A lbertinus, pp. 273ï283. Pfaffius. pp.
131ï145.] of a true sacrifice (viz. of the grand sacrifice), im properly or
figuratively called a sacrifice, by a m etonym y of the sign for the thing signified.
[V id. Suicer. Thesaur. tom . i. pp. 1423, 1424.] 4. That such external, nom inal sacrifice
has also the nam e of oblation,** in the sam e figurative, m etonym ical w ay, as it
w as presenting to G od the signs and sym bols of the body broken, and blood
shed, and pleading the m erits of the passion there represented. 5. That the nam e
of rational or spiritual service, borrow ed from  St. Paul, [R om . 12:1. ɚɞɔɘəɖ ɚŬŰɟŮɑŬ.]
is not a nam e for the external sacrifice, in our author, but for the internal of
prayers, praises, contrite heart, etc. 6. That the external sacrifice (being the sam e
w ith the m em orial), if considered as m ore than vocal, and m aking a part of the
thanksgiving service, m ay be justly reputed a sacrifice of the spiritual kind,
falling under the head of sacrifice of praise. 7. That the spiritual sacrifices,
w hether considered as previous qualifications, or present services of priests and
people, w ere thought to be the only true and proper sacrifices perform ed [I say,



perform ed: there is another sacrifice represented, com m em orated, w hich w as perform ed 1700
years ago upon the cross.] in the Eucharist: and therefore so far as it is itself a
sacrifice, and not barely a sign of a form er sacrifice, it is a spiritual sacrifice. 8.
Those spiritual sacrifices w ere believed essential to the Eucharist, considered
either as a sacrifice or a salutary sacram ent: for, w ithout such spiritual sacrifices,
there w as no sacrifice perform ed at all, but a representation of a sacrifice;***
and not of ours, but of our Lordôs. A nd though the Eucharist w ould still be a
sacram ent (not a sacrifice), yet it could not be salutary either to adm inistrator or
receiver, for w ant of the spiritual sacrifices, to give it life and efficacy; as is here
sufficiently intim ated by N azianzen.

*[ɇŬɡŰŬ ɞɡɜ Ůɘŭɤ ɠ Ůɔɩ , əŬɘ ɧŰɘ ɛɖŭŮɘɠ Ɏɝɘɞɠ Űɞɡ ɛŮɔɎɚɞɡ əŬɘ Ū Ůɞɡ, əŬɘ ɗɨɛŬŰɞɠ,
əŬɘ ȷ ɟɢɘŮɟɏɤ ɠ, ɧůŰɘɠ ɛɖ ́ ɟɧŰŮɟɞɜ ŮŬɡŰɞɜ ́ ŬɟɏůŰɖůŮ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ɗɡůɑŬɜ ɕɤ ůŬɜ, ŬɔɑŬɜ, ɛɖŭŮ
ɏɗɡůŮ Űɤ  Ū Ůɤ  ɗɡůɑŬɜ ŬɘɜɏůŮɤ ɠ əŬɘ ˊɜŮɡɛŬ ůɡɜŰŮŰɟɘɛɛɏɜɞɜ (ɖɜ ɛɧɜɞɜ ɞ ˊɎɜŰŬ ŭɞɡɠ
ŬˊŬɘŰŮɘ ́ Ŭɟô ɖɛɞɜ ɗɡůɑŬɜ) ́ ɤ ɠ ɏɛŮɚɚɞɜ ɗŬɟɟɖůŬɘ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ ŬɡŰɤ  Űɖɜ ɏɝɤ ɗŮɜ, Űɖɜ Űɤ ɜ
ɛŮɔɎɚɤ ɜ ɛɡůŰɖɟɑɤ ɜ ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɜ; ɖ ́ ɤ ɠ ɘŮɟɏɤ ɠ ůɢɖɛŬ əŬɘ ɧɜɞɛŬ ɡˊɞŭɨŮůɗŬɘ, ́ ɟɘɜ ɞůɑɞɘɠ
ɏɟɔɞɘɠ ŰŮɚŮɘɤ ůŬɘ ŰŬɠ ɢŮɘɟŬɠ; G reg. N azianz. O rat. i. p. 38.]

**[Intim ated in the w ord ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ. C p. C yrill. H ierosol. M yst. v. c. 9. p. 328.  
ñC hrist is, in som e sense, offered up to G od by every com m unicant in the Sacram ent,
w hen he does m entally and internally offer him  to G od, and present, as it w ere, his
bleeding Saviour to his Father, and desire him  for his sake to be m erciful to him , and
forgive him  his sins. This internal oblation of C hrist and his passion is m ade by every
faithful C hristian, etc. ... The M inister also ... does offer, as it w ere, Jesus C hrist and his
sacrifice for the people,ò etc. D r. Payneôs D iscourse on the Sacrifice of the M ass, A .D .
1688, pp. 52, 53. C om pare A bp. Sharpe, vol. vii. serm . xi. p. 251, and D eylingius,
O bservat. M iscellan. p. 315, and Pfaffius, w ho says, This no Protestants deny, pp. 106,
314, 344. The oblation, in this view , is but another nam e for com m em oration; as I have
often noted before.]

***[ñH ujus sacrificii caro et sanguis, ante adventum  C hristi per victim as
sim ilitudinum  prom ittebatur: in passione C hristi per ipsam  veritatem  reddebatur: post
ascensum  C hristi per sacram entum  m em oriae celebratur.ò A ugustin. contr. Faust. lib. xx.
c. 21. p. 348. tom . viii. edit. B ened.]
There is a com m entary upon Isaiah, w hich has been ascribed to St. B asil

by critics of the first rate, but yet is probably rejected, as none of his, by the last
learned editor of B asilôs w orks; w ho allow s it how ever to be an useful piece, and
as early as the fourth century, or thereabout. W hat I m ention him  for is, that,
instead of all the legal sacrifices, he adm its of tw o only, under the G ospel; our
Lordôs upon the cross, and ours, w hich consists in every m anôs offering his ow n
self. [Pseudo-B asil. in Isa. p. 398, etc. tom . i. edit. B ened.] There is another author, w ho
has com m only gone under the nam e of St. C hrysostom , but is now  rejected as
spurious, w ho divides the sacrifices of the G ospel after the sam e w ay: only the
latter of the tw o he subdivides into nine, and so m akes ten in all, [Pseudo-



C hrysostom . in Psal. xcv. p. 631. inter spuria, edit. B ened. tom . v.] and all of the spiritual
kind. C yril of A lexandria has a great m any things very clear and express to our
present purpose [C yril. A lex. contr. Julian. lib. ix. pp. 307, 308. C om m ent. in Isa. lib. i.
O rat. i. pp. 14, 15. In M alach. 1:11, p. 830.]: but there is one particular passage in his
tenth book against Julian, w hich is so plain, and so full for spiritual sacrifices, in
opposition to all m aterial or corporeal sacrifices w hatsoever, that nothing can be
m ore so. C om paring the sacrifices of C hristians w ith these of the Jew s, he w rites
thus: ñW e sacrifice now  m uch better than they of old did: for here descendeth
from  heaven, not any sensible fire for a sym bol of the ineffable nature but, the
H oly Spirit him self, from  the Father by the Son, enlightening the C hurch, and
receiving our sacrifices, nam ely, the spiritual and m ental ones. The Israelites
offered up to G od bullocks and sheep, turtles and pigeons; yea, and first fruits of
the earth, fine flour w ith oil poured upon it, cakes, and frankincense: but w e,
discarding all such gross service, are com m anded to perform  one that is fine and
abstracted, intellectual and spiritual. For w e offer up to G od, for a sw eet
sm elling savour, all kinds of virtues, faith, hope, charity, righteousness,
tem perance,ò [C yrill. A lex. contr. Jul. lib. x. p. 345.] etc. H ere it is to be noted, that
C yril rejects absolutely all corporeal sacrifices, and not only the bloody ones of
bulls and goats, and the like. H e opposes the C hristian m ental sacrifices to the
sacrifices of fine flour and cakes, and other such gross and sensible sacrifices.
H ow  could he do this, if he thought the elem ents of the Eucharist w ere a
sacrifice or sacrifices? A re bread and w ine at all less gross, or less sensible, than
fine flour, cakes, and oil, and other fruits of the earth? O r have they any other
claim  to the nam e of m ental and spiritual sacrifices, than the other also m ight
justly have? Therefore it is plain, that C yril never adm itted the m aterial elem ents
of the Eucharist, as any part of the C hristian sacrifice; but the spiritual service
perform ed in it, that w as the sacrifice. The m aterial elem ents w ere signs and
sym bols of our Lordôs sacrifice, not the sacrifice itself, nor any sacrifice at all, in
strict propriety of speech: for our ow n proper sacrifice, as distinct from  our
Lordôs, are our ow n services of prayer and praise, of faith, and of a good life.
Such is the constant doctrine of all antiquity.

I shall close this account w ith the sentim ents of the great St. A ustin. H is
treatise D e C ivitate D ei m ay be called his m asterpiece, being his m ost learned,
m ost correct, and m ost elaborate w ork; w hich lay upon his hands thirteen yeaôs,
from  413 to 426: he died. in 431. H ere then w e m ay expect to find his m ost
m ature sentim ents, laid dow n w ith the utm ost exactness, relating to the sacrifice
of the Eucharist. H e com prises all the G ospel sacrifices under tw o: one of w hich
is our Lordôs ow n sacrifice upon the cross; and the other is the C hurchôs offering
herself. The first of these is represented and participated in the Eucharist, the



latter is executed: this is the sum  of his doctrine. O f the form er he observes,*
that it succeeded in the room  of the legal sacrifices w hich prefigured it: of the
latter he observes, that the legal sacrifices w ere signs or sym bols of it.** The
legal sacrifices w ere, in a prophetic and propitiatory view , figures of the form er,
and in a tropological view , figures of the latter. The body of C hrist he considers
as tw ofold, natural and m ystical; one of w hich is represented by us, and
exhibited by C hrist in the Eucharist; the other is offered as a proper spiritual
sacrifice:*** and the bread and w ine in the Eucharist are considered as sym bols
of both. I say, he considers the sacram ental elem ents not m erely as sym bols of
the natural body, but of the m ystical also, viz. the C hurch,**** represented by
the one loaf and the one cup: so that by the sam e sym bols w e sym bolically
consign ourselves over to G od, and G od consigns C hrist, w ith all the m erits of
his death and passion, over to us. A t length, his notion of the eucharistic sacrifice
resolves into one com pound idea of a spiritual sacrifice (w herein the
com m unicants offer up them selves), com m em orative of another sacrifice, viz.
the grand sacrifice. The offering of the body of C hrist is a phrase capable of tw o
m eanings; either to signify the representing the natural body, or the devoting the
m ystical body: and both are included in the eucharistic service. Such appears to
be St. A ustinôs settled judgm ent in this article, grounded, as I said, upon St.
Paulôs. It is a m ost ridiculous pretense of Father H arduin (w hich he pursues
through m any tedious pages [H arduin. de Sacram ento A ltaris, cap. x.]), that, according
to St. A ustin, C hristôs natural body is the sign, and his m ystical body the thing
signified in the Eucharist: for nothing is plainer from  St. A ustin, than that the
bread and w ine are the only signs, and that the things signified by them  are both
the natural and the m ystical body of C hrist, both his flesh and his C hurch. A s the
w ord ñofferò is a w ord of som e latitude, he supposes both to be offered in the
Eucharist; one by w ay of m em orial before G od, and the other as a real and
spiritual sacrifice unto G od.

*[ñId enim  sacrificium  successit om nibus sacrificiis V eteris Testam enti, quae
im m olabantur in um bra futuri.ò ñPro illis om nibus sacrificiis et oblationibus corpus ejus
offertur, et participantibus m inistratur.ò  A ugust. de C ivit. D ei, lib. xvii. cap. 21. p. 484.]

**[ñPer hoc et sacerdos est, et ipse oblatio: cujus rei sacram entum  quotidianum
esse voluit Ecclesia sacrificium , quae cum  ipsius capitis corpus sit, seipsam  per ipsum
discit offerre. H ujus veri sacrificii m ultiplicia variaque signa erant sacrificia prisca,
sanctorum , cum  ob hoc unum  per m ulta figuraretur, tanquam  verbis m ultis res una
diceretur, ut sine fastidio m ultum  com m endaretur. H uic sum m o veroque sacrificio cuncta 
sacrificia falsa cesserunt.ò  Ibid. lib. x. cap. 20. p. 256.  C p. lib. xix. cap. 23. p. 227.]

***[ñH oc est sacrificium  C hristianorum , m ulti unum  corpus in C hristo: quod
etiam  sacram ento altaris, fidelibus noto, frequentat Ecclesia, ubi ei dem onstratur, quod in
ea re quam  offert ipsa offeratur.ò  A ugust. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. c. 6. p. 243.  ñH ujus autem



praeclarissim um  atque optim um  sacrificium  nos ipsi sum us, hoc est, civitas ejus: cujus rei
m ysterium  celebram us oblationibus nostris, quae fidelibus notae sunt.ò  Lib. xix. cap. 23.
p. 226.]

****[ñC orpus ergo C hristi si vis intelligere, A postolum  audi dicentem  fidelibus,
V os estis corpus C hristi et m em bra. Si ergo vos estis corpus C hristi et m em bra,
m ysterium  vestrum  in m ensa D om ini positum  est, m ysterium  D om ini accipitis ... N ihil
hic de nostro adseram us; ipsum  A postolum  item  audiam us: cum  ergo de isto Sacram ento
loqueretur, ait; U nus panis, unum  corpus, m ulti sum us. ... R ecolite enim , quia panis non
fit de uno grano, sed de m ultis.ò  A ugustin. serm . ccxxix. p. 976.  C p. serm . cclxxii. p.
1103.]
H aving thus traced this m atter dow n through four centuries, and part of the

fifth, I cannot think it of m om ent to descend low er, since the earliest are of
principal value, and are alone sufficient. The Fathers w ere very w ise and
excellent m en, saw  very clearly w hat m any learned m oderns have had the
m isfortune to overlook, and agreed perfectly w ell in m any points, about w hich
the m oderns have been strangely divided. The Fathers w ell understood, that to
m ake C hristôs natural body the real sacrifice of the Eucharist, w ould not only be
absurd in reason, but highly presum ptuous and profane; and that to m ake the
outw ard sym bols a proper sacrifice, a m aterial sacrifice, w ould be entirely
contrary to G ospel principles, degrading the C hristian sacrifice into a Jew ish
one, yea, and m aking it m uch low er and m eaner than the Jew ish, both in value
and dignity. [H ow  contem ptibly the R om anists speak of a m aterial sacrifice in that view ,
m ay be seen in B ishop M orton (p. 438), w ho has collected their sentim ents upon it.] The
right w ay therefore w as, to m ake the sacrifice spiritual: and it could be no other
upon G ospel principles. Thus both extrem es w ere avoided, all perplexities
rem oved, and truth and godliness secured.

So then here I m ay take leave of the ancients, as to the present article. The
w hole of the m atter is w ell com prised and clearly expressed in a very few  w ords,
by as judicious a D ivine as any our C hurch has had: ñW e offer up our alm s; w e
offer up our prayers, our praises, and ourselves: and all these w e offer up in the
virtue and consideration of C hristôs sacrifice, represented before us [I w ould
only add, ñand before G odò] by w ay of rem em brance or com m em oration; nor
can it be proved, that the ancients did m ore than this: this w hole service w as
their C hristian sacrifice, and this is ours.ò* A  learned foreigner has likew ise very
briefly and justly expressed the nature of the C hristian sacrifice; w hose w ords I
have throw n to the bottom  of the page,** for the learned reader.

*[A rchbishop Sharpe, vol. vii. serm . xi. p. 253. If any one is disposed to trace this
m atter dow n, even to the dark ages, he w ill find that m ost of the G reek and Latin
Liturgies contain the sam e notion w ith the Fathers, of the spiritual sacrifice in the
Eucharist. See C ovel, A cc. of G r. C hurch. pref. p. 47; book, pp. 36, 41, 46, 53, 67, 68,



175. D eyling. O bservat. p. 310, etc.]
**[ñO blatio om nis quae fit a credentibus sub N ovo Testam ento, est incruenta, et

vero castissim a, et sim plicissim a, quia spiritualis.  Sive quis se ipsum , sive ůɤ ɛŬ suum ,
affectum , om nesque suas facultates et actiones D eo offerat ut sacrificium ; sive alia
ůɢɏůŮɘ, m inistri verbi, qui in nobis convertendis laborarunt, nos offerant D eo; sive preces,
ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ, supplicationes nostras feram us ad D eum , ubique eadem  ratio: nullus hic
funditur sanguis, nihil com m ittitur violentum ; actio tota est spiritualis, et ɚɞɔɘəɐ. V itringa
in Isa. 66:21. 951.]
I shall now  shut up this chapter w ith tw o or three short corollaries, w hich

naturally offer, and m ay be of som e use.
1. The first is, that this sacrificial view  of the Eucharist squares exactly

w ith the federal view  before given. For if it be really a spiritual sacrifice, in or by
w hich every faithful com m unicant devotes him self entirely to G od; and if the
sacerdotal offering up our Lordôs m ystical body be (as St. A ustin explains this
m atter) a sacerdotal devoting all the faithful joining it, to G odôs service, and to
G odôs glory: then m ay w e again justly conclude, that the sacram ental service is a
federal, as w ell as a sacrificial solem nity: because, in this case, the
adm inistratorôs devoting the com m unicants, and their devoting them selves to
G od, is tantam ount to a solem n renew ing form er engagem ents or covenants
m ade w ith him , under such sym bols as G od has appointed, and prom ised to
ratify on his part.

2. From  hence m ay he understood, how  C hristians, at large, are priests
unto G od [1 Peter 2:5, 9. R ev. 1:6, 5:10, 20:6.]: for every one that sacrificed], is so far
a priest. Therefore Justin M artyr represents C hristians in com m on as so m any
priests, offering their sacrifices in the Eucharist. [Justin. M art. D ial. p. 386. C p.
O rigen. in Levit. hom . ix. p. 236.] A nd Isidorus, so late as the fifth century, does the
like, [Isidorus Pelusiot. lib. iii. ep. 75. p. 284.] reckoning every m an a priest, w hen he
offers up his ow n body, or him self, a sacrifice unto G od, by sacrificing his lusts
and passions. N evertheless, the proper officers, w ho m inister in holy things, and
w ho offer up to G od both the sacrifices and sacrificers, are priests in a m ore
em inent and em phatic sense; as Isidorus observes in the sam e place, and as the
reason of the thing itself sufficiently evidences.* I m ay further note, that as
C hristians at large w ere considered as priests, on account of their offering
spiritual sacrifices, so their consecration to such their priesthood w as supposed
to be perform ed in or by B aptism : or, in other w ords, their baptism  w as their
consecration.**

*[ñC um  om nes credentes N .T. sint sacerdotes respectu status spiritualis, et juris
appropinquandi D eo in sum m o Pontifice Jesu; m inistri verbi, dispensatores m ysteriorum
D ei, quatenus a D eo electi sunt, ut circa sacra publica versentur, respectu quodam



oeconom ico et externo, in externa Ecclesiae ́ ɞɚɘŰŮɑŬ fundato. H unc titulum  sibi peculiari
m odo vindicant.ò V itringa in Isa. 66:21. p. 951. C p. V itring. in A pocalyps. p. 335. N .B .
This argum ent is discussed at large by M r. D odw ell, D e Jure Laico Sacerdotali, and by
other tracts going along w ith his.]

**[Tertullian. de M onogam . cap. vii. p. 529. O rigen. in Levit. hom . ix. 238.
C yrill. H ierosol. C atech. xviii. cap. 33. p. 301. A m brosiaster. de Sacram . lib. iv. cap. i. p.
365. ed. B ened.]
3. A  third corollary is that the Socinians, or others, w ho reject both the

sacrificial and federal view , do not only causelessly depreciate a venerable
sacram ent and sacrifice, but at the sam e tim e do the greatest disservice
im aginable to practical religion. For as the sacrificial notion of the Eucharist,
here explained, carries in it the m ost instructive and com pendious lesson of
C hristian practice, so does the federal notion of the sam e carry in it the strongest
engagem ents to bind us forever to it. The rem oving these aw akening hints, and
the dissolving these sacred ties, under fair and sm ooth pretenses of supporting
practical C hristianity, is betraying great w ant of judgm ent or w ant of sincerity;
because there cannot be a m ore dangerous or m ore fatal w ay of subverting, by
little and little, all true C hristian m orality.
 

Chapter  XIII
O f the Preparation proper for the H oly C om m union.

If w e have hitherto gone upon sure grounds, w ith respect to the nature,
ends, and uses of the holy C om m union, there can be no doubt m ade, but that so
sacred and so salutary an institution ought to be held in great reverence, and to
be observed w ith all joy and thankfulness, tem pered w ith godly fear. If w e
consider it either as a D ivine ordinance coeval w ith C hristianity, and perfective
of it, or as a solem n m em orial of G od m ade m an, or as an instrum ent w hereby
G od vouchsafes to receive us, C hrist to dw ell in us, and the H oly G host to shed
his blessed influences upon us; or if w e consider it as the noblest part of
C hristian w orship, the renew ing of our covenant w ith G od, the sacrificing of the
heart, and the devoting of the affections, and all that w e have, to his service, and
to his glory; or if w e further consider it as a badge of our m ost holy profession,
and as a band or cem ent of union, w hereby w e abide in C hrist, and have
fellow ship w ith all the fam ily of heaven [H eb. 12:22ï24.]; in w hich soever of these
view s w e contem plate this holy cerem ony, it m ust appear to be a m atter of
infinite concern to us, and highly deserving our m ost affectionate and devout
regards. H ow  w e ought to express our esteem  of it, is the next thing to be
inquired into: and the general rule here is, that w e take care to do it in such a
w ay, as m ay best answ er those heavenly and salutary purposes for w hich this



holy Sacram ent w as ordained. O ur esteem  or disesteem  of it w ill be seen by our
conduct; by our frequenting or not frequenting it, by our preparing or not
preparing for it, as also by our m anner of behaviour at the tim e of receiving, or
after. M y present concern is w ith the preparatory part. There is som ething of a
preparation of heart, m ind, and w ays, required for all religious offices [Eccles.
5:1ï2. 1 Sam . 7:3. 2 C hron. 35:6.]; m uch m ore for this, w hich is the flow er and
perfection of all: and now  the only rem aining question is, w hat preparation is
here requisite, or w hereof it consists. The nature and ends of the institution, laid
dow n above, w ill be our sure m arks of direction, and cannot m islead us, if
carefully attended to. Let us com e to particulars.

1. B aptism , it is w ell know n, m ust go before the Eucharist, like as
C ircum cision w as previous to the Passover. A  person m ust be adm itted into
covenant first, in order to renew ; m ust be initiated, in order to be perfected; m ust
be born into the C hristian life, before he takes in the additional food proper to
support and increase it. O f this there can be no dispute, and so I need not say
m uch of it. There is an instance in antiquity, as high as the third century, of a
person w ho had long been a com m unicant, and w ho afterw ards found reason to
doubt w hether he had been validly baptized, and thereupon scrupled the com ing
again to the Lordôs table. H is bishop advised him , in that case (considering how
long he had been a com m unicant, and honestly all the tim e), to go on w ithout
scruple; not presum ing to give him  B aptism , w hich now  seem ed to be
superseded by the long and frequent use of this other Sacram ent.* The case w as
very particular, and the resolution, probably, w ise and just: both the scruple on
one hand, and the determ ination on the other (m ade w ith som e hesitancy, and
scarce satisfactory to the party), shew  how  acknow ledged a principle of the
C hurch it then w as, that B aptism  is ordinarily a m ost essential part of the
qualification required for receiving the holy C om m union. C onfirm ation besides,
is highly expedient, [See the R ubric at the end of our O rder of C onfirm ation, and the
C onstitutions of A rchbishop Peckham , A .D . 1281. Spelm . C oncil. tom . ii. p. 331.] but
B aptism  is strictly necessary.

*[Euseb. Eccl. H ist. lib. vii. cap. 9. B ut Tim othy, afterw ards B ishop of the sam e
see (about A .D . 380) determ ined, that if a catechum en ignorantly should happen to
receive the C om m union, he should forthw ith be baptized, pursuant to such call of G od.
Tim oth. A lexandr. C an. I. H ard. p. 1192. tom . i.]
2. A  com petent know ledge of w hat the C om m union m eans is another

previous qualification. St. Paul teaches, that a person, com ing to the Lordôs
table, should exam ine or approve him self, and that he should discern the Lordôs
body [1 C or. 11: 28ï29.]: both w hich do suppose a com petent know ledge of w hat
the Sacram ent m eans, and of w hat it requires. [Ƀ ɟɗɞɠ ɓɑɞɠ, ɎɛŬ ɛŬɗɐůŮɘ Űɖ



əŬɗɖəɞɨůɖ.  C lem . A lex. Strom . i. 318.] A nd from  thence m ay be draw n a very just
and w eighty argum ent against infant com m union. B ut I return to the point in
hand. A s to the m easure of the com petent know ledge required for receiving the
C om m union, it m ust of course vary, according to the various opportunities,
abilities, circum stances of the parties concerned; to be judged of by them selves,
w ith the assistance of their proper guides. G reat care w as anciently taken in
instructing the adults, called catechum ens, in order to B aptism : som ething of like
kind w ill he alw ays proper, in such circum stances as ours, for the preparing
persons for the first tim e of receiving the holy C om m union.

3. A  sound and right faith, as to the m ain substance of the C hristian
religion, is another previous qualification for this Sacram ent. For w hether w e
consider it as a renew al of our baptism al profession and covenant, w hich is
engaging to observe the G ospel term s; or w hether w e consider it as an
instrum ent of pardon and grace, and a pledge of the inheritance am ong the saints
in light; sound faith m ust undoubtedly be required, to answ er such ends and uses
of it. Scripture has not directly said so, as there w as no occasion for it; since the
very nature of the thing, taking in Scripture principles, very fully and plainly
declares it. A ccordingly, w e find, as early alm ost as w e have any records left,
that true and sound faith w as very particularly required in those that cam e to the
Lordôs table.* B esides a right faith in the general, a particular belief w ith respect
to the graces and benefits of a w orthy reception of this Sacram ent, w as anciently,
as w ell as reasonably, judged to be a previous qualification for it, requisite to
render it salutary to the recipient. It w ould be tedious to produce authorities for
it, and therefore I choose to refer the reader to the collections of that kind already
m ade to our hands. [B ingham , book xv. c. 8. s. 8.]

*[Ⱦ Ŭɘ ɖ Űɟɞűɖ ŬɨŰɖ əŬɚŮɘŰŬɘ ́ Ŭɟô ɖɛɘɜ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬ, ɖɠ ɞɡŭŮɜɘ Ɏɚɚɤ  ɛŮŰŬůɢŮɘɜ
Ůɝɧɜ ŮůŰɘ, ɖ Űɤ  ˊɘůŰŮɨɞɜŰɘ Ŭɚɖɗɖ ŮɘɜŬɘ ŰŬ ŭŮŭɘŭŬɔɛɏɜŬ ɡˊô ɖɛɤ ɜ.  Just. M art. p. 96. 
H itherto belongs the noted proclam ation anciently m ade by the D eacons, before the
C om m union began: ɀ ɐ Űɘɠ Űɤ ɜ ŮŰŮɟɞŭɧɝɤ ɜȚ Let no m isbeliever com e to the Lordôs table.
V id. A postol. C onstitut. lib. viii. cap. 12. p. 403.]
4. A bove all things, repentance ought to be looked upon as a m ost essential

qualification for a due reception of the holy C om m union. A ll the ends and uses
of the Sacram ent declare it: the reason of the thing itself loudly proclaim s it. For,
w ithout that, w hat is covenanting but playing the hypocrite? W hat is devoting
ourselves to G od at his table but lying and dissem bling? H ow  is it possible to
hold com m union at once w ith G od and B aal, w ith C hrist and B elial?  O r how  
can the Spirit of G od, and the spirit that w orketh in the children of disobedience, 
dw ell together? It is plain therefore, that repentance, in som e degree or other,
and a heart turned to G od, is essentially necessary to m ake the Sacram ent



salutary, yea, and to prevent its proving hurtful to the receiver.
If w e look into the ancients, upon this head, w e shall find them  w ith united

voice declaring, that repentance is absolutely necessary to m ake a w orthy
receiver. Justin M artyr specifies it am ong the previous qualifications, that the
com m unicant shall be one w ho ñlives according as C hrist has com m anded.ò
[Ƀ ɨŰɤ ɠ ɓɘɞɡɜŰɘ ɤ ɠ ɞ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɠ ́ Ŭɟɏŭɤ əŮɜ.  Justin. A pol. i. p. 96.] C lem ens, of the sam e
century, intim ates, that a good life [C lem ens A lex.  Ƀ ɟɗɞɠ ɓɑɞɠ, ɎɛŬ ɛŬɗɐůŮɘ Űɖ
əŬɗɖəɞɨůɖ. Strom . i. p. 318.] is requisite to a due receiving, and to prevent the
receiving unw orthily in St. Paulôs sense; quoting 1 C or. 11:27ï28. O rigen
interprets the sam e w ords to m ean, that the Sacram ent m ust not be taken w ith a
ñsoul defiled and polluted w ith sin.ò* St. C yprian also m ore than once represents
it as receiving unw orthily, w hen a m an com es to the Lordôs table, before he has
expiated his offences, confessed his crim es, purged his conscience, and appeased
the anger of G od.** A ll w hich shew s that he understood the text of St. Paul, not
m erely of the m anner of behaviour at receiving, but of the previous
qualifications of the receiver. In the sam e general w ay is the A postle interpreted
by the ancient com m entators on that chapter.*** B ut because som e persons had
m ade a distinction betw een being unw orthy to receive, and receiving unw orthily;
to cut off all evasion sought for in that nicety, it w as replied; that if the A postle
had restrained even the w orthy from  receiving unw orthily, he had m uch m ore
restrained every unw orthy person from  receiving at all; being that such a one is
not capable of receiving w orthily, w hile he continues such, that is, w hile he goes
on in his vices.**** There is scarce any one principle m ore universally agreed
upon am ong the ancients, than this, that repentance and new ness of life is a
necessary preparation or qualification for the holy C om m union, and is im plied in
w orthy receiving.

*[ñN e in anim a contam inata et peccatis polluta, D om inici corporis Sacram enta
percipias. Q uicunque enim  m anducaverit, inquit, panem , et biberit calicem  D om ini
iudigne, reus erit, etc. ... C ibus iste sanctus non est com m unis om nium , nec cujuscunque
indigni, sed sanctorum  est.ò O rigen. in Lev. H om . xiii. p. 257. C p. in M att. p. 254. ed.
H uet.]

**[ñC ontum acibus et pervicacibus com m inatur et denuntiat, dicens: Q uicunque
ederit panem , aut biberit calicem  D om ini indigne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis D om ini.
Spretis his om nibus atque contem ptis, ante expiata delicta, ante exom ologesim  factam
crim inis, ante purgatam  conscientiam  sacrificio et m anu sacerdotis, ante offensam
placatam  indignantis D om ini et m inantis, vis infertur corpori ejus et sanguini,ò etc. C ypr.
de Laps. p. 186. C p. pp. 19, 20, 141. edit. B ened.]

***[C hrysostom . in loc. p. 301, et de Poenit. H om . vii. p. 326. tom . ii. ed. B ened.
Theodoret, O ecum enius, D am ascene, Theophylact, Pelagius inter O pp. H ieronym .,
A m brosiaster, C assiodorus com plex, p. 37. C p. G regor. N yssen. de Perfect. C hristian. p.



718.]
****[ñQ uidam  sane dicunt, quia non indignum , sed indigne accipientem  revocat a

sancto. Si ergo etiam  dignus indigne accedens retrahitur, quanto m agis indignus, qui non
potest accipere digne? U nde oportet otiosum  cessare a vitiis, ut sanctum  D om ini corpus
sancte percipiat.ò Pelagius in loc.]
It has been pleaded in abatem ent that the A postle, by his caution against

receiving unw orthily, intended only to censure all irreverent behaviour at the
table, and that the censure or adm onition there given concerns rather the m anner
of receiving, than the previous qualifications of the receiver. [See M r. Locke on 1
C or. 11:28. A rth. B uryôs C onstant C om m unicant, p. 250, etc.] B ut to this pretext
sufficient replies have been m ade by the m ore judicious. [Jenkins, R em arks on som e
B ooks, pp. 140ï145. Le C lerc, B iblioth. C hois. tom . xiii. p. 96. W olfius, C ur. C rit. in 1 C or.
11:28.] I m ay briefly observe, 1. That if the A postle had said nothing at all of
unw orthy receiving, yet the reason of the thing w ould shew  that the receiving of
the C om m union w ith dispositions repugnant to the end and use of it, is receiving
unw orthily, and offering an affront to its author. 2. That the A postleôs reproof to
the C orinthians, in that chapter, w as not levelled barely against an irreverent
m anner of receiving, but against the ill spirit and the unchristian tem per, w ith
w hich they cam e to the Lordôs table: they w ere contentious, and full of
anim osities, split into factions and parties [1 C or. 11:18ï19. C om pare 1 C or. 1:11ï12.];
and from  thence arose all their other disorders. Therefore the A postle both began
and concluded his adm onition [1 C or. 11:33ï34.] w ith particular cautions against
the spirit of division then reigning am ongst them ; a tem per very im proper for a
feast of love and am ity. 3. There is no reason for restraining the A postleôs
general rules, laid dow n upon a special occasion, to that particular case only,
especially w hen the reason of them  extends equally to m ore. The A postle says,
W hosoever shall receive unw orthily, etc., not confining w hat he says of it to this
w ay or that. If it be receiving unw orthily, in any w ays w hatever, his w ords are
general enough to com prehend them  all: and so are his other w ords; Let every
one exam ine him self, and then eat, etc., and let him  discern, discrim inate,
esteem , reverence the Lordôs body. Therefore C hrysostom , upon the place,
[C hrysostom  in 1 C or. 11. H om . xxviii. p. 300, etc. C p. D am ascen. in loc. p. 102. O ecum enius,
p. 532. Theophylact, p. 260. C om pare Jenkins, pp. 142, 143.] highly extols the w isdom  of
the A postle, in m aking such excellent use of a particular case, as thereupon to
lay dow n general rules for all cases of like nature, for the standing use of the
C hurch in all tim es to com e. A ccordingly the judicious Theodoret takes notice
that the A postle in verse the 27th, w here he speaks of receiving unw orthily,
obliquely rebuked the am bitious, and the fornicators, and those also w ho had
eaten of things offered unto idols; and in short, all that com e to the C om m union



w ith a guilty conscience. [Theodoret in 1 C or. 11:27.] Let it be considered w hether
such as the A postle forbids us to eat w ith, [1 C or. 5:11.] and w hether those w hom
the A postle censures as ñpartakers of the table of devils,ò [1 C or. 10:20ï21.] and
those w hom  he elsew here describes as m aking one body w ith harlots, [1 C or.
6:15ï16.] could be capable, w hile so abiding, of receiving w orthily? If they could
not, then the general rule of the A postle, laid dow n in 1 C or. 11 about receiving
unw orthily, m ust be understood to extend further than to the particular disorders
w hich occasioned it. B ut if it be said, that such, so abiding, m ight
notw ithstanding receive w orthily, then these absurdities w ill follow ; that persons
w ho are not fit for C hristians to eat w ith, or w ho are com m unicants of devils; or
w ho are incapable of being living m em bers of C hrist, or tem ples of the H oly
G host, are yet capable of w orthily receiving that sym bolical body and blood of
C hrist, w hich are appointed to strengthen our union w ith him , and w hich
suppose m en to be living m em bers of him , at their com ing to receive.

A dd to this, that St. Paul him self has elsew here laid dow n a general rule,
obliging all C hristians to com e clean to the C hristian passover, draw n from  the
consideration of w hat w as prescribed w ith respect to the Jew ish one. [1 C or. 5:7ï
8.] For if the feast there m entioned does not directly m ean the eucharistic feast,
but the w hole C hristian life considered as a feast of holiness; yet the reason there
given w ill hold m ore strongly for those particular seasons w hen w e are actually
celebrating the m em orial of ñC hrist our passover Lam b,ò as ñsacrificed for usò.
For, as at all tim es, so then m ore especially, ought w e to ñpurge out the old
leaven,ò and to keep the sacred feast w ith the ñunleavened bread of sincerity and
truth.ò

U pon the w hole, it m ust be allow ed, that St. Paulôs general rule w ill by
parity of reason reach further than the particular cases there m entioned, and m ust
be understood to exclude all im penitent offenders. This the Socinians them selves
m ake no scruple to allow  [C rellius, Ethic. C hristian. lib. iii. c. 10. p. 354. Schlichting. in 1
C or. 11:28. p. 58. Przipcovius in loc.]; as indeed it is so clear a case, that there can be
but very little room  left for any reasonable dispute.

It rem ains still to be considered, w hat repentance really m eans, or w herein
it consists. In the Å general, it m eans a new  heart, or a serious resolution to
am end w hat w e find am iss, to the utm ost of our pow er, and a deliberate intention
to live a life of holiness 7ô for the future; squaring our conduct, as near as hum an
infirm ities w ill perm it, by the unerring rule of G odôs com m andm ents. To be
m ore particular, there are four principal articles, w hich the ancients, in this case,
m ost insisted upon, as previous qualifications for receiving the holy
C om m union; I shall consider them  one by one, but as briefly as m ay be.



*[The ancient w ay w as to proclaim  before the service began, ɎɔɘŬ Űɞɘɠ Ŭɔɑɞɘɠ. 
 C yrill. H ierosol. M ystag. v. p. 331. A  form  occurring in all the old Liturgies, and w hich
C hrysostom  interprets to m ean, Ⱥɑ Űɘɠ ɞɡə ŮůŰɘɜ Ɏɔɘɞɠ, ɛɖ ́ ɟɞůɑŰɤ , If a m an is not holy,
let him  not com e near. In H ebr. H om . xvii. p. 585. See also above, p. 263.]
1. O ne w as, restitution or reparation for any w rongs done to others in their

persons, estate, or good nam e, to the utm ost of our ability. [See B ingham , b. xv. c. 8.
s. 10.] This is but com m on justice, or m oral honesty, and therefore m ust be
looked upon as an essential article of am endm ent. It w ould lead m e too far, to
undertake here to state the exact rule or m easures of it: those m ay be learned
from  sound casuists, w ho have professedly w eighed and considered the subject.
[B ishop Tillotsonôs Posth. Serm . cxvi. cxvii. p. 82 etc. fol. edit. Placete, C hristian C asuist, or
Treatise on C onscience, book i. chap. 20ï22. A bridgm ent of M orality.] In ordinary cases,
an honest m ind w ill not m uch need an instructor, but every w ell disposed person
m ay be his ow n best casuist. A ll I shall hint is, that for public w rongs public
satisfaction is m ost proper, as being perhaps the only one that can sufficiently
repair the public injury: but for secret w rongs, the m ore secret the reparation is,
so m uch the better, other circum stances being equal; because so the w rong is
repaired, and at the sam e tim e ill blood prevented, future suspicions obviated,
peace and am ity secured.

To this head belongs w hat our Lord says; ñIf thou bring thy gift to the
altar, and there rem em berest that thy brother hath ought against thee; leave there
thy gift before the altar, and go thy w ay; first be reconciled to thy brother, and
then com e and offer thy gift.ò [M att. 5:23ï24.] The Lordôs Supper w as not
instituted w hen these w ords w ere spoken: nevertheless they are applicable to it,
in a view  to the general reason on w hich the rule stands; and they have been
often so applied both by ancients and m oderns. M r. M ede has w ell proved, that
the precept is evangelical, [M ede, D isc. xlvi. p. 357, etc. edit. 1664. C om pare Johnsonôs
Propit. O blat. p. 19, etc., and Lew isôs A nsw er to U nbloody Sacrifice, p. 32.] though w orded
in Jew ish term s, suited to the tim e w herein it w as given. The disciples of our
Lord (that is, believers at large, to w hom  that D ivine serm on w as directed [See
B lair on the Serm on in the M ount, vol. i. serm . ii. iii. p. 27, etc.]) w ere Jew s and
C hristians both in one, and therefore could not be properly addressed in any
language, but w hat m ight com petently suit them  in such their double capacity.
The like w as the case w ith respect to the Lordôs Prayer, w hich though a
C hristian prayer, w as yet form ed in such general term s, as m ight indifferently
serve a religious Jew , at the tim e w hen it w as given. I say then, that; the precept
delivered by our Lord, about the great duty of reparation to be m ade to every
injured brother, before w e offer to G od, though an evangelical precept, w as yet
so w orded as to com port w ith the then present circum stances of the persons to



w hom  it w as directed. W hen circum stances cam e to be altered, the general
reason still continued the sam e, and the application of it w as easy and obvious
to, every capacity.

Irenaeus quotes the text, and adapts it to C hristian circum stances in a very
just and natural w ay. G ifts he interprets to m ean C hristian w orship, alm s, and
oblations: and by altar he understands the high altar in heaven. [Iren. lib. iv. cap. 18. 
pp. 250, 252.  C p. Pfaffius, pp. 57, 58.] Tertullian, in like m anner, accom m odates it to
the case of C hristians com ing to offer up their prayers to G od; intim ating, that
they ought first to be at peace w ith their offended brethren, and to bring w ith
them  a forgiving tem per, as they hoped to be forgiven. [Tertullian. de Poenitent. cap.
xii. p. 147; de O rat. cap. x. p. 133; et contr. M arc. lib. iv. cap. 9. p. 420.] B oth parts are
true: but the latter appears foreign w ith respect to this text, w hich relates not to
pardoning others w ho have injured us, but rather to the seeking pardon w here w e
have injured. H ow ever, as the tw o parts are near allied, it w as easy to blend
ideas, and to run both into one; as several other Fathers did. C yprian also
accom m odates the precept to C hristian circum stances, interpreting the gift of
prayers, w hich ought to be offered w ith a pacific tem per of m ind. [C yprian. de
O ratione, p. 211.] Elsew here he applies it to the eucharistic prayers and services.
[C yprian. de U nit. Eccl. p. 198.] Eusebius and C yril apply the text m uch in the sam e
w ay. [Eusebius de V it. C onstant. lib. iv. cap. 41. C yrill. H ierosol. M ystag. v. p. 326.] A nd
O rigen interprets the gift to m ean prayer. [O rigen. de O rat. p. 198.] The
C onstitutions called A postolical interpret ñgiftò of prayer, praise, and
thanksgiving, and the precept of entertaining no enm ity against others, and
taking w hat care w e can that they m ay have no just ground of com plaint against
us. [C onstitut. A postol. lib. ii. cap. 53. p. 260.]  C hrysostom  accom m odates the precept
to the prayers and alm s offered at the holy C om m union, w hich w ould not be
accepted, if not brought in charity, and w ith a peaceful m ind. [C hrysostom . in M att.
H om . xvi. p. 217. ed. B ened. tom . vii.] In another H om ily, [C hrysostom . de Sim ul. H om .
xx. p. 206, etc. tom . ii.] he presses the point som ew hat further, and says m any good
things of the care w e ought to take to m ake up differences, if possible, even w ith
those w ho w ithout any just cause are our enem ies; that so w e m ay restore them ,
and heal their sores, and gain them  over to good w ill. A ll w hich is right, if
tem pered w ith the rules of C hristian prudence, and not strained so far, as to m ake
w ell disposed and truly peaceable persons stay aw ay from  the Lordôs table upon
needless scruples; arising either from  the irreconcilable tem per of others, or from
a w ant of due discernm ent of w hat is safe, prudent, or proper, under such or such
circum stances. Im proper or indiscreet overtures m ade by the offended party
tow ards an offender, m ay often w iden the breach w hich they m ean to heal, and
m ay increase the m ischief, instead of curing it.



Jerom e, upon the text, appears rather argute than solid; w here he
com m ents to this effect, if I understand him : ñIt is not said, if you take anything
am iss of your brother, but if your brother takes anything am iss of you; to m ake
the term s of reconciliation so m uch the harder. So long as w e are not able to
pacify the party. I know  not w hether w e ought to offer our gifts unto G od.ò*
This is straining the point too far, if it m eans anything m ore than the using all
safe, prudent, and reasonable endeavours to rem ove causeless offences, w here a
person is ignorant or frow ard.

*[ñN on dixit, Si tu habes aliquid adversus fratrem  tuum , sed, Si frater tuus habet
aliquid adversum  te; ut durior reconciliationis tibi im ponatur necessitas. Q uam din illum  
placare non possum us, nescio an consequenter m unera nostra offeram us D eo.ò  H ieron. in 
loc. tom . iv. p. 16. edit. B ened.]
St. A ustin, w ho had a cooler head than Jerom e, and w as a m ore exact

casuist, has given the m ost just and clearest account of this text that I have m et
w ith; perhaps w ith a design to take off such scruples as Jerom eôs account m ight
have raised. A s to the gift m entioned, he interprets it of prophecy, that is,
doctrine, and prayers, and hym ns, and the like spiritual services.* A nd as to the
precept, he explains it thus: ñif w e call to m ind that our brother has ought against
us; that is, if w e have any w ay injured him ; for then it is that he has som ething
against us. B ut, if he has injured us, then w e have som ething against him : in
w hich case, there is no occasion to go to him  for reconcilem ent. Y ou w ould not
ask pardon of the m an that has done you an injury; it is sufficient that you
forgive him , as you desire forgiveness at G odôs hands for w hat you have
offended in. W e are to go therefore to be reconciled, w hen it com es into our
m ind, that haply w e m ay have som e w ay injured our brother.ò** The sum  then
of all is, that if w e are certain that w e have done any m an an injury in his person,
estate, or good nam e, or that w e have given just cause of offence, it is our duty
and business to m ake reparation, and to sue first for reconcilem ent: or if w e are
not certain, but probably suspect that w e have been guilty that w ay, the sam e
rule w ill still hold in proportion. B ut if w e have good reason to judge that the
person has really injured us, or has causelessly and captiously taken offence
w here none w as given, then be it to him self: there is nothing in this text obliging
an innocent person, in such a case, to m ake the first step tow ards reconcilem ent,
or to suspend his offerings on any such scruple. There m ay, in som e particular
circum stances, be a kind of debt of charity, and C hristian condescension, lying
upon the injured party, to endeavour to reclaim  and pacify the offender by soft
and healing w ays: but as that is a very nice affair, and the office such as m any



are not fit for, there lies no strict obligation in such a case, or at least not upon
C hristians at large, but upon those only w ho are peculiarly fitted for it. Therefore
it falls not properly under the question now  in hand, nor w ithin the precept of the
text, w hich is general, extending equally to all C hristians. From  the sum m ary
view  here given of w hat the ancients thought of those w ords of our Lord (besides
the clearing an im portant case of conscience, w hich I chiefly aim ed at), it m ay be
noted by the w ay, that the gift there m entioned w as understood of spiritual
sacrifice only, and the altar also of course m ust have been spiritual, w hile
considered as an altar: w hich I take notice of as a confirm ation of w hat hath been
advanced in a preceding chapter. B ut I proceed.

*[ñQ uodlibet enim  m unus offerim us D eo, sive prophetiam , sive doctrinam , sive
orationem , sive hym num , sive psalm um , et si quid tale aliud spiritualium  donorum  anim o
occurrit,ò etc. A ugustin. de Seem . D om ini in M ont. p. 167. edit.  B ened. tom . iii.]

**[ñSi in m entem  venerit, quod aliquid habeat adversum  nos frater; id est, si nos
eum  in aliquo laesim us: tunc enim  ipse habet adversum  nos. N am  nos adversus illum
habem us, si ille nos laesit: ubi non opus est pergere ad reconciliationem ; non enim
veniam  postulabis ab eo qui tibi fecit injuriam , sed tantum  dim ittes, sicut tibi dim itti a
D om ino cupis, quod ipse com m iseris. Pergendm n est ergo ad reconciliationem , cum  in 
m entem  venerit, quod nos forte fratrem  in aliquo laesim us.ò  A ugustin. ibid.]
2. A s m aking restitution for any offences w e have com m itted, is one

necessary article of sacram ental preparation, so is a readiness to forgive any
offences com m itted against us another as necessary an article, and m uch insisted
upon by the ancient churches. [See B ingham , xv. 8. 13.] This is a rule laid dow n by
our blessed Lord in his G ospel, and m ade an express condition of our ow n
forgiveness, and left us, for the greater caution, as an article of the Lordôs Prayer
to be daily repeated. A ll the difficulty lies in clearing and ascertaining the true
and full m eaning of the forgiveness required. O ur Lord in one place says, ñIf thy
brother trespass against thee, rebuke him , and if he repent, forgive him ò; and so
again and again, as often as he repents, forgive. [Luke 17:3ï4.  M att. 18:21ï22.] M ay
w e then revenge ourselves upon an enem y, if he does not repent? N o, by no
m eans: vengeance is G odôs sole right [D eut. 32:35.  R om . 12:19.  H eb. 10:30.]: m an
has nothing to do w ith it. Even m agistrates, w ho, in som e sense, are revengers,
or avengers, to execute w rath, [R om . 13:4.] yet, strictly speaking, are not
appointed to dispense vengeance. They do not, they cannot aw ard punishm ents
in just proportion to dem erits, as G od can do: but they are appointed to act for
the safety of the State; and w hat they do is a kind of self-defense, in a public
capacity, rather than a dispensing of vengeance. So that even they, properly
speaking, are not com m issioned to revenge: m uch less can any private persons
justly claim  any right to it. Forgiveness, if understood in opposition to revenge,



is an unlim ited duty, know s no bounds or m easures, is not restrained to any kind
or num ber of offences, nor to any condition of repenting: but all offences m ust
be forgiven, in that sense, though not repented of, though ever so cruelly or so
m aliciously carried on and persisted in. Therefore the forgiveness w hich our
Lord speaks of as lim ited to the repentance of the party offending, can m ean
only the receiving a person into such a degree of friendship or intim acy, as he
before had: a thing not safe, nor reasonable, unless he shew s som e tokens of
sorrow  for his fault, and som e signs of a sincere intention to do so no m ore.
Forgive him  in such a sense, as to m editate no revenge, to w ish him  w ell, and to
pray for him , and even to do him  good in a w ay prudent and proper: but adm it
him  not into confidence, nor trust yourself w ith him , till he repents: for that
w ould be acting too far against the great law  of self-preservation. O nly take care,
on the other band, not to be over distrustful, nor to stand upon the utm ost proofs
of his relenting sincerity, but rather risk som e relapses. This, I think, in the
general, is a just account of G ospel forgiveness. [C om pare A bp. Tillotson, Serm .
xxxiii. p. 392. vol. i. fol. edit. Tow erson on the Sacram ents, p. 298.

B ut to prevent all needless scruples, I m ay explain it a little further, in
som e distinct articles: 1. G ospel-forgiveness interferes not w ith proper
discipline, nor the bringing offenders in a legal w ay to public justice. A n
inform er m ay prosecute, a w itness accuse, a jury bring in guilty, a judge
condem n, and an executioner dispatch a crim inal, w ithout any proper
m alevolence tow ards the party, but in great benevolence tow ards m ankind. 2.
G ospel forgiveness interferes not w ith a personôs prosecuting his ow n just rights,
in a legal w ay, against one that has grievously injured him  in his estate, person,
or good nam e: for a m anôs barely doing him self justice, or recovering a right, is
not taking revenge. A  person w rongs m e, perhaps, of a considerable sum : I
forgive him  the w rong, so as to bear him  no m alice; but I forgive him  not the
debt, because I am  no w ay obliged to resign m y ow n property or m aintenance to
an injurious invader. 3. G ospel forgiveness interferes not w ith a just aversion to,
or abhorrence of, som e very ill m en; liars, suppose, adulterers, fornicators,
extortioners, im postors, blasphem ers, or the like: for such hatred of aversion is a
very different thing from  hatred of m alevolence, m ay be w ithout it, and ought to
be so. W e cannot love m onsters of iniquity w ith any love of com placency,
neither does G od delight in them  as such: but still w e m ay love them  w ith a love
of benevolence and com passion, as G od also does. [See Tow erson on the Sacram ents,
pp. 298, 299.] 4. N either does G ospel forgiveness interfere w ith any proper
degrees of love or esteem . A  m an m ay love his enem ies in a just degree, and yet
love his friends better, and one friend m ore than another, in proportion to their
w orth, or nearness, or other circum stances. O ur Lord loved all his disciples, even



Judas not excepted: but he loved one m ore particularly, w ho w as therefore called
ñthe disciple w hom  Jesus lovedò [John 13:23, 19:26, 20:2, 16:7, 20.]; and he loved
the rest w ith distinction, and in proportionate degrees. 5. I have before hinted,
that G ospel forgiveness interferes not w ith rejecting enem ies from  our
confidence, or refusing to adm it them  into our bosom s. W e m ay w ish them  w ell,
pray for them , and do them  good; but still at a proper distance, such as a just
regard for our ow n safety, or reasons of peace, piety, and charity m ay require. 6.
I m ay add, that cases perhaps m ay be supposed, w here even the duty of praying
for them  m ay be conceived to cease. ñThere is a sin unto death: I do not say that
he shall pray for it.ò [1 John 5:16.] B ut in this case, they are not to be considered
m erely as private enem ies, but as public nuisances, and as offending of
m alicious w ickedness, not against m an only, but against G od and religion.
Indeed, charity forbids us to pass such a censure, except it be upon very sure
grounds; w hich perhaps w e can but seldom , if ever, have: but I w as w illing to
m ention this case, for the better clearing up St. Paulôs conduct in this very
article. It m ay deserve our notice, that he prayed for those w ho had m eanly, and
through hum an infirm ity, deserted him  in the day of trial, that the sin m ight not
be ñlaid to their chargeò [2 Tim . 4:16.]: in the sam e breath alm ost, speaking of
A lexander, a w icked apostate, w ho had m ost m aliciously opposed him  and the
G ospel, he says, ñThe Lord rew ard him  according to his w orks.ò [2 Tim . 4:14.] H e
w ould not honour him  so far, as to pray for his conversion or forgiveness: or he
knew  his case to be too desperate to adm it of either. N evertheless, he left the
vengeance entirely to G od, w hose right it w as; and he took not upon him  so
m uch as to judge of the precise degree of his dem erits, but com m itted that also to
the unerring judgm ent of G od. I am  aw are, that very considerable D ivines,
ancient and m odern, choose to resolve the case another w ay, either into
prediction by the Spirit, or into apostolical authority: but I hum bly conceive, that
there is no need of either supposition, to reconcile the seem ing difficulty. O nly,
as I before hinted, an A postle m ight better know  the desperate state of such a
person, than any one can ordinarily know  at this day; and so he m ight proceed
upon surer grounds: on w hich account, his exam ple is not lightly to be im itated,
or to be draw n into a precedent. Enough, I presum e, has been here said of the
nature, m easure, and extent of G ospel forgiveness, and I m ay now  proceed to a
new  article of sacram ental preparation.

3. A nother previous qualification, m uch insisted upon by the ancients,
[B ingham , xv. 8. 11.] w as a due regard to C hurch unity and public peace, in
opposition to schism  in the C hurch or faction in the State. The reason and the
obligation of both is self-evident, and I need not enlarge upon it. It m ay be noted,
that the C orinthians, w hom  St. Paul reproved, w ere m uch w anting in this article



of preparation; as appeared by their heats and anim osities, their sidings and
contests. They did not duly consider this Sacram ent as a sym bol of peace, a feast
of am ity: they did not discern the Lordôs body to be w hat it really is, a cem ent of
union, and a bond of true C hristian m em bership, through the Spirit.

4. A  fourth article w as m ercy and charity tow ards the poor brethren. [See
B ingham , xv. 8. 12.] The equity of w hich is m anifest: and it is a duty w hich has
been so often and so w ell explained, both from  the press and the pulpit, that I
m ay here spare m yself the trouble of saying a w ord m ore of it.

H aving shew n, first, that repentance, at large, is a necessary part of
sacram ental preparation, and having shew n also of w hat particulars such
repentance chiefly consists (not excluding other particulars, for repentance
m eans entire obedience), I m ay now  add, for the preventing groundless scruples,
that allow ances are alw ays supposed. for sins of infirm ity, sins of daily
incursion, such as are ordinarily consistent w ith a prevailing love of G od and
love of our neighbour. The slighter kind of offences ought never to be looked
upon as any bar to our receiving, but rather as argum ents for receiving, and that
frequently, in order to gain ground of them  m ore and m ore, and to have them
w ashed off in the salutary blood of C hrist.

A s to the length of tim e to be taken up in preparing, there is no one certain
rule to be given, w hich can suit all cases or circum stances: only, w hen a m an has
com pletely adjusted his accounts w ith G od (be it sooner, or be it later), then is he
fit to com e, and not till then. There is an habitual, and there is an actual
preparation. The habitual preparation is a good life; and the further w e are
advanced in it, the less need there is of any actual preparation besides: but
because m en are too apt to flatter and deceive their ow n hearts, and to speak
peace to them selves w ithout sufficient grounds for so doing; therefore som e
actual preparation, self-exam ination, etc. is generally necessary even to those
w ho m ay be habitually good, if it be only to give them  a w ell grounded
assurance that they really are so. H ow ever, the better m en are, the less actual
preparation m ay suffice, and the shorter w arning w ill be needful. Som e therefore
m ay receive as often as they have opportunity, though it w ere ever so sudden or
unexpected; and they m ay turn it to good account by their pious care and
recollection in their closets afterw ards. O thers m ay have a great deal to consider
of beforehand, m any offences to correct, m any disorders to set right, m uch to do
and m uch to undo, before they presum e to com e to G odôs altar.

Fault has been som etim es found w ith the little treatises of W eekly
Preparation, and the like: I think w ithout reason. They are exceeding useful in



their kind; and even their num ber and variety is an advantage, considering that
the tastes, tem pers, necessities, capacities, and outw ard circum stances of
C hristians, are also m anifold and various. It m ay be happy for them  w ho need
none of those helps: but they that least need them  are not the m en, generally,
w ho m ost despise them . H ow ever, they are not obtruded as things absolutely
necessary for all, but as highly useful to m any, and especially upon their first
receiving: though w e are none of us perhaps so perfect, as not to w ant, at som e
seasons, som e such hints for recollection, or helps to devotion. There m ay be
excesses, or there m ay be defects in such treatises: w hat hum an com positions are
w ithout them ? O n the other hand, it should be considered, that there m ay be
excesses and defects also in the censures or judgm ents passed upon them : for
hum an frailties are as m uch seen to prevail in the w ork of judging and censuring,
as in anything else w hatsoever. In the general, it is w ell for com m on C hristians,
that they are so plentifully provided w ith useful m anuals of that kind: they that
are w ell disposed w ill m ake use of them  as often as they need them , and w ill at
all tim es give G od thanks and praises for them .

I have said nothing, hitherto, about com ing fasting to the Lordôs table,
neither need I say m uch now . The rule w as early, and alm ost universal [B ingham ,
xv. 7. 8. G aspar. C alvoer. R itual. Eccles. vol. i. p. 413, etc. Sam . B asnag. A nnal. tom . ii. p.
295, etc.]; a rule of the C hurch, not a rule of Scripture, and so a m atter of
C hristian liberty, rather than of strict com m and. They that use it as m ost
expressive of C hristian hum ility and reverence, or as an help to devotion, do
w ell; and they that forbear it, either on account of infirm ity, or for fear of being
indisposed, and rendered less fit to attend the service, are not to be blam ed. N o
one need be scrupulous concerning this m atter: none should be censorious either
w ay; either in rashly charging superstition on one hand, or in charging, as rashly,
irreverence on the other. I shall only observe further that it w as a w eak thing for
so great a m an as the justly celebrated M abillon to draw  an argum ent in favour
of the corporal presence, from  the custom  of the C hurch in adm inistering or
receiving this holy Sacram ent fasting. [M abillon de Liturg. G allican. lib. i. cap. 6. pp.
60, 61.] For as the custom , probably, cam e in accidentally, either because, in
tim es of persecution, C hristians chose to com m unicate early in the m orning for
their greater safety, or because abuses had been com m itted in the previous love
feasts; so w as it continued for the like prudential reasons, and then only cam e to
have different colours put upon it, w hen the reasons w hich first introduced it
w ere, in a m anner, forgotten and sunk. B esides, it w as the ancient custom  for
both the adm inistrator and receiver of B aptism , to com e fasting, out of reverence
to that Sacram ent [M artene de A ntiq. Eccl. R it. tom . i. p. 25. The like rule w as afterw ards



m ade for C onfirm ation.]: w hich further shew s how  slight the argum ent is, draw n
from  the custom  of fasting before the Eucharist, as to proving anything of a
corporal presence. If any m an, duly considering how  sacred those sym bols of the
Eucharist are, and to w hat high and holy purposes they w ere ordained, looks
upon fasting as a proper token of the reverence he bears tow ards things sacred;
he m ay as w ell fast upon that principle, as upon the im aginary notion of a
corporal or local presence.

I have nothing further to add, upon the head of sacram ental preparation:
but if any one desires to see this article m ore m inutely draw n out, in its full
length, he w ill not perhaps easily find a treatise better fitted to the purpose, than
B ishop Taylorôs W orthy C om m unicant [Taylorôs W orthy C om m unicant, chap. ii. iii. iv.
v. vi. pp. 79ï357.]: to that therefore I refer the reader.
 

Chapter XIV
O f the O bligation to frequent C om m union.

A s to frequency or constancy in receiving the Sacram ent, it m ay be justly
said in the general, abstracting from  particular circum stances, that a m an cannot
too often com m em orate our Lord and his passion, nor too often return devout
thanks and praises for the sam e, nor too often repeat his resolutions of
am endm ent, nor too often renew  his solem n engagem ents, nor too often receive
pardon of sins, and fresh succours of D ivine grace: and if com ing to the Lordôs
table (prepared or unprepared) w ere a sure and infallible w ay to answ er those
good and great ends, there could then be no question, but that it w ould be both
our w isdom  and our duty to com m unicate as often as opportunities should invite
and health perm it. B ut it is certain, on the other hand, that bare com m unicating is
not the thing required, but com m unicating w orthily. H ere lies the m ain stress of
all, not to urge frequency of com m union so far as to render this holy Sacram ent
hurtful or fruitless to the parties concerned; neither yet to abate so far of the
frequency, as to m ake a kind of dearth or fam ine of this so salutary and
necessary food. D ivines in all ages of the C hurch (unless w e m ay except the
first, and part of the second) have found som e perplexity in settling a just m ean
betw een the extrem es. I do not m ean as to theory, or as to the thing considered in
the general and in the abstract, but w ith respect to particular persons, cases, and
circum stances; of w hich it is very difficult, if not im possible, to judge w ith
unerring exactness. They determ ined perhaps as w ell and as w isely, upon the
fairest presum ptions and probabilities, as hum an sagacity in such dark cases
could do: and if they som etim es ran into extrem es, either on the right hand or on
the left, their m eaning all the w hile w as good, and their conduct such as m ay
reasonably claim  all candid construction, and the best natured allow ances. O ne



thing is observable (and I know  not w hether one can justly blam e them  for it),
that, for the m ost part, they seem ed inclinable to abate of frequency, rather than
of the strictness of preparation or qualification. They considered, that due
dispositions w ere absolutely necessary to m ake the Sacram ent salutary, and w ere
therefore chiefly to be looked to: and they supposed, w ith good reason, that G od
w ould m ore easily dispense w ith the w ant of the Sacram ent than w ith the w ant
of the qualifications proper for it. They thought further, that w hile a m an w as
content to abstain from  the Lordôs table, out of an aw ful reverence for it, there
w as good probability that such a person w ould, by degrees, be perfectly
reclaim ed: but if once a m an should set light by those holy solem nities, and
irreverently rush upon them , w ithout aw e or concern, there could be very little
hopes of his conversion or am endm ent; because he despised the m ost sacred
bands of allegiance tow ards G od, and looked upon them  only as com m on form s.
[V id. Isidor. Pelusiot. lib. iii. ep. 364, p. 398, alias 345.] Such w ere the prevailing
sentim ents of the ablest D ivines and casuists in those ancient tim es; as w ill
appear m ore fully, w hen I com e to give a brief detail of their resolutions in this
article, w hich I shall do presently.

B ut I m ay first take notice, for the clearer conception of the w hole case,
that, since it is allow ed on all hands that there can be no just bar to frequency of
C om m union but the w ant of preparation, w hich is only such a bar as m en m ay
them selves rem ove if they please, it concerns them  highly to take off the
im pedim ent, as soon as possible, and not to trust to vain hopes of alleviating one
fault by another. It w as required under the Law , that a m an should com e holy
and clean, and w ell prepared [2 C hron. 30:1, etc.; 35:3ï6, etc.] to the Passover: but
yet his neglecting to be clean (w hen he m ight be clean) w as never allow ed as a
just apology for his staying aw ay. N o: the absenting in that case w as an offence
great enough to deserve the being cut off from  G odôs people, [Exod. 12:13, 19.
N um . 9:13.] because it am ounted to a disesteem ing, and, in effect, disow ning
G odôs covenant. The danger of m isperform ing any religious duty is an argum ent
for fear and caution, but no excuse for neglect: G od insists upon the doing it, and
the doing it w ell also. The proper duty of the high priest, under the Law , w as a
very dangerous em ploy, requiring the m ost exact care and profoundest reverence
[ Levit. 16:13. C p. D eyling. O bserv. Sacr. tom . ii. n. 41, p. 493; tom . iii. n. 46, p. 454, etc.]:
nevertheless, there w as no declining the service; neither w as the exactness of the
preparation or qualifications any proper excuse to be pleaded for
nonperform ance. It w as no sufficient plea for the slothful servant, under the
G ospel, that he thought his M aster hard to please, and thereupon neglected his
bounden duty [M att. 25:24, etc. Luke 19:20, etc.]: for the use he ought to have m ade
of that thought w as, to have been so m uch the m ore w akeful and diligent in his



M asterôs service. Therefore, in the case of the holy C om m union, it is to very
little purpose to plead the strictness of the self-exam ination, or preparation, by
w ay of excuse either for a total, or for a frequent, or for a long neglect of it. A
m an m ay say, that he com es not to the table, because he is not prepared, and so
far he assigns a good reason: but if he should be further asked, w hy he is not
prepared, w hen he m ay; there he can only m ake som e trifling, insufficient
excuse, or rem ain speechless.

B ut for the further clearing of this im portant article of frequent
C om m union, it m ay be proper to trace the judgm ent and practice of the churches
of C hrist from  the beginning, and dow nw ards through six or eight centuries;
w hich I shall endeavour to do in as plain and few  w ords as the nature of the
subject w ill adm it of.
 
C entury the First.

In the days of the A postles, C om m unions w ere frequent; either every day,
or at least every Lordôs day. Som e have probably enough collected from  the
history of the A cts, that at Jerusalem , the m other church, there w as a daily
C om m union, [A cts 2:42, 46.] and that in other churches the custom  w as to have
w eekly C om m unions at least, that is to say, upon the Lordôs day. [A cts 20:7.] B ut
all m ust be understood of persons fitly prepared, to appearance at least: for it is
certain, that open fornicators, extortioners, idolaters, and the like, w ere not
adm itted to C om m union. C hristians w ere not allow ed to keep com pany w ith
such delinquents, no not to eat com m on m eals [1 C or. 5:11ï12. C p. 2 John 10.];
m uch less to com m unicate. St. Paul gave orders for excom m unicating the
incestuous C orinthian [1 C or. 5:5, 13.]; and he adm itted him  not again, till after a
very serious and solem n repentance, after his being alm ost sw allow ed up of
grief. [2 C or. 2:6ï7.] H ow ever, it is observable, that both his exclusion and his
readm ission w ere w ithin the com pass of a tw elvem onth: for St. Paulôs tw o
Epistles to C orinth are judged to bear date the sam e year, nam ely, A .D . 57. Such
are the apostolical precedents for frequent C om m union if prepared, and for
abstaining if not prepared.
 
C entury the Second.

In the next century w e have undoubted evidences of w eekly C om m unions,
and particularly on the Lordôs day. This is justly collected from  the testim ony of
the younger Pliny above cited, [See above, C hapter I.] and is plainly declared by
Justin M artyr, [ɇɖ Űɞɡ ɖɚɑɞɡ ɚŮɔɞɛɏɜɖ ɖɛɏɟŬ ə. Ű. ɚ.  Just. M art. A pol. i. p. 97.] of the
sam e century. N one but true believers and m en of good lives w ere perm itted to
receive, as I before observed [See above, C hap. X III.] from  the sam e excellent



w riter: so that frequency of com m unicating w as never urged in derogation of the
preparatory requisites, or to m ake any abatem ent in them . A s to public and
scandalous offences, in faith or m anners, those the C hurch could see, and
provide against, by debarring the offenders from  C om m union: and as to secret
im pedim ents, they took w hat care they could, by perm itting or exhorting such as
m ight be conscious of their ow n unfitness, to forbear com ing to the altar. There
is a rem arkable passage to this purpose, in a learned w riter of the second century,
w hich runs thus: ñSom e, after the custom ary division of the elem ents, leave it
upon the consciences of their people, either to take their part, or otherw ise. For
the best rule to determ ine them  in their participation or forbearance, is their ow n
conscience: and the surest foundation for conscience to proceed upon is a good
life, joined w ith a com petent m easure of proficiency in C hristian know ledge.
A nd the best m ethod of com ing at the know ledge of the truth, and a right
perform ance of w hat is com m anded, is to choose for your direction persons of
m ost approved faith and conduct. For w hosoever shall eat this bread and drink
this cup of the Lord unw orthily shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord:
but let a m an exam ine him self, and so let him  eat of the bread, and drink of the
cup.ò [C lem . A lex. Strom . i. p. 318.] Thus far C lem ens. A nd from  thence w e m ay
observe, that there w as yet no standing rule or C anon of the C hurch, obliging all
the faithful to receive as often as they m et for D ivine Service; but C hristians
w ere left at liberty to judge how  far they w ere fitly qualified in know ledge, or in
godly living: only, it w as supposed, that they ought to be fitly qualified; and if
they w ere, to receive.

Tertullian, w ho lived in the close of the sam e century, takes notice of som e
w ho declined receiving, upon the stationary days (W ednesdays and Fridays), for
fear of breaking their fast. [Tertullian. de O rat. cap. xiv. p. 136.] H e blam es them  for
their foolish scruple, and suggests to them  a better w ay, w hereby they m ight
keep both their fast and their feast. I m ay observe from  it, that he thought it a
duty incum bent upon all the faithful, to com m unicate as often as they m ight; but
the C hurch had not yet enforced the duty w ith any C anons, obliging them  under
pain of ecclesiastical censure to receive: for, had that been the case, Tertullian
probably w ould have m entioned it; or rather, there w ould scarce have been room
left either for their scruples on one hand, or for his charitable advice on the
other. H ow ever, from  hence perhaps w e m ay date the first beginnings of that
coldness and backw ardness in point of frequent C om m union, w hich grew  up
apace am ongst C hristians afterw ards: it is not certain that those persons w ere
sincere in their pretended scruples; but they m ight be w illing to shift of the duty
as decently as they could, under the fairest colours.
 



C entury the Third.
St. C yprian, w ho flourished about the m iddle of the third century,

m entions daily C om m unions, as the com m on practice of that tim e [See the w hole
passage above, C hapter V I.]: and he everyw here speaks highly of the use and benefit
of the Sacram ent to the w orthy receivers: but no m an could be m ore careful to
prevent any oneôs com ing to the Lordôs table, w ho had com m itted any of the
grievous sins, and had not yet m ade full satisfaction to G od and the w orld, by a
strict and solem n repentance.

In this century crept in som e superstitious or overcurious conceits about
legal defilem ents, [V id. C anones D iouys. A lexandrin. H arduin. tom . i. p. 187, chap. vi. p.
123. etc. B evereg. Pandect. tom . ii. p. 4, etc.] as a bar to C om m union, or even to
com ing to the C hristian assem blies. Such niceties, w hile they carried a show  of
reverence for holy places and things, m ight notw ithstanding have better been let
alone; having no w arrant in the G ospel of C hrist, nor in the practice of the earlier
ages of the C hurch, so far as appears: neither indeed w ere they altogether
consistent w ith the ancient custom  of daily C om m unions of all the faithful,
w hich had obtained in som e churches. O ne thing is observable, that during the
first three centuries, w e m eet w ith no C anons m ade to enforce frequent
C om m union, scarce so m uch as exhortations to it, or any com plaints of neglect
in that article: w hich is an argum ent that C hristians in those tim es w ere not tardy
in that respect, but rather forw ard and pressing, under an high notion of the
privilege and com fort of partaking of the holy C om m union. Therefore the chief
care and concern of C hurch guides, during the first ages, w as rather to inculcate
the necessity of due preparation, than to insist upon frequency, for w hich there
w as less occasion. B ut tim es and circum stances soon cam e to be altered; as w e
shall see presently, upon taking a view  of the follow ing centuries.
 
C entury the Fourth.

In the year 305 (som e say, 300, or 303, or 313, or 324) w as held a council
of nineteen B ishops, at Eliberis, or Elvira, in A ndalusia, a province of Spain.
A m ong m any other C anons, a rule w as then m ade, not to accept of an offering
from  one w ho did not com m unicate. [ñEpiscopos placuit ab eo, qui non com m unicat, 
m unera accipere non debere.ò  C oncil. Illiberit. C an. xxviii.  H arduin. 153.] W e m ay judge
from  hence, that C hristians now  began to be rem iss, w ith respect to C om m union,
and that such C anon w as intended for a gentle rebuke to them ; a m ark of public
disfavour, in order to excite and quicken them , first to prepare, and then to
receive. M any perhaps m ight now  grow  cold and careless as to com ing to the
Lordôs table; either because they had not a just sense of the use and benefit of it,
and of the obligations they w ere under to it; or they loved the w orld too w ell,



and w ere w illing to put off their repentance from  day to day, and so of course to
stave off that solem n profession w hich the holy Sacram ent required. The like
coldness and backw ardness appeared in m any of that age, even w ith respect to
B aptism :* for, w hile they w ere w ell-w ishers to it, and stood candidates for it,
they yet loved to procrastinate and to feign excuses; because delaying B aptism
w as delaying repentance, w hich depraved nature w as prone enough to do. The
case, very probably, w as m uch the sam e w ith respect to this other Sacram ent:
and hence arose that coldness tow ards it, w hich the C hurch guides of those tim es
w ere m uch concerned at, and endeavoured gently to rem ove.

*[V id. B asil. H om il. in Sanct. B apt. p. 114, etc. edit. B ened. tom . ii. G regor.
N azianz. O rat. xl. p. 647, etc. C onstit. A postol. lib. vi. cap. 15. G regor. N yssen. de
B aptism . O pp. tom . iii. p. 216, etc. C om pare B ingham , xi. 6, 2, 3, etc.]
W hen those m ilder applications did not sufficiently answ er, som e brisker

m ethods w ere thought on for the com passing the sam e good end. In the year 341,
a C ouncil of A ntioch decreed, ñThat all they w ho cam e to C hurch, and heard the
holy Scriptures read, and afterw ards joined not in prayer w ith the people, or
turned their backs on the holy C om m union, after a disorderly w ay, should be
cast out of the C hurch, till such tim e as they should m ake public confession of
their fault, and give proofs of their repentance, and hum bly sue to be
reconciled.ò* This rule m ay seem  to be a severe rule, on m ore accounts than one.
1. A s it appears to run in general term s, m aking no express exceptions for those
w ho, for just causes, best know n to them selves, m ight som etim es decline
receiving. 2. Supposing any person to absent from  the Lordôs table, out of
reverence to it (being conscious to him self of som e secret offences), as it w as a
rule of the C hurch to excom m unicate no m an but for open and scandalous sins, it
m ight look hard to excom m unicate m erely for not receiving constantly; because
it w as, in effect, extending discipline even to the m ost private and concealed
offences, or to other im pedim ents. 3. Since no one ought to receive but he that
sincerely repents; and since repentance m ust be free, or it is really no repentance;
it appears not right to excom m unicate a m an, in order to oblige him  to receive,
unless it w ere right also to excom m unicate every one w ho should delay
repentance, or w ho w ould not instantly be persuaded to reform , so far as to be
capable of receiving w orthily the holy C om m union. This appears not to have
been the rule of the earlier centuries: for they left m en at liberty to judge (except
in cases of open scandal) how  far they w ere w orthy or otherw ise, and thereupon
to choose either to receive or forbear. These or the like reasons, I presum e, have
put learned m en upon softening explications, to m itigate the rigour of the C anon.
Em anuel Schelstrate has suggested, that the order then m ade pointed chiefly at
the A udians, or Q uarto-decim ans, [V id. Schelstrate de C oncilio A ntiochen. pp. 179,



222.] w ho held private conventicles, but cam e occasionally to C hurch, to hear the
Scriptures read, and serm ons preached, and then departed, in a disorderly and
scornful m anner, upon som e erroneous principles of their sect, to the great
scandal and offence of the m ore serious and sober part of the congregation.
Schelstrateôs account is favoured by tw o circum stances: one, that the C anon
im m ediately preceding m ost plainly strikes at the Q uarto-decim ans, though
w ithout nam ing them ; and the other, that the C anon does not sim ply and
absolutely censure all non-com m unicants, but som e only, w ith this restriction, as
doing it əŬŰɎ ŰɘɜŬ ŬŰŬɝɑŬɜ, w hich D ionysius Exiguus renders ñpro quadam
intem perantia,ò w ith a certain rudeness; and Isidorus M ercator renders
ñsecundum  aliquam  propriam  disciplinam ,ò according to the principles of their
ow n sect. N ow , if such w as the case, then the rigour of the C anon affected not
the m ain body of the faithful, adhering to the C hurch, w ho m ight be still left to
the sam e discretionary conscientious liberty as before.

*[Ʉ ɎɜŰŬɠ Űɞɡɠ ŮɘůɘɧɜŰŬɠ Ůɘɠ Űɖɜ ŮəəɚɖůɑŬɜ, əŬɘ Űɤ ɜ ɘŮɟɤ ɜ ɔɟŬűɤ ɜ ŬəɞɨɞɜŰŬɠ, ɛɖ
əɞɘɜɤ ɜɞɡɜŰŬɠ ŭŮ Ůɡɢɖɠ ɎɛŬ Űɤ  ɚŬɤ , ɖ ŬˊɞŰɟŮ́ ɞɛɏɜɞɡɠ Űɖɜ ŬɔɑŬɜ ɛŮŰɎɚɖɣɘɜ Űɖɠ
ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ, əŬŰɎ ŰɘɜŬ ŬŰŬɝɑŬɜ, ŰɞɨŰɞɡɠ ŬˊɞɓɚɐŰɞɡɠ ɔɑɜŮůɗŬɘ Űɖɠ ŮəəɚɖůɑŬɠ ɏɤ ɠ Ŭɜ
ŮɝɞɛɞɚɞɔɖůɎɛŮɜɞɘ əŬɘ ŭŮɑɝŬɜŰŮɠ əŬɟˊɞɡɠ ɛŮŰŬɜɞɑŬɠ, əŬɘ ˊŬɟŬəŬɚɏůŬɜŰŮɠ ŰɡɢŮɘɜ
ŭɡɜŬɗɤ ůɘ ůɡɔɔɜɩ ɛɖɠ.  C oncil. A ntioch. C an. ii. B evereg. Pand. p. 431.]
Perhaps the like account m ay serve for the A postolical C anons also, so far

as concerns this article: Schelstrate w as of that m ind, and applied the sam e
solution to both. [Schelstrate, ibid. p. 222.] O ne of the A postolical C anons orders,
ñThat if any B ishop, Priest, or D eacon, or any of the sacerdotal college, does not
com m unicate w hen there is a C om m union, [oblation,] he shall be obliged to
assign a reason; and if it be a just one, he shall be excused: otherw ise he shall be
suspended, as giving offence to the people, and as raising a suspicion upon the
adm inistrator, as if he did not salutarily execute his office.ò* The last w ords put
m e in m ind of the fourth C anon of the C ouncil of G angra, held a few  years
before the A ntiochian: som e place it in 324, som e in 330; all agree that it w as
not later than 340. That C anon decrees, ñThat if any one takes exception to a
m arried Presbyter, as such, thinking it not law ful to receive the C om m union at
his hands, let him  be anathem a.ò** W hether the A ntiochian and A postolical
C anons m ight not have som e view  to that case, in w hat they decreed against any
oneôs turning his back on the C om m union, I leave to the learned to consider.

*[Ⱥɑ Űɘɠ Ů́ ɑůəɞˊɞɠ, ɖ ˊɟŮůɓɨŰŮɟɞɠ, ɖ ŭɘɎəɞɜɞɠ, ɖ Ůə Űɞɡ əŬŰŬɚɧɔɞɡ Űɞɡ
ɘŮɟŬŰɘəɞɡ, ́ ɟɞůűɞɟŬɠ ɔŮɜɞɛɏɜɖɠ, ɛɖ ɛŮŰŬɚɎɓɞɘ, Űɖɜ ŬɘŰɑŬɜ Ůɘ́ ɎŰɤ Ț əŬɘ ŮŬɜ Ůɨɚɞɔɞɠ ɖ,
ůɡɔɔɜɩ ɛɖɠ ŰɡɔɢŬɜɏŰɤ Ț Ůɘ ŭŮ ɛɖ ɚɏɔɖ, aűɞɟɘɕɏůɗɤ , ɤ ɠ ŬɑŰɘɞɠ ɓɚɎɓɖɠ ɔŮɜɖɗŮɘɠ Űɤ  ɚŬɤ , əŬɘ
ɡˊɧɜɞɘŬɜ ŮɛˊɞɘɐůŬɠ əŬŰŬ Űɞɡ ́ ɟɞůŮɜɏɔəŬɜŰɞɠ, ɤ ɠ ɛɖ ɡɔɘɤ ɠ ŬɜŮɜɏɔəŬɜŰɞɠ. C an. A postol.
vi, alias viii.]



**[Ⱥɑ Űɘɠ ŭɘŬəɟɑɜɞɘŰɞ ˊŮɟɘ ˊɟŮůɓɡŰɏɟɞɡ ɔŮɔŬɛɖəɧŰɞɠ, ɤ ɠ ɛɖ ɢɟɖɜŬɘ,
ɚŮɘŰɞɡɟɔɐůŬɜŰɞɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ, ˊɟɞůűɞɟŬɠ ɛŮŰŬɚŬɛɓɎɜŮɘɜ, ŬɜɎɗŮɛŬ ɏůŰɤ . C oncil. G angrens.
C an. iv. H ard. p. 530. B evereg. Pand. tom . i. 419.]
The next C anon called A postolical m akes a like order w ith respect to the

laity, as the form er had done w ith regard to the clergy: viz. ñThat as m any of the
faithful as cam e to C hurch, and did not abide all the tim e of the prayer and
C om m union, should be excom m unicated, as guilty of raising disturbance in the
C hurch.ò* It is hard to judge certainly of the particular drift or purport of such
C anons, w ithout a m ore explicit know ledge of the then present circum stances:
but it is not likely that they w ere ever intended to oblige all the faithful to
com m unicate as often as they cam e to D ivine Service, or to abridge them  of the
reasonable liberty of judging how  far they w ere prepared for it, and w hether they
m ight not som etim es (provided it w ere not custom ary, so as to am ount to
contem pt) abstain from  it. B alsam on, in his N otes upon the A postolical C anon
last cited, calls it a very harsh decree [ȹɘɞɟɘůɛɞɠ ŭɟɘɛɨŰŬŰɧɠ ŮůŰɘɜ. B alsam . in loc.]:
and so indeed it is, if interpreted w ith utm ost rigour. B ut he intim ates elsew here,
that the G reek C hurch in his tim e received it w ith a softening explication. [V id.
B everegii A nnot. in A post. C an. ix. p. 21.] Schelstrate, as before noted, has suggested
another; and to both I have taken the liberty to subjoin a third. It is not
reasonable to think, that a m odest and sober departure, before C om m union
began (a practice now  com m on, and, I believe, alw ays in use, m ore or less),
could be looked upon as a disturbance: but if it w as done out of dislike, or
contem pt, and upon factious principles, then indeed it w ould be apt to m ake
great disturbance; and that very probably w as w hat the com pilers of those
C anons w ere solicitous to prevent or rem edy. B ut I return.

*[Ʉ ɎɜŰŬɠ Űɞɡɠ ŮɘůɘɧɜŰŬɠ ́ ɘůŰɞɡɠ Ůɘɠ Űɖɜ ŬɔɑŬɜ Ū Ůɞɡ ŮəəɚɖůɑŬɜ, əŬɘ Űɤ ɜ ɘŮɟɤ ɜ
ɔɟŬűɤ ɜ ŬəɞɨɞɜŰŬɠ, ɛɖ ́ ŬɟŬɛɏɜɞɜŰŬɠ ŭŮ Űɖ ́ ɟɞůŮɡɢɖ əŬɘ Űɖ ŬɔɑŬ ɛŮŰŬɚɐɣŮɘ, ɤ ɠ ŬŰŬɝɑŬɜ
ŮɛˊɞɘɞɡɜŰŬɠ Űɖ ŮəəɚɖůɑŬ, ŬűɞɟɑɕŮůɗŬɘ ɢɟɐ.  C an. A postol. vii. alias ix.]
I proceed in reciting the principles of the fourth century, w ith regard to

frequent C om m union. B asil (about the year 372) being consulted on this head,
declares it good and profitable to com m unicate every day; testifying w ithal, of
the practice of the church of C aesarea, w here he w as, that they celebrated the
Sacram ent four tim es a w eek (on Sunday, W ednesday, Friday, and Saturday),
besides the saintsô days, [festivals of m artyrs,] as often as they occurred [B asil.
Epist. xciii. (alias cclxxxix.) p. 186, ed. B ened. tom . iii. C p. Socrat. Eccles. H istor. lib. v. cap.
22.]: but he does not say how  diligent or how  constant the people w ere in
attending upon it.

C hrysostom , of the sam e century, som ew hat later, w ill give us the best
light, both w ith respect to the practice of that age, and the rules w hereby it w as



conducted. In one place of his w orks, he speaks thus: ñM any partake of this
sacrifice once a year, som e tw ice, som e oftener. ï W hich of them  should w e
m ost approve of? Those that com m unicate once, or those that do it often, or
those that seldom  do it? N either the once-com ers, nor the often, nor the seldom ,
but those that com e w ith a clean conscience, a pure heart, and a life unblam able,
they that are so qualified should com e constantly: but as to them  that are not,
once is too m uch for them . A nd w hy so? B ecause they w ill only receive to
them selves judgm ent and condem nation, pains and penalties.ò [C hrysostom . in H eb.
H om . xvii. p. 856, edit. Paris.] H ere w e m ay observe how  this good Father pressed
upon his hearers the duty of constant C om m union, but under caution of coining
fitly prepared: otherw ise he thought it w ould not be barely fruitless, but hurtful.
That w as the standing rule of the C hurch, the settled principle w hich they
constantly w ent upon, w ith respect to both Sacram ents. For, w hatever high
notions they m ight entertain of the use or necessity of B aptism , yet they never
w ould encourage any person to receive it, before they believed him  w ell
qualified for it; but w ould som etim es keep the catechum ens back, for five, or
ten, or tw enty years, or even to the hour of death, rather than adm it them  in a
state of im penitence, or before they had been w ell disciplined and proved. [See
Testim onies referred to in B ingham , xi. 6. 1.] Sacram ents w ere a good superstructure:
but the foundation w as first and principally to be looked to, the foundation of
repentance and a good life. Q ualifications ought to go before adm ission: and
service before privileges. B ut I pass on.

C hrysostom , in another H om ily, reproves the non-com m unicants, and
presses frequent C om m union in the m anner here follow ing: ñIn vain stand w e at
the altar, none com e to receive. I speak not barely to persuade you to receive, but
to m ake yourselves w orthy. Y ou are not w orthy [you w ill say] of the sacrifice, or
not fit to receive? Then neither are you w orthy of the prayer: do you not hear the
D eacon, w hen he stands up and proclaim s, A s m any am ong you as are under
penance, w ithdraw ? A ll that do not com m unicate, are supposed to be under
penance. If you are of the num ber of penitents, you m ust not receive: for he that
does not receive is under penance. W hy does he [the D eacon] say, A ll ye that
cannot pray, depart? A nd w hy do you, after that, im pudently stay? Y ou are not
one of those, you w ill say, but of those w ho m ay receive. H ave you then no
regard for that, or do you think it a slight privilege? C onsider, I beseech you, etc.
ï Every one that does not partake of the m ysteries, is sham eless and im pudent to
stand by all the w hile. ï Y ou sing the hym n w ith the rest, and you profess
yourself one of the w orthy, by your not departing w ith the unw orthy. W ith w hat
face then can you presum e to stay, and yet not partake of the table? Y ou plead,



you are unw orthy: you are therefore unw orthy to join in the prayers, for the H oly
Spirit descends, not only in the offering of the elem ents, but also in the chanting
of the hym ns.ò* C hrysostom  here pleads for frequent C om m union, in a strong
affecting w ay, but still loses not sight of the m ain point, w hich w as the receiving
w orthily.

*[C hrysost. in Ephes. H om . iii. pp. 887, 888.  N .B . The C om m union hym ns are by
G oar (Euchol. p. 136) distinguished into four: 1. ȴ ɛɜɞɠ ŬɔɔŮɚɘəɧɠ. The angelical. ñG lory
to G od on high,ò etc.  2. ȴ ɛɜɞɠ ɢŮɟɞɡɓɘəɧɠ.  The cherubic hym n, in G oar, p. 206.  3.
ȴ ɛɜɞɠ ŰɟɘůɎɔɘɞɠ.  Sanctus D eus, sanctus fortis, etc.  4. ȴ ɛɜɞɠ Ů́ ɘɜɑəɘɞɠ.  The trium phal
hym n. ñH oly, holy, holy, Lord,ò etc. Isa. 6:3.  B ut the first and fourth are the m ost
ancient: the second and third are both later than C hrysostom . The three last are but one
trisagium  in the m ain, one cherubic, or seraphic hym n, w ith som e variations, additions,
and interpolations m ade at different tim es. See B ingham , xiv. 2, 3; xv. 3, 9, 10. A llix.
D issert. de Trisagii O rigine. R enaudot. Liturg. C ollect. ton. i. p. 228. tom . ii. p. 69.]
The argum ent he draw s from  prayer to C om m union has been som etim es

m isunderstood, and m ay here deserve to be set right. H e does not m ean that
prayer in general requires the sam e preparation that the C om m union does, or that
every one w ho m ay properly be adm itted to the form er m ay as properly be
adm itted to the latter also. N o: that w ould run directly counter to the know n
principles and practice, and standing discipline of the C hurch in that age: for
nothing w as m ore usual than to adm it penitents of the fourth order, to
com m union in prayers, for tw o, three, four, or som etim es five years, and all the
w hile to debar them  from  the holy C om m union, as not yet w orthy to be adm itted
to it. [C oncil. A ncyran. C an. 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 16, 24. C oncil. N icen. C an. 11, 12, 13. B asil. C an.
22, 30, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 66, 75, 82, 83. C oncil. C arthag. vi. C an. 11. C oncil. Trull. C an. 87.]
B ut w hat C hrysostom  m eant w as, that it w as very absurd, and even dow nright
im pudent, for a m an to claim  a right to stand by, all the w hile that the
C om m union w as adm inistering, and to join in those m ost sacred and m ystical
prayers and hym ns, w hich w ere proper to it, and at the sam e tim e to pretend that
he w as not w orthy of it: for, if he really w as not w orthy to receive, he w as not
w orthy to be present during that holy solem nity, or to bear a part in the prayers
w hich peculiarly belonged to it. I know , it has been thought by persons of good
learning, that the fourth order of penitents (called ůɡɜɘůŰɎɛŮɜɞɘ, consistentes, in
English co-standers, or associates) w ere allow ed to be present during the w hole
solem nity, w hile prohibited from  receiving, and that Sunday after Sunday, for
several years together: w hich w ould have been com m itting that very absurdity
w hich C hrysostom  here so strongly rem onstrates against. B ut I take that
prevailing notion to be all a m istake, ow ing to the w ant of a right understanding
the ancient C anons and ancient phrases. Those co-standers w ere allow ed to



com m unicate in prayers w ith the faithful.* W hat prayers, is the question. I
suppose the prayers previous to the holy kiss, previous also to the oblation;
w hich w ere indeed part of the M issa fidelium , or C om m union Service (like to
our prayer for the C hurch m ilitant), but w ere not the proper m ystical prayers
belonging to the C om m union, and of w hich C hrysostom  is to be understood. The
co-standers, being the highest order of penitents, had the privilege to stand in the
sam e place of the C hurch w ith the faithful, and to abide there, after the
catechum ens and low er penitents w ere dism issed; and they w ere perm itted to
com m unicate in prayer, till the oblation began, and then they also w ere to
w ithdraw . This I collect, as from  several other circum stances, so particularly
from  hence, that the D eacons just before the salutation of peace, w arned all non-
com m unicants to w ithdraw .** The co-standers m ust of course have been
reckoned of that num ber, being forbid to com m unicate; and therefore they m ust
have been obliged to w ithdraw  after the preparatory prayers, and before the
C om m union, properly speaking, began. C hrysostom  him self intim ates in another
H om ily, that all non-com m unicants w ere w arned to depart;*** and that
presently after cam e on the m ystical hym n. A bout that tim e the co-standers, as I
conceive, w ithdrew . N either, indeed, is it credible, that so know ing a person as
C hrysostom  w ould have represented it as a flam ing absurdity for a non-
com m unicant to be present during the w hole solem nity, had the custom  of the
C hurch allow ed it in the co-standers, w ho w ere non-com m unicants.

*[Ⱥɡɢɖɠ ŭŮ ɛɧɜɖɠ əɞɘɜɤ ɜɖůŬɘ.  C oncil. A ncyr. C an. iv.  Ⱦ ɞɘɜɤ ɜɖůŬɘ ɢɤ ɟɘɠ
ˊɟɞůűɞɟŬɠ.  Ibid. C an. vi.  So in the N icene C anons, and B asilôs, etc.  A ll that did not
depart w ith the catechum ens, after the G ospel, or w ith the penitents soon after,
com m unicated in prayer, as appears by the A postolical C onstitutions. ɀ ɖ əɞɘɜɤ ɜŮɑŰɤ ůŬɜ
ŭŮ Ůɜ Űɖ ˊɟɞůŮɡɢɖ, Ŭɚɚô ŮɝŮɟɢɏůɗɤ ůŬɜ ɛŮŰŬ Űɖɜ ŬɜɎɔɜɤ ůɘɜ Űɞɡ ɜɧɛɞɡ əŬɘ Űɤ ɜ
ˊɟɞűɖŰɤ ɜ əŬɘ Űɞɡ ŮɡŬɔɔŮɚɑɞɡ. lib. ii. cap. 39.  The C ouncil of Laodicea distinctly
m entions w hat prayers preceded the oblation. C an. xix. p. 786, H arduin.]

**[Ⱥɜ Űɖ ɗŮɑŬ ŬɜŬűɞɟŬ ɞ ŭɘɎəɞɜɞɠ ́ ɟɞůűɤ ɜŮɘ ́ ɟɞ Űɞɡ ŬůˊŬůɛɞɡȚ  ɞɘ 
Ŭəɞɘɜɩ ɜɖŰɞɘ ́ Ůɟɘ́ ŬŰɐůŬŰŮ.  Tim oth. A lex. R esp. ix. 1104, H ard. Ƀ ɘ Űɖɜ ́ ɟɩ Űɖɜ Ůɡɢɖɜ
ŮɡɢɧɛŮɜɞɘ, ́ ɟɞɏɚɗŮŰŮ.  A post. C onstitut. lib. viii. cap. 12.  ñSi quis non com m unicat, det
locum .ò  G regor. M . D ial. lib. ii. cap. 23.]

***[ɀ ɐ Űɘɠ Űɤ ɜ əŬŰɖɢɞɡɛɏɜɤ ɜ, ɛɐ Űɘɠ Űɤ ɜ ɛɖ ŮůɗɘɧɜŰɤ ɜ, ɛɐ Űɘɠ Űɤ ɜ
əŬŰŬůəɧˊɤ ɜ, ɛɐ Űɘɠ Űɤ ɜ ɛɖ ŭɡɜŬɛɏɜɤ ɜ ɗŮɎůŬůɗŬɘ Űɞɜ ɛɧůɢɞɜ ŮůɗɘɧɛŮɜɞɜ ... ɛɐ Űɘɠ
ŬɜɎɝɘɞɠ Űɖɠ ɕɩ ůɖɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ, etc. C hrysost. H om il. de PH . Prod. tom . vi. p. 375, Paris.]
It m ay be objected, that Pope Siricius (about A .D . 385) allow ed or ordered

som e non-com m unicants to abide till the w hole service w as over:* and Sozom en
speaks of the custom  of the w estern churches, as obliging the penitents to w ait
all the tim e of the C om m union Service, in order to receive the B ishopôs



absolution after it w as ended.** These are the principal passages w hich have led
learned m en into a persuasion, that the co-standers w ere used to be present
during the w hole solem nity. B ut they did not observe, that the preparatory
service w as called the service, or the m ass, and that the C om m union, properly,
began not till that service w as ended, and the non-com m unicants w ere
w ithdraw n. G regory Turonensis, of the sixth century, m ay help to clear this
m atter: he speaks of the C om m unionôs beginning after the m asses or liturgies
w ere ended.*** C yprian, long before, spice m uch after the sam e w ay.**** A nd
even Justin M artyr has m ade m ention of the com m on prayers, as ended, before
the C om m union began, before the holy salutation: and soon after he takes notice
of the subsequent prayers and thanksgivings proper to the C om m union.*****
Those subsequent prayers w ere w hat C hrysostom  spake of, as altogether
im proper for any to join in, or to be present at, except the com m unicants
them selves.

*[ñD ixim us decernendum , ut sola intra ecclesiam  fidelibus oratione jungantur;
Sacris m ysteriorum  celebritatibus, quam vis non m ereantur, intersint; a D om inicae autem
m ensae convivio segregentur,ò etc. Siric. Epist. p. 848, H arduin.]

**[Ʉ ɚɖɟɤ ɗŮɑůɖɠ Űɖɠ Űɞɡ Ū Ůɞɡ ɚŮɘŰɞɡɟɔɑŬɠ.  Sozom . lib. vii. cap. 16, p. 300, edit.
C ant.]

***[ñU bi peractis solem nibus, ad sacrosanctum  altarium  com m unicandi gratia
accessisset,ò etc. G regor. Turon, lib. ix. n. 3, p. 419.  ñC um que expletis m issis, populus
coepisset sacrosanctum  corpus R edem ptoris accipere.ò  G reg. Turon. de M irac. M attin. 
lib. ii. cap. 47, p. 1060. C p. M abillon de Liturg. G allican. pp. 35, 36, 51.]

****[ñU bi vero solennibus adim pletis, calicem  diaconus offerre praesentibus
coepit,ò etc. C yprian. de Laps. p. 132, edit. O xon.]

*****[ȷ ɚɚɐɚɞɡɠ űɘɚɐɛŬŰɘ ŬůˊŬɕɧɛŮɗŬ, ˊŬɡůɎɛŮɜɞɘ Űɤ ɜ Ůɡɢɤ ɜȚ  ɏ́ ŮɘŰŬ
ˊɟɞůűɏɟŮŰŬɘ Űɤ  ́ ɟɞŮůŰɤ Űɘ Űɤ ɜ ŬŭŮɚűɤ ɜ ɎɟŰɞɠ, əŬɘ ́ ɞŰɐɟɘɞɜ ɨŭŬŰɞɠ, əŬɘ əɟɎɛŬŰɞɠ.  Ⱦ Ŭɘ
ɞɡŰɞɠ ɚŬɓɩ ɜ, Ŭɘɜɞɜ əŬɘ ŭɧɝŬɜ Űɤ  ́ ŬŰɟɘ Űɤ ɜ ɧɚɤ ɜ, ŭɘŬ Űɞɡ ɞɜɧɛŬŰɞɠ Űɞɡ ɡɘɞɡ, əŬɘ Űɞɡ
ˊɜŮɨɛŬŰɞɠ Űɞɡ Ŭɔɑɞɡ, ŬɜŬˊɏɛˊŮɘ.  Justin M art. A pol. i. pp. 95, 96, edit. Thrilb.]
A  learned w riter of our ow n observes that ñw hat in C hrysostom ôs tim e w as

reckoned a crim e, w as presently after accounted a piece of devotion, for the
people to stay and hear the w hole solem nity of the service, till the tim e of
com m unicating, and then they m ight depart w ithout partaking of the
C om m union: w hich w as plainly a relaxation of the ancient discipline, and a
deviation from  the prim itive practice.ò [B ingham , xv. 4, 2.] For this he refers to the
C ouncil of A gde of the year 506, and to the first C ouncil of O rleans in 511. I
take not upon m e to defend w hat w as done in later tim es, but to clear
C hrysostom ôs argum ent, as consonant to the principles and practice of that age
w ith respect to non-com m unicants, w hether co-standers or others. H ow ever, I



m ust observe, w ith respect even to the C ouncils of A gde and O rleans, that no
order w as m ade for non-com m unicants to stay during the w hole solem nity of the
C om m union: only, they w ere obliged to w ait for the B ishopôs benediction
(w hich w as previous* to the m ost solem n part of the service), and then to depart.
So that though the dism ission of the non-com m unicants m ight perhaps be
deferred som ew hat later now , than in C hrysostom ôs tim e, yet dism issed they
w ere before the C om m union properly cam e on; and the absurdity w hich
C hrysostom  com plained of, that of staying out the w hole solem nity w ithout
com m unicating, never w as adm itted in those days.

*[V id. B ona de R eb. Liturg. lib. ii. cap. 16, n. 1, 2, p. 664, etc. M abillon de Liturg.
G allic. lib. i. cap. 4, n. 14, p. 35. C alvoer. R itual. Ecclesiast. vol. i. p. 713. B ingham , xv.
3, 28, 29.]
The principal use I had in view , by w hat I have here said, w as to take off a

kind of popular plea, w hich has been som etim es urged in the nam e of
C hrysostom , that everyone w ho m ay be adm itted to prayers, ought to be
adm itted to C om m union also; and that there is no m ore reason for absenting
from  the C om m union, on account of unfitness, than there is for absenting from
prayers on the like account: for it is pleaded, that either a m an is fit for both or
for neither. C hrysostom  never said, or m ost certainly never m eant any such
thing: so that his authority ought to be out of the question. A s to the reason of the
case, the plea can never hold upon that foot. It is true, prayer requires som e
preparation; and a m an m ay pray unw orthily, as w ell as com m unicate
unw orthily: and his prayer, in such circum stances, m ay be vain and fruitless.
[Prov. 15:8.  Isa. 1:15.] B ut yet it is now here said, that he w ho prays unw orthily
shall be guilty of the body and blood of the Lord, or that he shall draw  dow n
judgm ent upon him self by doing it. N either is all prayer so sacred and solem n as
sacram ental prayer, nor is any m ere prayer a federal rite, like a Sacram ent: nor
does the w ant of due preparation in prayer (though a culpable neglect) so
directly tend to frustrate the m ost sacred ties, and to turn all religion into
hypocrisy and form , as the w ant of it in the other case does: therefore, the tw o
cases are by no m eans parallel, but sim ilar only, and that in great disproportion.
A nd hence it w as (as I before hinted) that the ancients, w hile they adm itted
catechum ens to som e prayers, proper to them , and the low er degrees of penitents
to prayers proper for them , and the highest order of penitents to som e part of the
C om m union prayers, as not im proper for them ; yet they debarred even the best
of them , som etim es, m onth after m onth, or year after year, as not yet w orthy to
receive the holy C om m union.

I m ay now  proceed som ew hat further w ith C hrysostom . In another
H om ily, after he had been speaking of the danger of receiving unw orthily, he



adds, ñI speak not this to deter you from  com ing, but from  com ing carelessly.
For, as there is danger in com ing carelessly, so there is fam ine and death in the
not partaking at all of the m ystical supper. This table is, as it w ere, the sinew s of
our souls, the girding up of the m ind, the support of our confidence; our hope,
our health, our light, our life.ò [C hrysostom  in 1 C or. 10.  H om . xxv. p. 262.] H ere the
eloquent Father seem s to m ake it not so bad to receive unw orthily, as to forbear
receiving at all: for he represents the one as dangerous, the other as fatal. If so,
the unw orthy non-com m unicant w ould be in a w orse condition than the
unw orthy com m unicant; and it w ould be safest to receive at all adventures: and
if that w ere adm itted, it w ould be hard to justify the ancient discipline w ith
respect to either Sacram ent. B ut here w e m ust answ er w ith distinction.
Supposing the unw orthiness equal in both, there is equally contem pt in both
cases, but not equal contem pt; for the unw orthy com m unicant is guilty of a
greater contem pt than the other, and is the m ost profane of the tw o, incurring
greater dam nation. A s it w ere better not to have know n the w ay of life, than to
go counter to it [2 Peter 2:21.]; so it w ere better never to take the Sacram ent, than
to profane it as constantly as w e take it. So then, to neglect it out of contem pt is
indeed fam ine and death: but still the other is m ore dangerous, as exposing the
person to sorer death and m ore grievous punishm ent; w hich I take to be
C hrysostom ôs real m eaning. N evertheless, if a m an only suspects or doubts
w ithin him self, w hether he is fit to receive, it w ill certainly be his safest w ay to
receive; and his hum ble m odesty, if really such, w ill itself be a com m endable
part of his preparation. [See Luke 18:13ï14.] The degrees of unw orthiness are
m any and various, and no m an is strictly w orthy: a sincere, though for the
present w eak resolution to am end instantly in every know n article of
disobedience, seem s to be ordinarily a sufficient security against the danger of
receiving unw orthily.
 
C entury the Fifth.

The first C ouncil of Toledo, in the year 400, m ade an order about those
w ho w ere observed never to com e to C om m union, that they should be
adm onished for such their habitual and total neglect, and if they did not reform ,
should be obliged to subm it to penance. [ñD e his qui intrant in ecelesiam , et
deprehenduntur nunquam  com niunicare, adm oneantur, ut, si non com m unicant, ad
poenitentiam  accedant,ò etc.  C oncil. Tolet. i. C an. 13.] This decree appears very m ild
and m oderate, as being pointed only against those w ho constantly absented, and
as prescribing an adm onition before the censure; and at length excom m unicating
those only, w ho had in a m easure excom m unicated them selves. N o doubt but
such order m ight have a very good effect upon those w ho w ere barely supine and



careless in that article, otherw ise leading innocent lives. B ut perhaps exhortation
or adm onition alone m ight have been sufficient to as m any as w ere w ell
disposed; and as to the rest, censure m ight be thought too m uch: for w ho shall
force a m an to repent? O r how  is it repentance, if it is not free? O r w hat signifies
the com ing to the Lordôs table in hypocrisy? These considerations have their
w eight: and therefore excom m unication in such a case, so far as it is justifiable,
m ust be m aintained upon som e general principle, such as the necessity of
rem oving notorious offences or scandals, for fear of contagion to the rest, and
for fear of bringing an infam y upon the w hole body, by such connivance as
m ight look too like an allow ance of so sham eful a neglect. The general good of
the C hurch, in som e cases, ought to overrule all such considerations as have
been before m entioned. For exam ple: there are, suppose, ten thousand officiating
clergy in a nation, w ho m ay be obliged, by the law s of C hurch and State, to
adm inister and to receive the holy C om m union, so often, be they prepared or
otherw ise. In such a num ber, som e hundreds, it m ay be, m ay officiate and
receive, not duly prepared. Let them  look to that: the C hurch is clear so far,
because the necessity of the case and the general good so requires. It w ould be
trifling here to urge, that it is forcing m en to profane the holy Sacram ent, or
forcing them  to repent and am end. That m ust be risked upon higher and m ore
w eighty considerations: for G odôs people m ust not be deprived of the benefit of
the Sacram ent in such cases. Therefore, I observed, that the considerations
before m entioned have their w eight; as indeed they ought to have; but so far
only, as they are not opposed to other considerations of a m ore general nature,
and of still greater w eight.

The sam e C ouncil m ade a strict order that such of the resident clergy as
cam e not to the daily prayers and C om m union should be deposed, if they did not
reform  after adm onition.* B y this w e see that daily C om m unions w ere yet kept
up in som e churches. W hich appears likew ise from  the testim onies of Jerom e**
and A ustin,*** of that tim e. Som e C hristians of that age w ere so scrupulous in
that m atter, that they thought them selves under a strict obligation to
com m unicate, if possible, every day: others thought otherw ise; and St. A ustin
w as consulted upon the question. It w as pleaded on the side of daily
C om m union, that every one ought to com m unicate as often as he w orthily
m ight; and that if he w as not debarred by C hurch censures from  it, he m ight be
looked upon as w orthy, the C hurch being judge of that case. O n the other side it
w as pleaded, that som e particular chosen days, w hen a m an m ight be m ost
recollected, and best prepared, w ere preferable; for so the greater reverence
w ould be shew n tow ards the Sacram ent, and it w ould be m ore likely to answ er



its end and use. St. A ustin did not care to determ ine for either, but took a m iddle
w ay to com prom ise the dispute; w hich w as to advise both parties (as they
intended the sam e thing in the m ain) to shew  their reverence to the Sacram ent in
their different w ays, according to their respective persuasions. For, says he,
ñneither of them  really dishonours the Lordôs body and blood, w hile both
contend, only in a different w ay, w ho shall do m ost honour to the blessed
Sacram ent. For neither did Zaccheus and the C enturion strive together, or one
prefer him self before the other; w hen the form er gladly received our Lord into
his house, and the latter said, óI am  not w orthy that thou shouldest com e under
m y roof:ô but both did honour to our Saviour in their several, or rather, contrary
w ays; both w ere sinners, and both found m ercy. ï So here, one out of reverence
dares not partake every day: another out of the like reverence, dares not om it it a
single day: all is w ell, so long as there is no contem pt in either case upon the
holy Sacram ent.ò****  This resolution of St. A ustin w as m ost certainly very
w ise and just, suitable to the question as there stated, w hether a m an should
com m unicate every day, or only upon som e select days, w hen fittest for it. B ut
had the question been, w hether it w ere sufficient for persons fitly prepared to
com m unicate once or tw ice a year, or the like, he w ould have said no, but
oftener; either every m onth, or every w eek, if opportunity offered. G ennadius,
w ho lived in the close of the sam e century (about A .D . 495), determ ined as
cautiously about daily receiving, neither approving or disapproving it: but
w eekly receiving he spoke fully up to, recom m ending it as highly proper for all
that w ere com petently prepared, that is, for all that w ere sincerely penitent, and
w ere not under any prevailing inclination to vice.*****

*[ñC lericus, si intra civitatem  fuerit, vel in loco quo ecclesia est, aut castello, aut
vico, aut villa, et ad ecelesiam  ad sacrificium  quotidianum  non accesserit, clericus non 
habeatur, si castigatus per satisfactionem  veniam  ab episcopo noluerit prom ereri.ò  
C oncil. Tolet. i. C an. 5.]

**[ñScio R om ae hanc esse consuetudinem  ut fideles sem per C hristi corpus
accipiant: quod nec reprehendo, nec laudo; unusquisque enim  in suo sensu abundat.ò 
 H ieron. adv. Jovin. p. 239. C p. Ep. lii. ad Lucin. p. 579, ed. B ened.]

***[ñA lii quotidie com m unicant corpori et sanguini D om ini, alii certis diebus
accipiunt.ò A ugustin. Epist. ad Jan. liv. (alias cxviii.) p. 124. tom . ii. edit. B ened.]

****[ñN euter enim  eorum  exhonorat corpus et sanguinem  D om ini, sed
saluberrim um  sacram entum  certatim  honorare contendunt. N eque enim  litigaverunt inter
se, aut quisquam  eorum  se alteri praeposuit Zachaeus et ille C enturio, cum  alter eorum
gaudens in dom um  suam  susceperit D om inum . A lter dixerit; N on sum  dignus ut intres
sub tectum  m eum : am bo Salvatorem  honorificantes diverso, et quasi contrario, m odo;
am bo peccatis m iseri, am bo m isericordiam  consecuti. ... Ille honorando non audet



quotidie sum ere; et ille honorando non audet ullo die praeterm ittere. C ontem ptum  solum
non vult cibus iste,ò etc.  A ugustin. ibid. p. 125.]

*****[ñQ uotidie Eucharistiae com m unionem  percipere nec laudo nec vitupero:
om nibus tam en D om inicis diebus com m unicandum  suadeo et hortor; si tam en m ens in
affectu peccandi non sit. N am  habentem  adhuc voluntatem  peccandi, gravari m agis dico
Eucharistiae perceptione, quam  purificari. Et ideo quam vis quis peccato m ordeatur,
peccandi non habeat de caetero voluntatem , et com m unicaturus satisfaciat lacrym is et
orationibus, et confidens de D om ini m iseratione, qui peccata piae confessioni donare
consuevit, accedat ad Eucharistiam  intrepidus et securus. Sed hoc de illo dico, quem
capitalia et m ortalia peccata non gravant.ò G ennad. M assil. inter A ugust. O pp. tom . viii.
A pp. p. 78. ed. B ened.]

 
C entury the Sixth.

In the beginning of this century (about A .D . 506) the C ouncil of A gde, in
G aul, obliged the laity to receive three tim es a year at least, at the three great
festivals, C hristm as, Easter, and W hitsuntide.* It is the first precedent of that
kind: and som e very pious and serious C hristians have w ished, that it never had
been set, because it m ight furnish an handle to m any for im agining that they
w ere under no obligation to greater frequency. B ut the C ouncil designed no such
inference; w hich at best is but a perverse construction of the thing: only, they
considered, that to oblige all persons to receive w eekly w as im practicable: and to
exhort them  to frequency at large, w ithout specifying any certain tim es, w as
doing nothing; and that if ordinary C hristians w ere left to them selves, they
w ould not, probably, com m unicate so often as thrice in the year, nor tw ice.

*[ñSeculares, qui N atali D om ini, Pascha, et Pentecosten, non com m unicaverint,
C atholici non credantur, nec inter C atholicos habeantur.ò C oncil. A gathens. C an. xviii. p.
1000. H ard.]
O ther C ouncils later in the sam e century revived the m ore ancient rules:

the C ouncils of B raccara and Luca, in Spain (A .D . 572) approved of the
collection of old canons draw n up by M artinus B raccarensis; am ong w hich is the
Second A ntiochian canon, above recited, being the eighty-third in this
collection.* A fterw ards, the second C ouncil of M acon (A .D . 585) endeavoured
to reinforce w eekly com m unions, obliging both m en and w om en to
com m unicate every Lordôs D ay, under pain of anathem a:** w hich w as severe
enough, unless w e m ay understand it only as opposed to absenting in w ay of
scorn or contem pt.

*[It is thus w orded: ñSi quis intrat Ecclesiam  D ei, et sacras Scripturas audit, et pro
luxuria sua avertit se a com m unione sacram enti, et in observandis m ysteriis declinat
constitutam  regulam  disciplinae, istum  talem  projiciendum  de Ecclesia C atholica



decernim us,ò etc. C oncil. B raccarens. et Lucens. C an. lxxxiii. H ard. tom . iii. p. 400.]
**[ñD ecernim us, ut om nibus D om inicis diebus, altaris oblatio ab om nibus viris et

m ulieribus offeratur tam  panis quam  vini, ut per has im m olationes, et peccatorum
fascibus careant, et cum  A bel, vel caeteris justis offerentibus, prom ereantur esse
consortes. O m nes autem  qui definitiones nostras per inobedientiam  evacuare contendunt,
anathem ate percellantur.ò C oncil. M atiscon. II. C an. iv. H ard. tom . iii. p. 461.]

 
C entury the Seventh.

I m ay here take notice, that the C ouncil of A utun, in the year 670, [C oncil.
A ugustodunens. C an. xiv. H ard. tom . iii. p. 1015.] revived the above-m entioned canon
of the C ouncil of A gde, about com m unicating three tim es a year, at the three
great festivals. In this century, the G reeks used to com m unicate w eekly; and
such as neglected three w eeks together w ere excom m unicated: but in the C hurch
of R om e, the people w ere left m ore to their ow n liberty.*

*[ñG raeci om ni D om inica die com m unicant, sive C lerici sive Laici, et qui tribus
D om inicis non com m unicaverint, excom m unicantur. R om ani sim iliter com m unicant qui
volunt, qui autem  noluerint, non excom m unicantur.ò Theodor. Poenitential. p. 46.]

 
C entury the Eighth.

V enerable B ede, in his epistle to Ecgbriht A rchbishop of Y ork, in the year
734, has a passage to our purpose, w orth the noting. H e w rites thus: ñThe
teachers ... should instruct the people, how  salutary daily com m unions m ight be
to all kinds of C hristians; a point w hich the C hurch of C hrist through Italy, G aul,
A frica, G reece, and the w hole East, have m uch laboured, as you w ell know . This
solem n service of religion, and devout sanctification to G odw ard, is so far sunk
alm ost am ong all the laity, by negligence of their teachers, that even those
am ong them  w ho appear to have a m ore than ordinary sense of religion, yet
presum e not to partake of those holy m ysteries but upon the N ativity, Epiphany,
and Easter: though there are innum erable persons of very innocent and chaste
conversation, boys and girls, young m en and m aidens, old m en and m atrons,
w ho, w ithout the least scruple of doubt, m ight w ell receive every Lordôs D ay, or
over and above, upon all the festivals, w hether of A postles or M artyrs; as you
have seen w ith your ow n eyes, in the holy apostolical C hurch of R om e.ò*

*[ñ... quam  salutaris sit om ni C hristianorum  generi quotidiana D om inici corporis
ac sanguinis perceptio; juxta quod Ecclesiam  C hristi per Italiam , G alliam , A fricam ,
G raeciam , ac totum  O rientem  solerter agere nosti. Q uod videlicet genus religionis ac D eo
devotae sanctificationis tam  longe cunctis pene nostrae provinciae laicis, per incuriam
docentium , quasi prope peregrinum  abest, ut hi qui inter religiosiores esse videntur, non
nisi in N atali D om ini, et Epiphania, et Pascha sacrosanctis m ysteriis com m unicare
praesum ant; cum  sint innum eri innocentes et castissim ae conversationis pueri et puellae,



juvenes et virgines, senes et anus, qui absque ullo scrupulo controversiae om ni die
D om inico, sive etiam  in natalitiis sanctorum  A postolorum , sive M artyrum  (quom odo ipse
in sancta R om ana et A postolica Ecclesia fieri vidisti) m ysteriis caelestibus com m unicare
valeant.ò B ed. Epist. ad Ecgbert. p. 311, edit. C ant.]
From  this rem arkable paragraph, w e m ay observe, that even so late as the

eighth century, daily com m unions w ere still kept up, am ong som e of the C lergy
at least; and that all the C hristian C hurches, or C hurch guides of best note,
w ished to have the like prevail am ong the laity, and bad laboured that point as
far as they could: but as that w as im practicable, hopes how ever w ere conceived,
that w eekly com m unions, and m ore, m ight yet take place, if due care w ere taken;
and that it w as in som e m easure ow ing to the rem issness of pastors, that
com m union w as grow n so rare and uncom m on am ong the laity of the better sort;
w ho neglected the com m union, w hen com petently qualified for it, only for w ant
of opportunity, or for w ant of being rem inded of it and exhorted to it, or else out
of ignorance, supineness, or the like, m ore than out of any dislike to it or
unfitness for it: w hich m ay also be the case at this very day.

W hat has been here offered m ay be sufficient, I conceive, to give a
com petent idea of the state of frequent com m union, for the first eight centuries:
and I need not go low er; except it be to throw  in a w ord or tw o of w hat has been
done, as to this article, since the R eform ation.

The Lutherans, w e are told, by one that declares he is w ell assured of it,*
do in this particular excel all other Protestants: for they have a com m union every
Sunday and holyday throughout the year. C alvin and B eza, and the French,
churches, laboured to restore m onthly or w eekly com m unions; but strictly
insisted upon four tim es a year, under pain of contem pt. [B ingham , French C hurchôs
A pology, c. xiv. LôA rroque, C onform ity of the R eform ed C hurches of France, p. 246.] O ur
ow n C hurch has taken good care about frequent com m union, tim e after tim e.
[See W heatly on the C om m on Prayer, p. 326.] She has been one w hile charged as
doing too little, and another w hile charged as doing too m uch: an argum ent that
she has com petently observed the golden m ean. B ut in com plicated cases, w here
there is no passing any certain judgm ent, w ithout a large com prehensive view  of
a vast variety of circum stances, it is im possible to please everybody, or even to
satisfy all the honest and w ell-deserving. In Q ueen Elizabethôs tim e, M r.
C artw right m anaged the charge of rem issness against us in that article: he w ould
have had the generality obliged to com m unicate constantly (except in cases of
infirm ity or necessity), under pain of ecclesiastical censure, yea, and of civil
penalties. [C artw right, R eply to W hitgift, p. 117. R eply to W hitgiftôs D efence, part ii. p.
148.] D r. W hitgift, on the other hand, pleaded for m oderate counsels and



convenient discipline, considering the end and use, and how  it m ight best be
attained. [W hitgift, D efence of his A nsw er to the A dm onition, p. 530, etc. C om pare H ooker,
book v. sect. 68.]

*[Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 151. B ut com pare C alvoer, a Lutheran,
w ho gives but an indifferent account of the num ber of their com m unicants, being left to
their ow n liberty, and no particular tim es strictly insisted on. C alvoer. de R it. Eccl. tom . i.
p. 758.]
It is w ell know n w hat canons have been since m ade to enforce frequent

com m union [C anons of 1603. C an. 13, 21, 22, 23, 24, 112.]: m oderate enough, if
com pared w ith ancient canons, or even w ith those of other R eform ed churches.
For no express m ention is m ade of excom m unicating for neglect, but the affair is
in a great m easure left to the prudential care of the D iocesan, as is just and
proper. N evertheless, exceptions have been taken to the severity of those canons:
and the charge has been w ell answ ered by our learned D ivines, [Falkner, Libert.
Eccl. book i. c. 5. p. 205, etc. Sherlock, D efence of Stillingfleet, p. 119. B ingham , French
C hurchôs A pol. book iii. c. 14.] so that there is no occasion now  to enter into that
dispute. H ow ever, I am  persuaded that instruction and exhortation, generally, are
the best and m ost effectual m ethods of prom oting frequent com m union, so as to
m ake it answ er its true end and use. The m ost religious kind of persons w ill of
course com m unicate as often as they have opportunity: the im penitent or
irreligious w ill not choose to com m unicate at all; neither is it fit that they should,
because, w hile they continue such, it w ould do them  no good, but harm . There
rem ain only the supine, careless, and ignorant, but w ell-disposed (such as B ede,
before cited, spake of), w ho perhaps m ake up the m ain body of C hristians: and
they are to be dealt w ith in a tender, engaging m anner, either by exhortations
from  the pulpit, or by private instruction, or by putting good books into their
hands. M uch probably m ight be done, in this w ay, tow ards reviving frequent
com m unions, if suitable care and diligence w ere used in it. B ut I have said
enough on this article, and it is now  tim e to conclude. I once thought of adding a
chapter upon the com portm ent proper at and after receiving the com m union: but
these papers are already draw n out into a length beyond w hat I at first suspected;
and I m ay the m ore conveniently om it w hat relates to the dem eanour proper at
and after receiving, since it is w ell provided for by m ost of the little m anuals
w hich are in every oneôs hands, and particularly by B ishop Taylorôs W orthy
C om m unicant, chapter the seventh.

W hat I have endeavoured all the w ay, has been to m aintain the dignity of a
venerable sacram ent, by the light of reason, Scripture, and antiquity, against
unreasonable attem pts to depreciate or undervalue it. The com m on m ethods of
subversion begin w ith lessening the w ork of preparation, and then go on to sink



the benefits: the next step in the progress is to reduce the w hole to a bare
m em orial, a m em orial of an absent friend, m aster, or chief m artyr: passing over
the D ivine perfections of our Lord, and the all-sufficient m erits of w hat he has
clone and suffered for us. N ow  in order to build up again, as others pull dow n,
the business of these papers has been to shew , that the sacram ental m em orial is a
m em orial of C hrist G od-m an, w ho died a w illing sacrifice for the sins of
m ankind; and that it is not a bare m em orial, or representation of som ething once
done and suffered, but a real and present exhibition of the grades, com forts, or
blessings accruing therefrom , to every w orthy receiver: that therefore proper
acknow ledgm ents and engagem ents are expected from  us, and those require
suitable preparations and qualifications, and a deportm ent thereto corresponding;
in a w ord, self-exam ination and self-approbation beforehand, serious resolutions
of am endm ent at the tim e, and a conscientious care afterw ards, to persevere in
w ell-doing to our livesô end.
 
The Doctrinal Use of the Christian Sacram ents Considered in a Charge

Delivered to the M iddlesex Clergy, M ay 12, 1736
 

A  C harge D elivered to the M iddlesex C lergy.
R everend B rethren,

A s it hath been custom ary, upon these occasions, to recom m end som e
im portant point of C hristianity; so I take the liberty to offer to your thoughts, at
this juncture, the consideration of the C hristian Sacram ents. N ot that I can have
room , in a short discourse, to enter into the heart of the subject: but the tim e
perhaps m ay perm it m e to single out som e collateral article, of m oderate
com pass, and to throw  in a few  incidental reflections, tending to illustrate the
value and dignity of those D ivine ordinances, and to preserve in our m inds a just
regard and veneration for them .

W hen w e duly consider the m any excellent ends and purposes for w hich
these holy Sacram ents w ere ordained, or have been found in fact to serve,
through a long succession of ages, w e shall see great reason to adore the D ivine
w isdom  and goodness in the appointm ent of them . They are of adm irable use
m any w ays; either for confirm ing our faith in the C hristian religion at large, and
the prim e articles of it; or for prom oting C hristian practice in this w orld; or for
procuring eternal happiness in a w orld to com e.

I shall confine m y present view s to the first particular, the subservience of
the Sacram ents to true and sound faith: w hich, though it m ay be looked upon as
a bye-point, and for that reason hath not been so com m only insisted upon; m ay



yet be of w eight sufficient to deserve som e consideration at this tim e.
I. G ive m e leave then to take notice, in the first place, that the Sacram ents

of the C hurch have all along been, and are to this day, standing m onum ents of
the truth of C hristianity against A theists, D eists, Jew s, Turks, Pagans, and all
kinds of infidels. They bear date as early as the G ospel itself; and have
continued, w ithout interruption, from  the days of their Founder. They proclaim
to the w orld, that there once w as such a person as C hrist Jesus; that he lived, and
died, and w as buried, and rose again; and that he erected a C hurch, and drew  the
w orld after him , m augre all opposition (w hich could never have been effected
w ithout m any and great m iracles); and that he appointed these ordinances for the
preserving and perpetuating the sam e C hurch, till his com ing again. The tw o
Sacram ents, in this view , are abiding m em orials of C hrist and of his religion, and
are of im pregnable force against unbelievers, w ho presum e either to call in
question such plain facts, or to charge our m ost holy religion, as an invention of
m en.

II. B ut besides this general use of the Sacram ents against unbelievers, they
have been further of great service all along, for the supporting of particular
doctrines of prim e value, against m isbelievers of various kinds; as m ay appear
by an historical deduction all the w ay dow n from  the earliest ages of the C hurch
to the present tim es.

N o sooner did som e m isbelieving C hristians* of the apostolical age
endeavour to deprave the true G ospel doctrine of G od m ade m an, rejecting our
Lordôs hum anity, but the Sacram ent of the Eucharist, carrying in it so
indisputable a reference to our Lordôs real flesh and blood, bore testim ony
against them  w ith a force irresistible. They w ere so sensible of it, that w ithin a
w hile they forbore com ing either to the holy C om m union, or to the prayers that
belonged to it,** m erely for the sake of avoiding a practice contradictory to their
principles. H ow ever, this w as sufficient intim ation to every honest C hristian, of
the m eanest capacity, that their principles m ust be false, w hich obliged them  in
consequence to vilify and reject the plain and certain institutions of C hrist. There
w as no need of entering into the subtleties of argum ent; for the thing declared
itself, and left no room  for dispute. Such w as the valuable use of this Sacram ent,
at that tim e, for supporting truth and detecting error, for the confirm ing the
faithful in the right w ay, and for confounding seducers.

*[The D ocetae, or Phantasiastae, w hom  in English w e m ay call V isionaries; m en
that w ould not adm it that our Lord assum ed real flesh and blood, but in appearance only;
considering him  as a w alking phantom  or apparition, in order to take off the scandal of the
cross, or for other as w eak reasons. Som e short account of them  m ay be seen in m y



Im portance, vol. iii. pp. 402, 547, or a larger and m ore distinct one in B uddaeusôs Eccles.
A postol. pp. 550ï570.]

**[ȺɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ əŬɘ ́ ɟɞůŮɡɢɖɠ ŬˊɏɢɞɜŰŬɘ, ŭɘŬ Űɞ ɛɖ ɞɛɞɚɞɔŮɘɜ Űɖɜ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɜ
ůɎɟəŬ ŮɘɜŬɘ Űɞɡ ůɤ Űɖɟɞɠ ɖɛɤ ɜ Ƚɖůɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ, etc.  Ignat. ad Sm yrn. c. vii. p. 4.  Le
C lerc w ell com m ents upon this passage: ñQ uod quidem  convenienter ceterae suae
doctrinae faciebant: cum  enim  Eucharistia sit instituta ad celebrandum  m em oriam
corporis C hristi pro nobis fracti, et sanguinis effusi, non poterat celebrari, ex instituto
C hristi, ab hom inibus qui m ortuum  non esse C hristum  putabant, nisi sibi ipsi
contradicerent.ò  Eccl. H ist. pp. 568, 569.]
III. In the century next follow ing, the V alentinian G nostics corrupted the

faith of C hrist m ore w ays than one, but particularly in pretending that this low er
or visible w orld w as not m ade by G od m ost high, but by som e inferior pow er or
aeon. H ere again the Sacram ent of the Eucharist w as of signal service for the
confuting such w ild doctrine, and for the guarding sincere C hristians against the
sm ooth insinuations of artful disputers. It w as very plain, that the bread and w ine
in that Sacram ent w ere presented before G od, as his creatures and his gifts;
w hich am ounted, in just construction, to a recognizing him  as their true C reator:
and it w as absurd to im agine that G od should accept of, and sanctify to heavenly
purposes, creatures not his ow n.* B esides, our Lord had chosen these creatures
of the low er w orld to represent his ow n body and blood, and called them  his
body and blood, as being indeed such in D ivine construction and beneficial
effect to all w orthy receivers: a plain argum ent that he looked upon them  as his
ow n and his Fatherôs creatures, and not belonging to any strange creator, w ith
w hom  neither he nor his Father had anything to do.

*[Tertullian afterw ards m akes use of the sam e argum ent, against the sam e error, as
espoused by the M arcionites: and he strengthens it further, by taking in the other
Sacram ent also. ñSed ille quidem  (D eus noster) usque nunc nec aquam  reprobavit
C reatoris, qua suos abluit ... nec panem  quo ipsum  corpus suum  repraesentat.ò C ontra
M arcion. lib. i. cap. 14.]
These argum ents, draw n from  the holy Eucharist, w ere trium phantly urged

against those false teachers, by an em inent Father of that tim e:* w ho, no doubt,
m ade choice of them  as the m ost affecting and sensible of any; being m ore
entertaining than dry criticism s upon texts, or abstracted reasonings, and m ore
likely to leave strong and lively im pressions upon the m inds of com m on
C hristians. A t the sam e tim e they served to expose the adversaries to public
sham e, as appearing along w ith others at the holy C om m union, w hile they taught
things directly contrary to the know n language of that Sacram ent.

*[ñN ostra autem  consonans est sententia Eucharistiae, et Eueliaristia rursus
confirm at sententiam  nostrum : offerim us enim  ei quae sunt ejus.ò  Iren. lib. iv. cap. 18. p.



251. edit. B ened.  C p. cap. p. 270. C p. Tertull. contra M arcion. lib. i. cap. 14.]
IV . The sam e deceivers, upon som e specious pretenses (but such as no

cause can w ant, that does not w ant artful pleaders), took upon them  to reject the
doctrine of the resurrection of the body; conceiving that the unbodied soul only
had any concern in a life to com e.* H ere again, the Sacram ent of the Eucharist
w as a kind of arm our of proof against the seducers. For as the consecrated bread
and w ine w ere the authentic sym bols of C hristôs body and blood, and w ere, in
construction and certain effect (though not in substance), the sam e w ith w hat
they stood for, to all w orthy receivers; it w as m anifest, that bodies so
incorporated w ith the body of C hrist m ust of course be partners w ith it in a
glorious resurrection. Thus w as the Eucharist considered as a sure and certain
pledge to all good m en of the future resurrection of their bodies, sym bolically
fed w ith the body of C hrist. For like as the branches partake of the vine, and the
m em bers of the head, so the bodies of the faithful, being by the Eucharist
incorporate w ith C hristôs glorified body, m ust of consequence appertain to it,
and be glorified w ith it. This is the argum ent w hich the C hristian Fathers** of
those tim es insisted upon, and w ith this they prevailed; as it w as an argum ent
easily understood*** and sensibly felt (by as m any as had any tender regard for
the Sacram ents of the C hurch), and as it expressed to the life the inconsistent
conduct of the new  teachers, proclaim ing them  to be self-condem ned. W herefore
they w ere put in m ind over and over, to correct either their practice or their
principles; and either to com e no m ore to the holy C om m union, or to espouse no
m ore such doctrines as w ere contrary to it.****

*[B asilides, probably of the first century, taught this doctrine. Iren. lib. i. cap. 24.
p. 102. A fterw ards, C erdo also, and M arcion, lib. i. cap. 27. p. 106. The V alentinian
G nostics also taught the sam e, lib. v. cap. 1. p. 292.]

**[Ignat. Epist. ad Ephes. cap. xx. p. 19. Iren. lib. iv. cap. 18. p. 251. lib. v. cap. 2.
p. 294. Tertull. de R esurr. C arnis, cap. viii. p. 330. R igalt. C p. A thanas. Epist. iv. ad
Serap. p. 710. ed. B ened.]

***[N otw ithstanding the plainness of the argum ent, a very learned and ingenious
Lutheran declares, that he does not understand it, can m ake no sense or consequence of it.
(Pfaff: N otae in Iren. Fragm . 84, 85.) I suppose the reason is, because it agrees not w ith
the Lutheran notion of the presence: for indeed, as such corporal or local presence
supposes C hristôs body and blood to be received by all com m unicants, both good and bad,
Irenaeusôs argum ents w ill by no m eans favour that hypothesis, nor consist w ith it. H is
reasoning w ill extend only to good m en, real m em bers of C hristôs body, m en w hose
bodies, by the Eucharist w orthily received (perseverance supposed) are m ade abiding
m em bers of C hristôs body, flesh, and bones. The argum ent, so stated, proves the
resurrection of such persons; and it is all that it directly proves: w hich how ever w as



sufficient against those w ho adm itted no resurrection of the body, but denied all. ... N .B .
The argum ent is of as little force on the hypothesis of transubstantiation; as is plain from
w hat has been hinted of the other.]

****[ȼ  Űɖɜ ɔɜɩ ɛɖɜ ŬɚɚŬɝɎŰɤ ůŬɜ ɖ Űɞ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ ŰŬ ŮɘɟɖɛɏɜŬ ́ ŬɟŬɘŰŮɑůɗɤ ůŬɜ.  
ɖɛɤ ɜ ŭŮ ůɨɛűɤ ɜɞɠ ɖ ɔɜɩ ɛɖ Űɖ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬ, əŬɘ ɖ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬ ... ɓŮɓŬɘɞɘ Űɖɜ ɔɜɩ ɛɖɜ.  
Iren. lib. iv. cap. 18. p. 251.]
V . In the sam e century, or beginning of the next, w hen the M arcionites

revived the old pretenses of the V isionaries, rejecting our Lordôs hum anity; the
Eucharist still served, as before, to confound the adversaries: for it w as
im possible to invent any just reply to this plain argum ent, that our Lordôs
appointing a m em orial to be observed, of his body broken and of his blood shed,
m ust im ply, that he really took part of flesh and blood, and w as in substance and
in truth w hat the Sacram ent sets forth in sym bols and figures.*

*[ñA cceptum  panem , et distributum  discipulis, corpus illum  suum  fecit, H oc est
corpus m eum , dicendo; id est figura corporis m ei. Figura autem  non fuisset, nisi veritatis
esset corpus: ceterum  vacua res, quod est phantasm a, figuram  capere non posset.ò  
Tertull. adv. M arc. lib. iv. c. 40. p. 458.  C p. Pseud. O rig. D ial. contr. M arcion. lib. iv. p.
853. ed. B ened.]
V I. W hen the Encratitae, or C ontinents, of the second century (so called

from  their overscrupulous abstem iousness) had contracted odd prejudices against
the use of w ine, as absolutely unlaw ful; the Sacram ent of the Eucharist w as
justly pleaded, as alone sufficient to correct their groundless surm ises [V id. C lem .
A lex. Paedag. lib. ii. cap. 2. p. 186. Strom . lib. i. p. 359.]: but rather than part w ith a
favourite principle, they chose to celebrate the C om m union in w ater only,
rejecting w ine; and w ere from  thence styled A quarians. [Epiphan. H aeres. xlvii. 3.
Theodorit. H aeret. Fab. lib. i. cap. 21. Philastrius, H aer. lxxvii. p. 146. A ugustinus, H aer. cap.
lxiv.] W hich practice of theirs served how ever to detect their hypocrisy, and to
take off the sheepôs clothing: for nobody could now  m ake it any question,
w hether those so seem ingly conscientious and self-denying teachers w ere really
deceivers, w hen they w ere found to m ake no scruple of violating a holy
Sacram ent, and running directly counter to the express com m ands and know n
practice of C hrist their Lord.

V II. W hen the Praxeans, N oetians, and Sabellians, of the second and third
centuries, presum ed to innovate in the doctrine of the Trinity, by reducing the
three Persons of the G odhead to one; then the Sacram ent of B aptism  rem arkably
m anifested its doctrinal force, to the confusion of .those m isbelievers. There w as
no resisting the pointed language of the sacram ental form , w hich ran distinctly in
the nam e of the Father, and of the Son, and of the H oly G host. [V id. Tertull. adv.
Prax. cap. 26, 27. H ippol. contra N oet. cap. xiv. p. 16.] It seem s that those m en being



conscious of it did therefore change our Lordôs form , and baptized in a new  one
of their ow n [V id. B eyereg. V indic. C an. lib. ii. cap. 6. p. 252. B ingham , Eccles. A ntiq. lib,
xi. cap. 3. p. 7.]; not considering, that that w as plunging deeper than before, and
adding iniquitous practice to ungodly principles. B ut the case w as desperate, and
they had no other w ay left to m ake them selves appear consistent m en. In the
m eanw hile, their carrying m atters to such lengths could not but m ake their false
doctrine the m ore notorious to all m en, and prevent its stealing upon honest and
w ell disposed C hristians, by ignorance or surprise. Such w as the seasonable use
of the Sacram ent of B aptism  in that instance; detecting error, and obstructing its
progress, and strongly supporting the true faith.

V III. W hen the A rians, of the fourth century, took upon them  to deprave
the doctrine of the Trinity in an opposite extrem e, by rejecting the D eity of our
Saviour C hrist, ñw ho is over all, G od blessed foreverò [R om . 9:5.]; then again the
sam e Sacram ent of B aptism  reclaim ed against novelty, and convicted the
m isbelievers in the face of the w orld. It w as obvious to every im partial and
considering m an, that the form  of B aptism  ran equally in the nam e of Father,
Son, and H oly G host, and that it could never be intended to initiate C hristôs
disciples in the belief and w orship of G od and tw o creatures. [A  full account of this
argum ent m ay be seen in B ishop Stillingfleet on the Trinity, ch. ix. or in m y eighth serm on per
tot. vol. ii. or in A thanasius, pp. 510, 633. ed. B ened.] The new  teachers how ever, in
prudence, thought proper to continue the old form  of baptizing, till the
Eunom ians, their successors, being plainer m en, or being w eary of a practice
contradictory to their principles, resolved at length to set aside the Scripture
form , and to substitute others m ore agreeable to their sentim ents. [Epiphan. H aer.
lxxvi. G reg. N yssen. contr. Eunom . lib. x. p. 278. Theodorit. H aeret. Fab. lib. iv. cap. 3.
Socrates, Eccl. H ist. lib. v. cap. 24. Theodorus, Lect. lib. xi. p. 576. ed. C ant.] This w as
intim ation sufficient to every w ell-disposed C hristian to be upon his guard
against the new  doctrines, w hich w ere found to drive m en to such desperate
extrem ities. For now  no m an of ordinary discernm ent, w ho had any rem ains of
godliness left in him , could m ake it m atter of dispute, w hether he ought to follow
Eunom ius or C hrist.

There w as a further use m ade of both Sacram ents, by w ay of argum ent, in
the A rian controversy. For w hen the A rians pleaded, that the w ords ñI and m y
Father are oneò m eant no m ore than an unity of w ill or consent, inasm uch as all
the faithful w ere said to be one w ith C hrist and w ith each other, on account of
such unity of consent; the argum ent w as retorted upon them  in this m anner: that
as C hrist had m ade him self really one w ith us, by taking our flesh and blood
upon him  in the incarnation; so again he had reciprocally m ade us really one
w ith him self by the tw o Sacram ents. For in B aptism  w e put on C hrist, and in the



Eucharist w e are m ade partakers of his flesh and blood: and therefore the union
of C hristôs disciples w ith the H ead, and w ith each other (though far short of the
essential union betw een Father and Son) w as m ore than a bare unity of w ill or
consent; being a real, and vital, and substantial union, though w ithal m ystical
and spiritual. Thus H ilary of Poictiers (an em inent Father of that tim e) retorted
the argum ent of the adversaries; throw ing off their refined subtleties, by one
plain and affecting consideration, draw n from  the know n doctrine of the
C hristian Sacram ents. [H ilarius de Trinit. lib. viii. p. 951, etc. C p. C yrill. A lexandr. de
Trin. D ial. i. p. 407.]

IX . A bout the year 360 rose up the sect of M acedonians, otherw ise called
Pneum atom achi, im pugners of the D ivinity of the H oly G host. They w ere a kind
of Sem i-A rians, adm itting the D ivinity of the second Person, but rejecting the
D ivinity of the third, and in broader term s than the A rians before them  had done.
H ow ever, the Sacram ent of B aptism  stood full in their w ay, being a lasting
m onum ent of the true D ivinity of the third Person as w ell as of the second: and
by that chiefly w ere the generality of C hristians confirm ed in the ancient faith,
and preserved from  falling into the snares of seducers. [See St. B asil on this
argum ent, D e Spiritu Sancto, cap. 10, 12, 27, 29.]

X . A bout the year 370, or a little sooner, the sect of A pollinarians began to
spread new  doctrines, and to m ake som e noise in the w orld. A m ong sundry other
w rong tenets, they had this conceit, that the m anhood of our Saviour C hrist w as
converted into or absorbed in his G odhead. For they im agined, that by thus
resolving tw o distinct natures into one, they should the m ore easily account for
the one Person of C hrist; not considering that the w hole econom y of m anôs
redem ption w as founded in the plain Scripture doctrine of a Saviour both G od
and m an. In opposition to those dangerous tenets, the learned and eloquent
C hrysostom  (A .D . 405, circ.) m ade use of an argum ent draw n from  the
Sacram ent of the Eucharist, to this effect; that the representative body and blood
of C hrist in the Eucharist (sanctified by D ivine grace, but not converted into
D ivine substance) plainly im plied, that the natural body of C hrist, though joined
w ith the G odhead, w as not converted into G odhead: for like as the consecrated
bread, though called C hristôs body on account of its sanctification, did not cease
to be bread; so the hum an nature of C hrist, though dignified w ith the D ivine, did
not cease to be the sam e hum an nature w hich it alw ays w as.*  W e m ay call this
either an argum ent or an illustration; for indeed it is both under different view s.
C onsidered as a sim ilitude, it is an illustration of a case: but at the sam e tim e is
an argum ent to skew , that the A pollinarians w ere w idely m istaken in im agining
that a change of qualities, circum stances, or nam es, inferred a change of nature



and substance. B read w as still bread, though for good reasons dignified w ith the
nam e of the Lordôs B ody: and the m an C hrist w as still m an, though for good
reasons (that is, on account of a personal union) dignified w ith the title of G od.
Thus the Sacram ent of the Eucharist, being a m em orial of the incarnation, and a
kind of em blem  of it, w as m ade use of to explain it, and to confirm  the faithful in
the ancient belief of that im portant article. B ut I proceed.

*[ñSicut enim , antequam  sanctificetur panis, panem  nom inam us, D ivina autem
sanctificante gratia, m ediante sacerdote, liberatus est quidem  appellatione panis, dignus
autem  habitus est D om inici corporis appellatione, etiam si natura panis in ipso perm ansit;
et non duo corpora, sed unum  corpus Filii praedicatur: sic et hic D ivina ŮɜɘŭɟɡůɎůɖɠ (id
est, inundante) corpori natura, unum  Filium , unam  Personam , utraque haec fecerunt;
agnoscendum  tam en inconfusam  et indivisibilem  rationem , non in una solum  natura, sed
in duabus perfectis.ò C hrysost. Epist. ad C aesar. M onach. pp. 7, 8. ed. H arduin.  A s to
w hat concerns this Epistle, and our debates w ith the R om anists upon it, the reader m ay
consult, if he pleases, besides H arduin, Erich Spanlieim . O pp. tom . i. p. 844. Le M oyne,
V aria Sacra, tom . i. p. 530. W akeôs D efence ag. M . de M eaux, printed 1686. Fabricii B ibl.
G raec. tom . i. p. 433. Le Q uien, D issect. D am ascen. p. 48. et in N otis, p. 270. Zornii
O pusc. Sacr. tom . i. p. 727.]

**[V id. Justin. M art. D ial. p. 290. A pol. i. p. 96. ed. Thirlby.  N .B . The Eucharist
w as anciently considered as a kind of em blem  of the incarnation, but in a loose general
w ay: for like as there is an heavenly part and an earthly part here, so it is also there; and
like as D ivine grace together w ith the elem ents m ake the Eucharist, so the D ivine Logos
w ith the m anhood m ake G od incarnate. B ut then the analogy or resem blance ought not to
be strained beyond the intention of it: for there is this observable difference in the tw o
cases; that in one case there is barely a conjunction or concom itance of the tw o natures,
and that to the w orthy receivers only: in the other, there is an absolute, perm anent, and
personal union. So then the Eucharist is but a faint, im perfect em blem  of the other.]
X I. A bout the year 410, Pelagius opened the prejudices w hich he had for

som e tim e privately entertained against the C hurchôs D octrine of original sin:
but the Sacram ent of B aptism  looked him  full in the face, and proved one of the
m ost considerable obstacles to his progress. The prevailing practice had all along
been to baptize infants: and the C hurch had understood it to be baptizing them
for rem ission of sin. The inference w as clear and certain, and level to the
capacity of every com m on C hristian. W herefore this single argum ent had w eight
sufficient to bear dow n all the abstracted subtleties and laboured refinem ents of
Pelagius and his associates, and proved one of the strongest securities to the
C hristian faith so far, during that m om entous controversy. [A  full and distinct
account of this w hole m atter m ay be seen either in V ossius, H ist. Pelagian. ii. par. 1 Thess. 5.
O pp. tom . vi. p. 603, etc. or in D r. W allôs H ist. of Infant B aptism , part i. ch. 29.]

X II. A bout the year 430 appeared the N estorian heresy: w hich, dividing
the m anhood of our Lord from  the G odhead, m ade in effect tw o Persons, or tw o



C hrists. H ere the Sacram ent of the Eucharist w as again called in, to com pose the
difference, and to settle the point in question. For since the virtue and efficacy of
the representative body w as principally founded in the supposed personal union
of the real body w ith the D ivine nature of our Lord, it w ould be frustrating or
evacuating all the efficacy of the Eucharist, to divide the m anhood, in such a
sense, from  the G odhead. [V id. C yrill. A lex. Epist. ad N estor. p. 1290. A nathem . xi. p.
1294. cum  C yrill. Explan. apud H ardnin. C oncil. C p. A lbertin. de Eucharist. p. 754.] The
argum ent w as just and w eighty, and could not fail of its due effect am ong as
m any as had any tender regard for so divine and com fortable a Sacram ent.

X III. W ithin tw enty years after, cam e up the Eutychian heresy; w hich, in
the contrary extrem e, so blended the G odhead and m anhood together, as to m ake
but one nature of both, after the exam ple of the A pollinarians, w hom  I before
m entioned. The Sacram ent of the Eucharist w as of em inent service in this cause
also: for if the bread and w ine in that Sacram ent are w hat they have been called
(and as constantly believed to be) sym bols and figures of C hristôs body and
blood, then it is certain that our Lord really put on flesh and blood, and that his
hum an nature w as and is distinct from  his D ivine. To say, that ñthe W ord w as
m ade flesh,ò or that the flesh w as converted into the W ord, in such a sense as to
leave no distinct hum anity, w as as m uch as to say, that the Sacram ents now
m ake us not ñm em bers of his body, of his flesh, and of his bonesò [Ephes. 5:30.];
and that the Eucharist in particular is an insignificant show , or w orse, either not
representing the truth of things, or representing a falsehood. Such w as the
argum ent m ade use of in the Eutychian controversy [The reader m ay see the ancient
testim onies collected and com m ented upon in A lbertinus, pp. 802, 835, 836, 867, 868, 874,
886.]: a plainer or stronger there could not be; nor any w herein the generality of
C hristians could think them selves m ore deeply concerned.

X IV . Long after this, in the eighth century, endeavours w ere em ployed by
m any to bring in the w orship, or at least the use, of im ages into churches. In this
case also, the Sacram ent of the Eucharist w as seasonably pleaded, for the giving
som e check to the grow ing corruption. The good Fathers of C onstantinople, in
the year 754, m eeting in council to the num ber of 338, argued against im ages to
this effect: that as our Lord had appointed no visible im age of him self, his
incarnation, or passion, but the eucharistic one, and probably intended that for a
m ost effectual bar, to preclude all appearances of idolatry; it w ould be high
presum ption in m en, w ithout w arrant, w ithout occasion, and against the very
design of our Lord in that Sacram ent, to introduce any other kind of im ages of
their ow n devising [V id. A cta C oncil. N icaen. secundi, tom . iii. vers. finem .]. The
opposite party, som e tim e after (A .D . 787) in the second C ouncil of N ice, eluded
this plain reasoning, by pretending, falsely, that the sacred sym bols are not the



im age of C hristôs body and blood, but the very body and blood:* and thus they
laid the seeds of that error, w hich grew  up at length by degrees into the
m onstrous doctrine of transubstantiation. For the true notion of the Eucharist 
lying cross to their darling schem es, they choose rather to deprave the Sacram ent 
itself, than to stand corrected by it.  H ow ever, all this tends to confirm  the m ain 
point, w hich I have been insisting upon, that the Sacram ents, am ong other very 
valuable uses, have for m any ages upw ards been the standing barriers against 
corruptions: though there are no fences so strong, nor any ram parts so high, but
daring and desultorious w its m ay either break through them  or leap over them .

*[N .B . They m ight justly have said, that the sacred sym bols are m ore than a m ere
im age, m ore than m ere signs and figures: but they should not have denied their being
im ages at all. A nd they m ight justly have said, that the sacred sym bols are, in construction
and beneficial effect, to w orthy receivers, the very body and blood: but they ought not to
have asserted w hat they did, in that absolute m anner, or in such crude term s, left w ithout
the proper qualifying explanations.]
X V . I shall add but one exam ple m ore; and it shall be of Faustus Socinus,

of the sixteenth century: a person of pregnant w it and teem ing invention; of
m oderate learning, but a very large share of sufficiency. H is great am bition w as,
to strike out a new  system  of religion from  his ow n conceits; though he
happened only to revive (and perhaps very ignorantly) the ancient Sabellianism ,
Photinianism , and Pelagianism , w ith other exploded heresies. H e began w ith
subverting (as far as in him  lay) the true and ancient doctrine of the Trinity,
rejecting the D eity of the second Person, and even the being of the third. A fter a
thousand subtleties brought to elude plain Scripture, and after infinite pains
taken in so unnatural a w ar against H eaven, he w as yet sensible, that he should
prevail nothing, unless, together w ith the doctrine of the Trinity, he could
discard the tw o Sacram ents also, or render them  contem ptible. B aptism  w as a
standing m onum ent of the personality and equal D ivinity of Father, Son, and
H oly G host: and the other Sacram ent w as an abiding m em orial of the m erits
(though no creature can m erit) of our Lordôs obedience and sufferings: and both
together w ere lasting attestations, all the w ay dow n from  the very infancy of the
C hurch, of the secret w orkings, the heavenly graces and influences of the H oly
Spirit upon the faithful receivers. Therefore to let the Sacram ents stand, as
aforetim e, w as leaving the ancient faith to grow  up again in the C hristian w orld,
m uch faster than Socinus, w ith all his subtle explications of Scripture texts,
could bear it dow n. B eing w ell aw are how  this m atter w as, he fell next upon the
Sacram ents; discarding one of them , in a m anner, under pretense that it w as
needless; and castrating the other, w ith respect to w hat w as m ost valuable in it,
to render it despicable. It w as thought som ew hat odd, by som e of his ow n



friends, [V id. R uari Epistolae, vol. ii. p. 251.] that he should labour to throw  off
B aptism , and at the sam e tim e retain the Eucharist, w hich appeared to be
com paratively of slighter m om ent, and less insisted upon in Scripture. B ut he
w ell knew  w hat he did; for the form  of B aptism  stood m ost directly in his w ay.
A s to the Eucharist, if he could but reduce it to a bare com m em oration of an
absent friend, there w ould be nothing left in it to create him  m uch trouble; but it
m ight look sincere and ingenuous, in that instance at least, to abide by the letter
of the text, and to plead for the perpetuity of an ancient and venerable (now  by
him  m ade a nom inal) Sacram ent. This appears to be the m ost natural account of
his conduct in the w hole affair. For otherw ise it is a very plain case, that a lively
im agination like his m ight have invented as fair or fairer pretexts for laying aside
the Eucharist, [Indeed, the sam e pretenses, som e of them , equally affect both Sacram ents,
and tend to the discarding of both, or neither; as V ossius justly rem arks, D e B aptism o.] than
for discarding B aptism ; and it m ight have been easier to elude som e few  places
of Scripture than m any. B ut I return.

From  the induction of particulars here draw n together, and laid before you,
m ay be understood, by the w ay, the true and right notion of the C hristian
Eucharist, such as obtained from  the beginning, and continued till the dark ages
cam e on, and longer: but the point w hich I aim ed at w as, to illustrate the use of
both the Sacram ents considered as fences or barriers, ordained by C hrist, to
secure the true faith, and to preclude false doctrines. Few  have ever attem pted to
corrupt C hristianity in any of its considerable branches, but, first or last, they
have found them selves em barrassed by one or both Sacram ents; and have been
thereby obliged either to desist presently, or to expose them selves further, by
quarrelling w ith those sacred institutions, w hich all w ise and good m en have
ever m ost highly revered.

I have taken notice, how  the m ost essential articles of the C hristian
religion have, in their several turns (as they happened to be attacked), been
supported and strengthened by these auxiliary m eans. The doctrine of the visible
creation by G od m ost high: the doctrine of our redem ption by C hrist, both G od
and m an: the doctrine of sanctifying grace by the H oly Spirit of G od, a real
Person, and also D ivine: the doctrines of original sin, and of our Lordôs
m eritorious sacrifice, and of a future resurrection of the body: these, and as
m any others as are contained in these, have all been em inently preserved and
held up by the C hristian Sacram ents. The Sacram ents therefore are full of
excellent instruction and adm onition: they carry creeds and com m andm ents, as it
w ere, in the bow els of them : they speak even to the eyes in silent im agery, and
often teach m ore in dum b show , w ith less expense of tim e and m uch greater



efficacy, than any the m ost eloquent discourses could do. The R om anists have
som etim es boasted, that im ages are the laym enôs books, w herein the unlearned
m ay read w hat it concerns them  to know , w ithout know ing letters. A nd indeed, if
im ages had been authorized, or had they not been prohibited books, they m ight
have been adm itted w ith a better grace. B ut our Sacram ents are the true books
(or serving as books), both to learned and unlearned; full of lively im agery and
instructive em blem ; draw n by C hrist him self, and left as his legacies, for the use
of all the churches.

Let us then, m y R everend B rethren, be careful to preserve these sacred
deposits w ith all due reverence and w atchfulness; inasm uch as they contain
treasures of infinite value; and C hristianity itself appears to be so entirely
w rapped up in them , that, hum anly speaking, it m ust unavoidably stand or fall
w ith them .
 

The Christian Sacrifice Explained In A Charge
Delivered In Part To The M iddlesex Clergy At

St. Clem ent-Danes, April 20, 1738
To W hich Is Added An Appendix

R everend B rethren,
The Sacram ent of the Eucharist has for som e tim e been the subject of

debate am ongst us, and appears to be so still, in som e m easure; particularly w ith
regard to the sacrificial part of it. A s it is a federal rite betw een G od and m an, so
it m ust be supposed to carry in it som ething that G od gives to us, and som ething
also that w e give, or present, to G od. These are, as it w ere, the tw o integral parts
of that holy cerem ony: the form er m ay properly be called the sacram ental part,
and the latter, the sacrificial. A ny great m istake concerning either m ay be of very
ill consequence to the m ain thing: for if w e either m istake the nature of G odôs
engagem ents tow ards us, or the nature of our engagem ents tow ards G od, in that
sacred solem nity, w e so far defeat the great ends and uses of it, and prejudice
ourselves in so doing.

A  question w as unhappily raised am ongst us, about an hundred years ago,
w hether the m aterial elem ents of the Eucharist w ere properly the C hristian
sacrifice. From  thence arose som e debate; w hich how ever lasted not long, nor
spread very far. B ut at the beginning of this present century, the sam e question
w as again brought up, and the debate revived, w ith som e w arm th; and it is not
altogether extinct even at this day.

Those w ho shall look narrow ly into the heart of that dispute m ay see
reason to judge, that a great part of it w as ow ing to som e confusion of ideas, or



am biguity of term s; m ore particularly, from  the w ant of settling the definitions
of sacrifice by certain rules, such as m ight satisfy reasonable m en on both sides.

H ow  that confusion at first arose m ay perhaps be learned by looking back
as far as to B ellarm ine, about 1590, or how ever as far as to the C ouncil of Trent,
about thirty years higher. B efore that tim e things w ere m uch clearer, so far as
concerned this article. N obody alm ost doubted but that the old definitions of
sacrifice w ere right, and that spiritual sacrifice w as true and proper sacrifice, yea
the m ost proper of any.

ñSpiritual sacrificeò is St. Peterôs phrase [1 Pet. 2:5.]: and it agrees w ith St.
Paulôs phrase of ñreasonable serviceò [R om . 12:1.] and both of them  fall in w ith
our Lordôs ow n phrase, of ñw orshipping G od in spirit and in truthò. [John 4:23.
See D odw ell on Instrum ental M usic, p. 31. Stillingfieet, Serm . xxxix. p. 602. Scot, vol. iv.
Serm . iv.] It is serving G od ñin new ness of spirit, not in the oldness of the letter.ò
[R om . 7:6.] It is offering him  true sacrifice and direct hom age, as opposed to legal
and typical, in order to com e at true and direct expiation, w ithout the previous
covers or shadow s of legal and typical expiations, w hich reached only to the
purifying of the flesh, not to the purging of the conscience. [H eb. 9:9, 13ï14.] This
kind of sacrifice called spiritual does not m ean m ental service only, but takes in
m ental, vocal, and m anual, the service of the heart, m outh, and hand; all true and
direct service, bodily [R om . 12:1. 1 C or. 6:20.] service as w ell as any other, since
w e ought to serve G od w ith our bodies as w ell as our souls. Such is the nature
and quality of w hat Scripture and the ancients call spiritual sacrifice, as opposed
to the outw ard letter. Such services have obtained the nam e of sacrifice ever
since D avidôs tim e, [They are em phatically styled sacrifices of G od (Psalm  51:17), as being
the fittest presents or gifts to him , the m ost acceptable offerings.] w arranted by G od
him self, under the O ld Testam ent and N ew . The Jew s, before C hrist and since,
[V id.V itringa de vet. Synag. in Proleg. pp. 40, 41. Philo passim . Justin. M art. D ial. p. 387.]
have frequently used the nam e of sacrifice in the sam e spiritual sense. The very
Pagans w ere proud to borrow  the sam e w ay of speaking* from  Jew s and
C hristians: so that custom  of language has not run altogether on the side of
m aterial sacrifice. It m ay rather be said, that the custom  of C hristian language,
not only in the N ew  Testam ent, but also in the C hurch w riters, has run on the
side of spiritual sacrifice, w ithout giving the least hint that it w as not true
sacrifice, or not sacrifice properly so called.

*[Porphyrius de A bstin. lib. ii. sect. 34. C p. Euseb. Praep. Evangel. lib. iv. cap. 9ï
14. xiii. cap. 13. C lem . A lex. Strom . v. p. 686. ed. O x. Even Plato, long before
C hristianity, had defined sacrifice to m ean a present to the D ivine M ajesty; not confining
it, so far as appears, to m aterial, but leaving it at large, so as to com prehend either
m aterial or spiritual. See m y R eview , etc. above.]



St. A ustinôs definition of true and C hristian sacrifice* is w ell know n, and
need not here be repeated. H e spoke the sense of the churches before him : and
the Schools, after him , follow ed him  in the sam e. A quinas, at the head of the
Schoolm en, m ay here speak for the rest: he determ ines, that a sacrifice, properly,
is anything perform ed for G odôs sole and due honour, in order to appease him .**
H e plainly m akes it a w ork, or service, not a m aterial thing: and by that very rule
he determ ined, that the sacrifice of the cross w as a true sacrifice; w hich
expression im plies both proper and acceptable. This notion of sacrifice prevailed
in that century, and in the centuries follow ing, and w as adm itted by the early
R eform ers [V id. M elancthon. de M issa, p. 195. In M alachi, p. 545. tom . ii. C hem nit.
Exam en. part. ii. p. 137.]; and even by R om anists also, as low  as the year 1556, or
yet low er. A lphonsus a C astro, of that tim e, a zealous R om anist, in a fam ous
book (w hich betw een 1534 and 1556 had gone through ten or m ore editions)
declared his full agreem ent w ith C alvin, so far as concerned the definition of true
sacrifice, conform able to St. A ustinôs.*** Even B ellarm ine acknow ledged,
above thirty years after, that som e noted D octor of the R om an C hurch still
adhered to the sam e definition [B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 2. p. 710.]. So that
spiritual sacrifice w as not yet entirely excluded as im proper, m etaphorical, and
nom inal, am ong the R om anists them selves; neither w as it hitherto a ruled point
am ongst them , that m aterial thing w as essential to the nature, notion, or
definition of true and proper sacrifice. H ow  that cam e about afterw ards, w e shall
see presently.

*[ñV erum  sacrificium  est om ne opus quod agitur ut sancta societate inhaeream us
D eo, relatum  scilicet ad illum  finem  boni quo veraciter beati esse possim us.ò A ugustin. de
C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 6. p. 242. tom . 7. ed. B ened.  C om pare m y R eview , above.]

**[ñD icendum , quod sacrificium  proprie dicitur aliquid factum  in honorem
proprie D eo debitum  ad eum  placandum . Et inde est quod A ugustinus dicit, verum
sacrificium  est, etc. C hristus autem , ut ibidem  subditur, seipsum  obtulit in passione pro
nobis. Et hoc ipsum  opus, quod voluntarie passionem  sustinuit, D eo m axim e acceptum
fuit, utpote ex caritate m axim e proveniens: unde m anifestum  est, quod passio C hristi
fuerit verum  sacrificium .ò A quin. Sum m . par. iii. q. 48.]

***[A fter reciting A ustinôs definition, he proceeds: ñH aec A ugustinus, ex quibus
verbis aperte colligitur om ne opus bonum  quod D eo offertur, esse verum  sacrificium , et
hanc definitionem  ipsem et C alvinus adm ittit ... ex cujus verbis constat, inter nos et illum
de veri sacrificii definitione convenire.ò  A lphons. a C astro, adv. H aeres. lib. x. p. 75. ed.
1565.]
The R om anists, w anting argum ents to support their m ass sacrifice, thought

of this pretense, am ong others, that either their m ass m ust be the sacrifice of the
C hurch, or the C hurch had really none: and so if the Protestants resolved to
throw  off the m ass, they w ould be left w ithout a sacrifice, w ithout an altar,



w ithout a priesthood, and be no longer a C hurch. [A lphons. a C astro, lib. x. p. 74. C p.
B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 20.] The Protestants had tw o very just answ ers to
m ake, w hich w ere m uch the sam e w ith w hat the prim itive C hristians had before
m ade to the Pagans, w hen the like had been objected to them . The first w as, that
C hrist him self w as the C hurchôs sacrifice,* considered in a passive sense, as
com m em orated, applied, and participated in the Eucharist. The second w as, that
they had sacrifices besides, in the active sense, sacrifices of their ow n to offer,
visibly, publicly, and by sacerdotal hands, in the Eucharist: w hich sacrifices
w ere their prayers, and praises, and com m em orations;** eucharistic sacrifices,
properly, though propitiatory also in a qualified sense. The C ouncil of Trent, in
1562, endeavoured to obviate both those answ ers:*** and B ellarm ine afterw ards
undertook form ally to confute them . The R om anists had no w ay left but to
affirm  stoutly, and to endeavour w eakly to prove, that the tw o things w hich the
Protestants insisted upon did neither singly, nor both together, am ount to true
and proper sacrifice. H ere began all the subtleties and thorny perplexities w hich
have darkened the subject ever since; and w hich m ust, I conceive, be throw n off
(together w ith the new  and false definitions, w hich cam e in w ith them ), if ever
w e hope to clear the subject effectually, and to set it upon its true and ancient
basis.

*[V id. C lem . A lex. pp. 688, 836. ed. O x. Euseb. D em onstr. Evan. p. 38. A ugustin.
tom . iv. p. 1462. ed. B ened. G reg. M . tom . ii. p. 472. ed. B ened. C yril. A lex. contr. Jul.
lib. ix.]

**[Justin M artyr, pp. 14, 19, 387, 389. ed. Thirlb. C lem . A lex. 686, 836, 848, 849,
850, 860. ed. O x. O rigen. tom . ii. pp. 210, 311, 191, 205, 243, 363, 418, 563. ed. B ened.
Euseb. D em . Evang. pp. 20, 21, 23. Tertullian, pp. 69, 188, 330. R igalt. C yprian. Ep.
lxxvii. p. 159. ed. B ened. H ilarius Pictav. pp. 154, 228, 535. B asil. tom . iii. p. 52. ed.
B ened. C hrysost. tom . v. pp. 231, 316, 503. ed. B ened. H ieronym . tom . ii. pp. 186, 250,
254. tom . iii. pp. 15, 1122, 1420. ed. B ened. A ugustin. tom . ii, p. 439. iv. pp. 14, 473,
455, 527, 498, 1026, 1113. vii. p. 240. ed. B ened. and com pare m y R eview , chap. xii.]

***[ñSi quis dixerit in m issa non offerri D eo verum  et proprium  sacrificium , aut
quod offerri non sit aliud quam  nobis C hristum  ad m anducandum  dari, anathem a sit. ... Si
quis dixerit m issae sacrificium  tantum  esse laudis et gratiarum  actionis, aut nudam
com m em orationem  sacrificii in cruce peracti, non autem  propitiatorium , anathem a sit.ò
C oncil. Trid. sess. xxii. can. 1. 3.]
I shall pass over B ellarm ineôs trifling exceptions to the Protestant sacrifice

(m eaning the grand sacrifice) considered in the passive sense. It is self-evident,
that w hile w e have C hrist, w e w ant neither sacrifice, altar, nor priest; for in him
w e have all: and if he is the head, and w e the body, there is the C hurch. H ad w e
no active sacrifice at all, yet so long as w e are em pow ered, by D ivine
com m ission, to convey the blessings [B lessing w as a considerable part of the sacerdotal



office in the A aronical priesthood. N um b. 6:23ï27. D eut. 10:8, 21:5.] of the great sacrifice
to as m any as are w orthy, w e therein exercise an honourable priesthood,* and
m ay be said to m agnify our office. B ut w aving that consideration at present, for
the sake of brevity, I shall proceed to exam ine w hat B ellarm ine has objected to
our sacrifices considered in the active sense, and to inquire by w hat kind of logic
he attem pted to discard all spiritual sacrifices, under the notion of im proper,
m etaphorical, nom inal sacrifices, or, in short, no sacrifices.

*[Som e of the elder R om anists acknow ledged this to be sufficient. ñSatis est, ut
vere et proprie sit sacrificium , quod m ors C hristi ita, nunc ad peccati rem issionem
applicetur, ac si nunc ipse C hristus m oreretur.ò C anus, Loc. Theol. lib. xii. cap. 12.]
1. H e pleads, that Scripture opposes good w orks to sacrifice; as

particularly in H osea 6:6, ñI w ill have m ercy, and not sacrificeò: therefore good
w orks are not sacrifice properly so called. [B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 2. p. 710.]
B ut St. A ustin long before had sufficiently obviated that pretense, by observing,
that Scripture, in such instances, had only opposed one kind of sacrifice to
another kind, sym bolical to real, typical to true, shadow  to substance.* G od
rejected the sign, w hich had alm ost engrossed the nam e, and pointed out the
thing signified; w hich m ore justly deserved to be called sacrifice. So it w as not
opposing sacrifice to no sacrifice, but legal sacrifice to evangelical. Such w as St.
A ustinôs solution of the objected difficulty: and it appears to be very just and
solid, sufficiently confirm ed both by the O ld Testam ent and N ew .

*[ñPer hoc ubi scriptum  est, M isericordiain volo quam  sacrificium , nihil aliud
quam  sacrificio sacrificium  praelatum  oportet intelligi: quoniam  illud quod ab om nibus
appellatur sacrificium  signum  est veri sacrificii. Porro autem  m isericordia, est verum
sacrificium .ò A ugustin. de C iv. D ei, lib. x. cap. 5.  N .B . In explication of w hat A ustin
says, ñquod ab om nibus,ò etc., it m ay be noted that he did not take the vulgar language for
the best, or the only rule of propriety: he observes elsew here (de V erb. D om . Serm . liii.)
that alm ost all call the Sacram ent (that is, sign of the body) the body. ñPaene quidem
sacram entum  om nes corpus ejus dicunt.ò A nd yet he did not think that the sign w as m ore
properly the body, than the body itself, but quite otherw ise.]
2. B ellarm ineôs next pretense is, that in every sacrifice, properly so called,

there m ust be som e sensible thing offered; because St. Paul has intim ated, that a
priest m ust have som ew hat to offer. H eb. 8:3. [B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 2. p.
711.] B ut St. Paul says ñsom ew hat,ò not ñsom e sensible thingò. A nd certainly, if
a m an offers prayers, lauds, good w orks, etc. he offers som ew hat, yea and
som ew hat sensible too: for public prayers, especially, are open to the sense of
hearing, and public perform ances to m ore senses than one. Therefore the service
m ay be the sacrifice, not the m aterial things: and such service being evangelical
(not legal or typical) is spiritual sacrifice.

3. The C ardinal has a third argum ent about elicit acts; w hich being highly



m etaphysical and fanciful, I choose rather to pass it off w ithout farther answ er,
than to offend your ears w ith it.

4. A  fourth pretense is that the sacrifice of the C hurch being but one, the
spiritual sacrifices, w hich are m any, cannot be that one sacrifice. H ere he quotes
A ustin, Pope Leo, and C hrysostom , to prove that the C hurchôs sacrifice is but
one, and that one the Eucharist. [Ibid. p. 712.] H e m ight have spared the labour,
because the sam e Fathers assert the sacrifice of the Eucharist to be both one and
m any, diversely considered: one com plicated sacrifice, taking in the w hole
action; m any sacrifices, if distinctly view ed under the several particulars. A nd
though the Eucharist m ight by com m on use com e to be called em phatically, the
Sacrifice, as being m ost observable, or m ost excellent, or as com prehending
m ore sacrifices in one than any other service did, yet it does not from  thence
follow  that the other less observable or less considerable sacrifices w ere not
properly sacrifices. For has not the sam e Eucharist, in vulgar speech, and by
custom , com e to be em phatically called, the Sacram ent, as if there w ere no other
Sacram ent? A nd yet certain it is, that B aptism  is as properly a Sacram ent as the
other. Em phatic appellations therefore are rather m arks of the excellency or
notoriety of a thing, than of strict propriety of speech. B ut I return to B ellarm ine.

5. A  fifth pretense is, that spiritual sacrifices, being com m on both to clergy
and laity, require no proper priesthood, and therefore cannot be justly esteem ed
proper sacrifices; for proper sacrifice and proper priesthood, being relatives,
m ust stand or fall together. [B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 2. p. 712.] To w hich it
m ay be answ ered that even lay C hristians, considered as offering spiritual
sacrifices, are so far priests, according to the doctrine of the N ew  Testam ent,
confirm ed by C atholic antiquity. [See m y R eview , above.] B ut w aving that nicety
(as som e m ay call it), yet certainly w hen spiritual sacrifices are offered up by
priests, divinely com m issioned, and in the face of a C hristian congregation, they
are then as proper sacrifices as any other are, or can be: and this is sufficient to
our purpose. Let the Eucharist therefore, duly adm inistered by sacerdotal
officers, be adm itted as a sacrifice properly so called, but of the spiritual kind,
and w e desire nothing further. If a sacerdotal oblation of the peopleôs loaf and
w ine can be thought sufficient to convert them  into proper sacrifices, though
they had nothing at all of a sacrificial nature in them  before such oblation; surely
the like sacerdotal oblation m ay m uch m ore convert the peopleôs prayers,
praises, and devout services (w hich previously had som ething of a sacrificial
nature in them ) into real and proper sacrifices, yea the m ost proper of any.* W hy
then m ust our spiritual offerings be set aside as of no account in respect of
proper sacrifice, only to take in other things of m uch low er account than they?
W hy should w e take in those m eaner things at all, as sacrifices, into our pure



offerings, w hich are m uch better w ithout them , and can only be defiled by such
an heterogeneous m ixture of legal and evangelical? Let the elem ents be signs (as
they really are) of the sacrifice w hich w e offer, as they are also signs of the
sacrifice w hereof w e participate: that appears to be the end and use of them  (and
great use it is), and seem s to be all the honour w hich G od ever intended them . To
be plainer, w e ourselves are the sacrifice offered by those [      ] sym bols; and the
victim  of the cross is the sacrifice participated by the sam e sym bols. B ut I
proceed.

*[This m atter is briefly and accurately expressed by our very learned and judicious
B p. M ontague.  ñIn lege C hristi sunt sacerdotes, non tantum  illa laxa significatione, qua,
quotquot Jesu C hristi sum us Ů́ ɩ ɜɡɛɞɘ, (C hristiani nom inati,) sum us etiam  et dicim ur
sacerdotes, sea et illa m agis stricta, qua qui populo acquisitionis praesunt Ůɜ ɜɧɛɤ  Ū Ůɞɡ,
əŬɘ Ůɘɠ Ū Ůɧɜ, D ei sunt et populi ɛŮůɑŰŬɘ. ... H abem us autem  et altare, ad quod offerim us
oblationes et sacrificia com m em orationis, laudationis, orationis, nos, nostra, D eo, per 
sacerdotem .ò  M ontacut. O rig. tom . ii. p. 313.]

**[The sacrifice of the cross, or C hrist him self, m ay also be said to be offered in
the Eucharist. B ut then it m eans only offered to view , or offered to D ivine consideration:
that is, represented before G od, angels, and m en, and pleaded before G od as w hat w e
claim  to; not offered again in sacrifice. See Field on the C hurch, pp. 204, 205, and m y
R eview , above.]
6. It is further argued against spiritual sacrifices, that they require no

proper altar, as all proper sacrifices do: therefore they are not proper sacrifices.
[B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 2. pp. 712, 713.] This argum ent is faulty, m ore w ays
than one. For, 1. It can never be proved, that sacrifices, and altars are such
inseparable relatives, that one m ay not subsist w ithout the other. A n altar seem s
to be rather a circum stance of convenience, or decency, than essential to
sacrifice. It w as accidental to the Jew ish sacrifices, that they needed altars: and
the reason w as not because all sacrifices m ust have altars, but because sacrifices
of such a kind could not be perform ed w ithout them ; otherw ise, an altar appears
no m ore necessary to a sacrifice, considered at large, than a case or a plate, a pix
or a patin, is to a gift, or present. 2. B esides, how  w ill it be m ade appear that the
table on w hich our Lord consecrated the Eucharist, or the cross on w hich he
suffered, w as properly and previously an altar? The C ardinalôs argum ent proves
too m uch to prove anything: for it does not only strike at the spiritual sacrifices,
but at the m ass sacrifice too, and even at the sacrifice of the cross, w hich had no
proper altar.* B ut if it be said, that both the table and the cross w ere proper
altars, as being the seats of proper sacrifices, then w hatever is the seat of a
spiritual sacrifice (w hich w e now  suppose to be proper) w ill, by parity of reason,
be a spiritual altar also, and proper in its kind: so then, take the thing either w ay,
the argum ent is frivolous, and concludes nothing.** I have now  run through the



C ardinalôs subtleties on this head; excepting that som e notice rem ains to be
taken of his artful contrivance to elude St. A ustinôs definition of sacrifice, and
therew ith all the old definitions w hich had obtained in the C hurch for fifteen
hundred years before.

*[Som e m ake the cross itself the altar, w hich has been the current w ay of speaking
from  O rigen of the third century. O thers say the D ivine nature of our Lord w as the altar,
grounding it upon H eb. 9:14. O thers take in both, in different respects: but neither of them
seem s to have been an altar in strict propriety of speech, but rather in the w ay of analogy,
or resem blance. This article has been m inutely discussed by C loppenburg. O pp. vol. i. p.
82, etc. W itsius, M iscellan. tom . i. p. 509. In Sym b. A postol. p. 146. V itringa, O bs. Sacr.
lib. ii. cap. 13. lib. iv. cap. 15. D eylingius, O bs. Sacr. tom . ii. p. 393. M iscellan. 559,
567.]

**[The Lordôs table is by the ancients frequently called an altar, as being the seat
of the elem ents, and so an altar in the sam e m etonym ical m eaning, as the elem ents w ere
body and blood, or the grand sacrifice itself. The Lordôs table m ight also m ore properly
be called an altar, as being that from  w hich, or at w hich, prayers and praises and
com m em orations (spiritual sacrifices) w ere offered. See m y R eview , above.]
7. H e pretends, that that Father defined only true sacrifice, not proper

sacrifice; and that therefore his definition com es not up to the point in hand:
good w orks m ay be true sacrifices, in St. A ustinôs sense, but they w ill be
im proper, m etaphorical, or nom inal only, notw ithstanding. [B ellarm in. de A lissa,
lib. i. cap. 2. p. 713. C p. V asquez, tom . iii. p. 507. Suarez, tom . iii. p. 886. B apt. Scortia, p. 18.]
This is the substance of the pretext, laid dow n in its full force, and it w ill require
a clear and distinct answ er. First, I m ay take notice, that it is very odd, in this
case especially, to m ake a distinction betw een true and proper, and to oppose
one to the other. St. A ustin, m ost undoubtedly, intended, under the w ord ñtrue,ò
to take in all C hristian, all evangelical, all salutary or acceptable, yea all
allow able sacrifices: and w hat can it signify to talk of any proper sacrifice
(Jew ish, suppose, or Pagan) as opposed to true, so long as such proper sacrifice
is no sacrifice at all in C hristian account, but a sacrilege rather, or a profanation?
B ut I answ er further that there is no reason to im agine that St. A ustin did not
intend to include ñproperò under the w ord ñtrueò. It w ould not have been
sufficient to his purpose to have said proper sacrifice, because Jew ish and Pagan
sacrifices m ight com e under the sam e appellation: but he chose the w ord ñtrue,ò
as carrying in it m ore than ñproper,ò and as expressing proper and salutary, or
authorized, both in one. A s true religion im plies both proper and authorized
religion, and as true w orship im plies the like; so true sacrifice im plies both
propriety as to the nam e, and truth as to the thing. [In this sense St. A ustin called our
Lordôs Sacrifice true. C ontr. Faust. lib. xx. cap. 18. xxii. 17. C ontr. advers. Leg. etc. lib. i. cap.
18.]



The point m ay be further argued from  hence, that the ancient Fathers did
not only call spiritual sacrifices real and true,* but they looked upon them  as the
best, the noblest, the m ost perfect sacrifices, the m ost suitable and proper gifts or
presents that could be offered to the D ivine M ajesty:** and they never dropped
any hints of their being either im proper or m etaphorical. The R om anists knew
this very w ell; and it m ay be useful to observe their exquisite subtlety in this
argum ent. For after they have exploded, w ith a kind of popular clam our, all that
the Fathers ever called true sacrifice, under the opprobrious nam e of im proper
and m etaphorical, [V ide Suarez, tom . iii. pp. 886, 891, 892, 893, 896.] and have raised
an odium  against Protestants for adm itting no other, then (as if they had forgot
all that they had been before doing), they fetch a round, and com e upon us w ith
the high and em phatic expressions of the Fathers, asking, how  w e can be so dull
as to understand them  of m etaphorical, nom inal sacrifices? [V ide Petavius, Eccl.
D ogm . tom . iii. p. 130.] Y et w e are very certain, that all those high expressions of
the Fathers belonged only to spiritual sacrifices; the very sam e that B ellarm ine
and the rest discard as im proper and m etaphorical.

*[Justin. D ial. p. 389. ed. Thirlb. Irenaeus, lib. iv. cap. 17. p. 248. ed. B ened.
O rigen. tom . ii. p. 362. ed. B ened. C lem . A lex. p. 686. ed. O x. Lactant. Epit. 169, 204,
205. ed. D av. Philastrius, H aer. cap. cix. p. 221. ed. Fabr. H ieronym . in A m os, cap. v. p.
1420. ed. B ened. A ugustin. tom . x. pp. 94, 242, 243, 256. ed. B ened. G regor. M agn. D ial.
lib. iv. cap. 59. p. 472. ed. B ened.]

**[Justin. D ial. p. 387. A thenagoras, pp. 48, 49. ed. O x. C lem . A lex. pp. 836, 848,
849, 860. Tertullian, A pol. cap. xxx. D e O rat. cap. 27, 28. M inuc. Felix, sect. xxxii. p.
183. C yprian, Ep. lxxvii. p. 159. ed. B ened. Lactantius, Epit. cap. lviii. de vero C ultu, lib.
vi. cap. 24, 25. Eusebius, D em onstr. p. 40. H ilarius Pictav. p. 154. ed. B ened. B asil, tom .
iii. p. 207. ed. B ened. N azianzen. tom . i. pp. 38, 484. C hrysostom . tom . v. pp. 20, 231,
316, 503. vii. 216. ed. B ened. A ugustin. tom . v. p. 268. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 20. lib.
xix. cap. 23. Isidorus Pelus. lib. iii. Ep. 75.]
B ut they here play fast and loose w ith us: first, pretending that the true and

noble sacrifices of the ancients did not m ean proper ones, in order to discard the
old definitions; and then again (to serve another turn), pretending that those very
sacrifices m ust have been proper (not m etaphorical), because the Fathers so
highly esteem ed them , and spake so honourably of them . In short, the w hole
artifice term inates in this, that the self-sam e sacrifices as adm itted by Protestants
shall be called m etaphorical, in order to disgrace the Protestant cause, but shall
be called proper and true as adm itted by the Fathers, in order to keep up som e
show  of agreem ent in this article w ith antiquity. B ut I return to the C ardinal,
w hom  I left disabling all the old definitions, in order to introduce a new  one of
his ow n, a very strange one;* fitted indeed to throw  out spiritual sacrifice m ost



effectually (w hich w as w hat he chiefly aim ed at), but at the sam e tim e also
overthrow ing, undesignedly, both the sacrifice of the m ass and the sacrifice of
the cross.

*[A  definition of one kind of sacrifice (Jew ish, as it seem s), rather than of
sacrifice in general, or of C hristian in particular. It is giving us a species for the genus,
like the m aking a definition of m an, and then calling it a definition of anim al.]
1. A s to the sacrifice of the m ass, the subject of it is supposed to be our

Lordôs natural body, invisible in the Eucharist; and yet, by the definition, the
sacrifice should be ñres sensibilis,ò* som ething visible, obvious to one or m ore
of the senses. A gain, our Lordôs body is not liable any m ore to destruction; and
yet, by the definition, the sacrifice should be destroyed. B ut I shall insist no
longer upon the C ardinalôs inconsistencies in that article, because he has often
been called to account for them  by learned Protestants.**

*[ñSacrificium  est oblatio externa, facta soli D eo, qua ad agnitionem  hum anae
infirm itatis, et professionem  D ivinae m ajestatis, a legitim o m inistro res aliqua sensibilis et
perm anens, in ritu m ystico, consecrator, et transm utatur, ita ut plane destruatur.ò
B ellarm in. de M issa, lib. i. cap. 2. pp. 715, 717.]

**[Joann. Forbesius, p. 615. M ontacutius, O rig. tom . ii. pp. 302, 357. B ishop
M orton, b. vi. cap. 6. pp. 467, 468, etc. H akew ill, p. 8. B revint. D epth and M ystery, etc.
pp. 133, 144. Payne on the Sacrifice of the M ass, p. 70. B ishop K idder, pp. 316, 415.]
2. The second article, relating to the sacrifice of the cross, has been less

taken notice of: but it is certain, that B ellarm ineôs definition is no m ore friendly
to that than to the other.

If our Lordôs soul w as any part of his offering (as Scripture seem s to
intim ate, [Isa. 53:10ï12.  Psalm  16:10.  Luke 23:46.] and as the Fathers plainly teach,
[C lem . R om an. cap. xlix. Irenaeus, p. 292. ed. B ened. H ieronym . tom . ii. part. 2. pp. 167, 173.
ed. B ened. Fulgentius ad Thrasim und. lib. iii. C om pare B ishop B ilson, Full R edem ption, etc. p.
83, etc.] and the reason of the thing persuades), or if his life w as an offering,
w hich Scripture plainly, and m ore than once testifies [M att. 20:28.  M ark 10:45.  
John 10:15, 17; 15:13.  1 John 3:16.]; then ñres aliqua sensibilis,ò ñsom e sensible
thingô is not the true notion of proper sacrifice, neither is it essential to the
definition of it; unless the life w hich our Lord gave upon the cross w as no proper
sacrifice. Perhaps, in strictness of notion, his ñobedience unto death,ò [Phil. 2:8.  
H eb. 5:8.] his am azing act of philanthropy (so highly extolled in the N ew
Testam ent), w as properly the acceptable sacrifice. So A quinas states that m atter,
as I before noted: and B ellarm ine w as aw are of it, in another chapter, w herein he
undertakes to prove, that our Lordôs death w as a proper sacrifice. [B ellarm in. de
M issa, lib. i. cap. 3. p. 718.] There he w as obliged to say, though he says it coldly,
that acts of charity are ñquoddam  sacrificium ,ò a kind of sacrifice. B ut the



question w as about proper sacrifice, and about our Lordôs philanthropy: w as that
only ñquoddam  sacrificium ,ò or w as it not proper?  H ere the C ardinal w as 
nonplussed, and had no w ay to extricate him self, but by adm itting (faintly 
how ever and tacitly, as conscious of self-contradiction) that spiritual sacrifice 
m ay be proper sacrifice, and is not alw ays m etaphorical: otherw ise, the very
brightest part of our Lordôs ow n sacrifice, the very flow er and perfection of it,
his m ost stupendous w ork of philanthropy, m ust have been throw n off, under the
low  and disparaging nam es of m etaphorical, im proper, nom inal sacrifice.

H aving seen how  the ablest cham pion of the R om ish cause failed in his
attem pts against spiritual sacrifices, failed in not proving his point, failed also in
over proving, w e m ay now  w ith the greater assurance m aintain, that the old
definitions, w hich took in spiritual sacrifice, w ere true and just, and that the new
ones, arbitrarily introduced, in the decline of the sixteenth century, are false and
w rong; such as one w ould expect from  m en zealous for a party cause, and
disposed to support m anifest errors and absurdities, at any rate w hatsoever.

A fter pointing out the rise of the new  definitions, I am  next to observe
w hat their progress w as, and w hat the result or issue of them . It m ust, I am
afraid, be ow ned, that our R om ish adversaries w ere but too successful in
spreading m ists and darkness all over the subject, in opening a new  and w ide
field of dispute, thereby draw ing the Protestants, m ore or less, out of their safe
entrenchm ents; dividing them  also, if not as to their m ain sentim ents, yet at least
as to their m odes of expression and their m ethods of defense.

H ow  this affair had been fixed am ongst us, but a few  years before, m ay be
collected from  A rchbishop Sandysôs judicious definition of sacrifice, [ñSacrificing
is a voluntary action w hereby w e w orship G od, offering him  som ew hat, in token that w e
acknow ledge him  to be the Lord, and ourselves his servants.ò Sandys, Senn. xxi. p. 185.]
published in 1585, and contrived to take in sacrifices both of the m aterial and
spiritual kind. D r. B ilson also (afterw ards B ishop) published his book of
C hristian Subjection, the sam e year; w herein he took occasion to assert, that the
Eucharist is a sacrifice, yea, and a true sacrifice; but understanding it to be of the
spiritual kind.* This kind of language (the uniform  language of antiquity, and of
the w hole reform ation** for sixty or seventy years) began to vary in som e
m easure, from  B ellarm ineôs tim e, and m ore and m ore so, both here and abroad.
Som e indeed stood by the old definitions and ancient language concerning the
Eucharist: m ore w ent off from  it; and so Protestants becam e divided, in sounds
at least, w hile they differed not m uch in sense. M any finding that they w ere
sufficiently able to m aintain their ground against the R om anists, even upon the
foot of the R om ish definitions, never troubled them selves further to exam ine



how  just they w ere: it w as enough, they thought, that the R om anists could not
prove the Eucharist a true and proper Sacrifice, in their ow n w ay of defining;
and the rest seem ed to be only contending about w ords and nam es. N evertheless
the m ore thoughtful and considerate m en saw  w hat advantage the adversaries
m ight m ake by aspersing the Protestants as having no sacrifice properly so
called, nor pretending to any: besides that the dignity of a venerable Sacram ent
w ould probably suffer m uch by it; and the ancient Fathers, w ho w ere very w ise
m en, had never consented (though as m uch provoked to it by the Pagan
objectors) to lessen the dignity of their true and real sacrifices by the low  and
dim inutive nam es of im proper or m etaphorical. They alw ays stood to it, that they
had sacrifices, yea and true sacrifices (of the spiritual*** kind) the noblest and
divinest that could be offered; w hile all other pretended sacrifices, all m aterial
sacrifices,**** w ere m ean, poor, contem ptible things, in com parison. Such, I
hum bly conceive, ought to have been our constant, standing reply to the
R om anists, w ith respect to this article: for w e have certainly as just a plea for it
in our case, as the ancient Fathers had in theirs. H ow ever, as I before hinted,
Protestant D ivines varied in their language on this head, som e abiding by the old
definitions, upon good consideration, others too unw arily departing from  them .
So now  w e are to consider them  as divided into tw o sorts: and in process of tim e,
as shall be related, sprang up a third sort, grow ing, as it w ere, out of the other
tw o. I shall say som ething of each in their order and place, for the further
clearing of the subject.

*[ñM alachi speaketh of the true sacrifice, w hich, from  the beginning, and so to the
end, w as and shall be m ore acceptable to G od, than the bloody and external sacrifices of
the Jew s.ò B ilson, p. 696.  ñN either they nor I ever denied the Eucharist to be a sacrifice.
The very nam e enforceth it to be the sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving; w hich is the
true and lively sacrifice of the N ew  Testam ent. The Lordôs table, in respect of his graces
and m ercies there proposed to us, is an heavenly banquet, w hich w e m ust eat, and not
sacrifice: but the duties w hich he requireth at our hands, w hen w e approach his table, are
sacrifices, not sacram ents. A s nam ely, to offer him  thanks and praises, faith and
obedience, yea our bodies and souls, to be living, holy, and acceptable sacrifices unto
him , w hich is our reasonable service.ò B ilson, p. 699.]

**[B ezaôs account (in 1577) m ay serve for a specim en: ñC oena D om ini sacrificii 
rationem  habet, idque triplici respectu.  1. Q uatenus in ea aliquid D eo offerim us, 
solennem  videlicet gratiarum  actionem , ex illo C hristi praecepto.  1 C or. 11:26.  2. 
D einde, quod in ea conferrentur eleem osynae, ex instituto fortassis A postoli, 1 C or. 16:2.
Q uae eleem osynae vocantur ́ ɟɞůűɞɟŬɑ, ex illo C hristi serm one, M att. 25:20.  3. Q uod 
m ortis D om ini sacrificium , ob oculos quodam m odo in illis m ysteriis positum , veluti 
renovetur.ò  B eza, Q uaest. et R espons. p. 105.]

***[See the testim onies in m y R eview , above, C hap. X II. To w hich abundance



m ore m ay be added. A nd note, that though the epithet ñspiritual,ò joined, suppose, w ith
ñm eat,ò or ñdrink,ò or the like, m ay denote som e m aterial thing bearing a m ystical
signification, yet it has not been shew n, neither can it be shew n, that the phrase ñspiritual
sacrificeò anciently denoted a m aterial substance offered as a sacrifice. A  sacred regard
w as had to St. Peterôs use of that phrase, to denote evangelical services: besides that the
Fathers constantly explained w hat they m eant by spiritual sacrifices, and so specified the
particulars, as to leave no room  for scruple or evasion, am ong persons of any reasonable
discernm ent. So that the putting a new  construction upon the phrase, in order to m ake
som e show  of agreem ent w ith antiquity, is a transparent fallacy. It is keeping their term s,
but eluding their m eaning. It is teaching novel doctrine under ancient phrases.]

****[Express testim onies against m aterial sacrifice m ay be seen in Justin M artyr,
A pol. p. 14. Tertullian, p. 188. R igalt. O rigen. in Psalm . pp. 563, 722. ed. B ened.
Lactantius, Epit. cap. lviii. p. 169. Eusebius, Praep. Evang. lib. iv. cap. 10. pp. 148, 149.
Eusebius, D em onstr. Evang. pp. 39, 222, 223. B asil. tom . ii. pp. 402, 403. ed. B ened.
C hrysostom , tom . i. p. 664. ed. B ened. C yrill. A lex. contr. Jul. lib. x. p. 345. Procopius in 
Isa. pp. 22, 493.  N .B .  It is not possible to reconcile those testim onies to the m aterial 
schem e: but it is very easy to m ake the Fathers consistent throughout, w ith them selves, 
and w ith each other, on the spiritual foot, as m aking the w ork, or service, the sacrifice. 
The single question then is w hether the Fathers ought to be so interpreted as to m ake them
consistent upon the w hole; or w hether som e detached passages, capable of a consistent
m eaning, ought to be understood in a sense repugnant to the uniform  tenor of their
w ritings. The passive sense is the true key to those passages.]
1. A m ong those that adhered to the old language, and still continued to call

the Eucharist a true or a proper sacrifice, but of the spiritual kind, I m ay first
m ention, A m andus Polanus,* a learned C alvinist, w ho died in 1610. O ur very
judicious D ean Field (w ho finished his book of the C hurch in 1610, and died in
1616), he also adhered to the old language, disregarding the new  definitions. H e
asserted the Eucharist to be, w ith regard to the sacrifices of our selves, our
praises, etc. a true but spiritual sacrifice. [Field, of the C hurch, pp. 210, 220.]

*[ñC oena D om ini est sacrificium , tum  eucharisticum , tum  propitiatorium :
eucharisticum  guidem  proprium , quatenus in ejus usu gratias D eo agim us quod nos ex
servitute, etc. ... propitiatorium  vero aliquo m odo, quatenus unici illius sacrificii vere
propitiatorii m em oriam  in eo serio frequentare jubem ur.ò A m am i. Polan. Sym phon.
C athol. cap. xvii. p. 275. C p. p. 855.]
Scharpius, a learned C alvinist, w ho published his C ursus Theologicus in

1617, scrupled not to reckon the Eucharist am ong the sacrifices strictly and
properly so called, but still of the eucharistic and spiritual kind. H e had seen
B ellarm ineôs affected subtleties on that head, despised them , and in part
confuted them . [Scharpius, C urs. Theolog. pp. 1522, 1525,1539. ed. 2. G enevae.]

B ishop A ndrew s appears to have been a D ivine of the sam e ancient stam p,
in this article. In the year 1592, he discovered som e uneasiness, that m any w ould
not allow  the Eucharist to be a sacrifice at all, but a m ere sacram ent. [B p.



A ndrew sôs Serm ons, part ii. p. 35.] A fterw ards in 1610, he asserted the Lordôs Supper
to be a sacrifice of the eucharistic kind. [A ndrew s ad B ellarm in. A polog. R espons. p.
184.] In 1612, he w ent so far as to say that the A postle (1 C or. 10.) m atcheth the
Eucharist w ith the sacrifice of the Jew s, and that, by the ñrule of com parisons,
they m ust be ejusdem  generis.ò [B p. A ndrew sôs Serm ons, p. 453. C p. his Posthum ous
A nsw er to C ard. Perron, pp. 6, 7.] B y w hich he did not m ean, as som e have w idely
m istaken him , that both m ust be the sam e kind of sacrifice, but that both m ust be
of the sacrificial kind, agreeing in the sam e com m on genus of sacrifice: for he
said it in opposition to those w ho pretended that the Eucharist w as an ordinance
m erely of the sacram ental kind, and not at all of the sacrificial.*

*[B esides the argum ent here draw n from  the consideration of w hat principles he
w as then opposing (w hich is a good rule of construction), it m ay further be considered
that the approved D ivines of his tim e, M ason and Spalatensis, rejected w ith indignation
the thought of any m aterial sacrifice (vid. M ason de M inisterio A nglican. pp. 575, 599,
618, 551, 595. Spalatensis, lib. v. pp. 149, 265, 267.) condem ned it as absurdity, m adness,
and im piety.  So also B p. M orton, (b. vi. cap. 5. pp. 438, 439.) approving w hat the w iser
R om anists had said, condem ning the notion in the like strong term s.]
D r. B uckeridge w rote in 1614. H is notion of the eucharistic sacrifice

seem s to resolve itself into a real and proper sacrifice of C hristôs m ystical body,
the C hurch, and a m etonym ical, im proper offering of C hrist him self; offering
him  in som e sort, or in the w ay of representation, like as is done in B aptism .* H e
does not indeed use the w ord ñproper,ò follow ing the style of the ancients before
ever that w ord cam e in: but he apparently m eans it, w here he speaks of the
sacrifice of C hristôs m ystical body, that is, of self-sacrifice.

*[ñD e sacrificio cordis contriti ... de sacrificiis item  corporis C hristi m ystici (non
naturalis) in quo nosm etipsos D eo offerim us, satis convenit. ... D e sacrificio item
com m em orativo, sive repraesentativo, quo C hristus ipse, qui in cruce pro nobis
im m olatus est, per viam  repraesentationis et com m em orationis a nobis etiam
quodam m odo offerri dicitur, lis non m agna est: in B aptism o enim  offertur sacrificium
C hristi, uti A ugustinus, etc.ò B uckeridge de Potest. Papae in praefat.]
A rchbishop Laud speaks of three sacrifices: 1. C hristôs ow n sacrifice,

com m em orated before G od, by the priest alone, in his breaking the bread, and
pouring out the w ine. 2. The sacrifice m ade by priest and people jointly, the
sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving. 3. Self-sacrifice by every com m unicant.* I
w ill not defend all those distinctions. I think all the three sacrifices are properly
the sacrifices of the C hurch, or of all the w orthy com m unicants, recom m ended
or offered up by their priests in that holy solem nity: the priest is their m outh in
doing it, their conductor, or principal, authorized by G od so to be. This great
m an said nothing of proper or im proper: all the three sacrifices m ay be



understood to be proper, but spiritual. W hat he believed, as to each, is not easy
to say. If w e explain his com m em orative sacrifice by B ishop B uckeridgeôs
account of the sam e thing, it could be no m ore than figurative, in that relative
view ; for w e cannot properly sacrifice C hrist him self: but the com m em orative
service, being of the sam e nature w ith hym ns and praises, m ay be considered in
the absolute view , as a proper sacrifice of ours, of the eucharistic and spiritual
kind; and that perhaps w as w hat that great Prelate m ight have in his thoughts.

*[ñIn the Eucharist w e offer up to G od three sacrifices: O ne, by the priest only,
that is, the com m em orative sacrifice of C hristôs death, represented in bread broken and
w ine poured out: another, by the priest and people jointly; and that is the sacrifice of
praise and thanksgiving for all the benefits and graces w e receive by the precious death of
C hrist: the third, by every particular m an for him self only, and that is the sacrifice of
every m anôs body and soul, to serve him  in both all the rest of his life, for this blessing
thus bestow ed upon him .ò Laudôs C onference, sect. xxxv. pp. 305, 306.]
It is certain that B ishop M ontague, of that tim e, understood the w hole

action, or m em orial service, to be a true and real sacrifice of praise. [M ontacut.
O rigin. tom . ii. pp. 301-304. C om pare his A nti-diatribe, pp. 143, 144, w here he takes in our
self-sacrifice, calling it the sacrifice of C hristôs m ystical body.] A nd as he w as a great
adm irer of antiquity, he had no regard to the new  definitions, but referred the
novelists to St. A ustin for correction and better instruction.[ M ontacut. ibid. p. 358.]
The very learned D r. H am m ond w as, undoubtedly, in the sam e w ay of thinking:
the w hole eucharistic action, both of priest and people, the m em orial service
jointly perform ed, that w as the sacrifice in his account.* B ishop Taylor, [Taylor,
H oly Living, etc. ch. iv. sect. 10.  W orthy C om m un. p. 54.] A rchbishop B ram hall,
[B ram hallôs W orks, pp. 35, 36, 996.] H am on lôEstrange, [LôEstrangeôs A lliance, etc. pp.
187, 221.] appear to have been in the like sentim ents. D r. Patrick, w ho w rote in
1659, m ore plainly follow ed the ancient w ay of thinking and speaking, such as
had been in use before the new  definitions cam e in. D uties and services w ere his
sacrifice, a spiritual sacrifice. [Patrickôs M ensa M ystica, pp. 16, 18, 19. ed. 4.] H e
pleads that such services justly deserve the nam e [Ibid. p. 35.]; that even the Pagan
Platonists (as w ell as Scripture and Fathers) had so used the nam e of Sacrifice;
and that the appellation w as very proper, [Ibid. pp. 35, 36.] taking in not only
m ental, or vocal praises, but m anual also; that is, as he expresses it, the
eucharistic actions. [Ibid. p. 36. ed. 4: com pare p. 19.] U pon these principles, he tells
the Papists, that w e are sacrificers as w ell as they** w hich w as the right turn,
copied from  w hat the ancient Fathers had said in answ er to the like charge of
having no sacrifice, and as justly pleaded by Protestants now , as by C hristians
then, against their injurious accusers.

*[H am m ond, Practical C atechism , lib. vi. sect. 4. vol. i. p. 174. C om pare V iew  of



N ew  D irect. p. 154. and vol. ii.  D ispatch. p. 164. vol. iii. p. 769. The notion of the w hole
action being the sacrifice, w as not new : it appears in the Fathers of old; and M r. Perkins,
w ho died in 1602, had taught the sam e. Problem , p. 137, or English W orks, vol. ii. p.
550.]

**[Ibid. p. 37: com pare pp. 38, 40.  N .B . I have om itted M r. Thorndike, because
his notion plainly resolves into the passive sense, viz. into the grand sacrifice itself, as
contained in the Eucharist, because represented, applied, and participated in it. The
Lutherans, generally, resolve it the sam e w ay, only differing as to the point of real or local
presence. V ide B rochm and, tom . iii. pp. 2072, 3052.]
B ishop Lang, after the R estoration, (A .D . 1663,) a very learned D ivine and

of great acum en, scrupled not to call the w hole eucharistic service true and
proper sacrifice, proper w ithout a m etaphor, as being the fittest gift or present
that could be offered to the D ivine M ajesty. [B ishop Lanyôs Serm on on H eb. 13:15. pp.
16, 32. C om pare m y R eview , above.] So little did he regard the frivolous distinctions
of the Trent C ouncil, or the new  definitions invented to support them .

N ine years after appeared D r. B revint.* H e w as w ell read in the eucharistic
sacrifice: no m an understood it better; w hich m ay appear sufficiently from  tw o
tracts of his upon the subject, sm all ones both, but extrem ely fine. H e stood upon
the ancient ground, looked upon evangelical duties as the true oblations and
sacrifices, [B revint, D epth and M yst. p. 16.] resolved the sacrifice of the Eucharist,
actively considered, solely into them ;** and he explained the practical uses of
that doctrine in so clear, so lively, and so affecting a w ay, that one shall scarce
m eet w ith anything on the subject that can be justly thought to exceed it, or even
to com e up to it. [B revint, Sacram . and Sacrif. sect. vi. vii. viii. pp. 74ï134.] So that
could heartily join m y w ishes w ith a late learned w riter, that that ñexcellent little
book, entitled, The C hristian Sacram ent and Sacrifice, m ight be reprinted, for the
honour of G od, and the benefit of the C hurch.ò [D r. H ickesôs C hristian Priesthood,
vol. i. Prefat. D isc. pp. 39, 40.] It is w orth the noting, how  acutely D r. B revint
distinguished betw een the sacram ental sacrifice of C hrist, and the real or actual
sacrifice of ourselves. W e cannot properly sacrifice C hrist: w e can only do it in
signs and figures, that is, im properly, or com m em oratively: but w e m ay properly
offer up ourselves to G od; and that is, in strict propriety of speech, our sacrifice,
our spiritual sacrifice. D r. B revint rejected, w ith disdain, any thought of a
m aterial sacrifice, a bread offering, or a w ine offering; tartly ridiculing the
pretenses com m only m ade for it.*** B ut I have dw elt long enough upon the
D ivines of the first class; w ho standing upon the old principles, and disregarding
the new  definitions, continued to call the Eucharist a true sacrifice, or a proper
sacrifice (m eaning eucharistic and spiritual), or forbore, at least, to call it
im proper, or m etaphorical.



*[In 1672 D r. B revint w rote the D epth and M ystery of the R om an M ass: reprinted
1673. In 1673 he published the C hristian Sacram ent and Sacrifice. H e w as m ade D ean of
Lincoln in 1681, and died in 1695.]

**[ñSincere C hristians m ust have their hands full, at the receiving the holy
C om m union, w ith four distinct sorts of sacrifices. 1. The sacram ental and
com m em orative sacrifice of C hrist. 2. The real and actual sacrifice of them selves. 3. The
freew ill offering of their goods. 4. The peace offering of their praises.ò B revint, C hristian
Sacrifice, 110, 111.]

***[ñN ow  am ong these m agnificent w onders of C hristôs law , bread and w ine can
be reputed but of little im portance; w hich you m ay find as w ell or better am ong the
oblations of A aron, and thus far belonging better to his order; because he is often
com m anded to offer bread, w hich Priest M elchizedek is not. Therefore, if offering bread
and w ine m akes an order, A aron w ill be m ore certainly a priest after the order of
M elchizedek, than w as either M elchizedek or C hrist him self.ò B revint, D epth and
M ystery, p. 116. See p. 117.]
2. I m ay now  look back to other D ivines, w ho used a different language in

this article.
A t the head of them * stands the celebrated M r. H ooker, w ho w rote in

1597, and w ho feared not to say that ñsacrifice is now  no part of the C hurch
m inistry,ò and that w e have, properly, now  no sacrifice. [H ooker, Eccl. Polity, book
v. ch. 78. sect. 2. O xf. edit.] I presum e he m eant by proper sacrifice, propitiatory,
according to the sense of the Trent C ouncil, or of the new  definitions. In such a
sense as that, he m ight justly say, that sacrifice is no part of the C hurch m inistry,
or that the C hristian C hurch has no sacrifice. B ut I com m end not the use of such
new  language, be the m eaning ever so right: the Fathers never used it. [      ]

*[D r. R ainoldes, in 1584, had in the w ay of arguing ad hom inem ô shew n, that the
Fathers w ere no friends to the m ass-sacrifice, considered as true and proper, inasm uch as
they allow ed only of spiritual sacrifices, w hich, in the R om ish account, w ere not true or
proper sacrifices. See R ainoldes against H arte, pp. 472, 535, 536, 539. That kind of
arguing first led the w ay to such sort of language as M r. H ooker m ade use of; but w as not
precisely the sam e w ith it, not running in the like absolute term s.]

**[O nce C lem ens A lexandrinus, (Str. vii. p. 836.) and once A rnobius (lib. vii.)
has said, that the C hristians had no sacrifices; m eaning such as the Pagans had boasted of:
but that did not am ount to saying, that the C hurch had no proper sacrifices, or properly no
sacrifice.]
D r. Francis W hite, in the year 1617 (he w as afterw ards B ishop of Ely),

observed, that the nam e of sacrifice doth not in a proper and univocal sense
belong to the Eucharist, but in a large acceptation of the w ord, and in a figurative
m eaning; because it is a representation of the real sacrifice of C hrist once offered
upon the cross. [W hite, O rthodox Faith and W ay, p. 339.] H e w as so far right in



m aking a representation of C hristôs sacrifice to be but figuratively that sacrifice:
but he forgot, that the Eucharist contains m any spiritual services, w hich are truly
sacrifices in the Scripture language, and that even the m em orial service, though
it is but m etonym ically C hristôs sacrifice, is yet really our sacrifice, our spiritual
sacrifice. Front hence, how ever, m ay be seen how  and by w hat degrees
Protestant D ivines cam e to leave off calling the Eucharist a sacrifice, or called it
so w ith the epithet of ñim properò or ñfigurativeò. It w as chiefly ow ing to a
partial conception of it: they considered it barely in its representative or relative
view , and too hastily concluded, that since it w as not the sacrifice represented
(as the R om anists pretended it w as), it w as no sacrifice at all in propriety of
speech.

Spalatensis, of that tim e, m ade no scruple of saying, over and over, that the
Eucharist is ñnot a true sacrificeò. [A ntonius de D om inis, lib. v. c. 6. pp. 82, 265, 269,
271, 278.] In a certain place, he expressed him self in such a m anner as m ight be
apt to surprise a m an at the first reading: he says, that the nam e of true sacrifice
w as never given to the Eucharist, never thought on, before the very latest and the
m ost corrupt ages.* B ut be m eant it, I suppose, according to that sense of true
sacrifice, w hich the Trent C ouncil and the Popish w riters had lately affixed to
the nam e.

*[ñEsse verum  sacrificium , nunquam  ad postrem a corrupta saecula invenio, aut
dictum , aut cogitatum , aut traditum , aut practicatum  in Ecclesia.ò A ntonius de D om inis,
ibid. p. 281.]
The D ivinity chairs in both universities about that tim e concurred in

denying the Eucharist to be a true, real, or proper sacrifice: w hich appears from
D r. A bbot* afterw ards B ishop of Sarum ; and from  D r. D avenant,** afterw ards
B ishop of the sam e see. B oth of them  seem ed to take their estim ate of true and
proper sacrifice from  the new  definitions; allow ing them  for argum ent sake, and
joining issue w ith the R om anists upon their ow n term s. The like m ay be said of
M r. M ason, w ho frequently allow s, or declares, that the Eucharist is not a
sacrifice properly so called. [M ason. de M inist. A nglic. pp. 549, 550, 551, 555, 627, 628.]
B ut D r. C rakanthorp (about A .D . 1624) m ay serve for a good com m ent upon all
the rest: for w hen he denied the Eucharist to be either a true sacrifice, or a
sacrifice properly so called, he cautiously guarded w hat he had said, by
restraining it to such a sense as the Trent C ouncil and R om ish divines had
affixed to the phrases of true sacrifice, and sacrifice properly so called.*** That
restriction, or salvo, w as often forgot, and cam e, by degrees, to be m ore and
m ore om itted; and so the m ost prevailing doctrine ran in absolute term s, that the
Eucharist is no true sacrifice, or no proper sacrifice, or in short, no sacrifice.
B ishop M orton, being sensible how  m uch it tended to disparage the holy



Eucharist, and how  contradictory it w as to ancient language, to say that the
Eucharist is not a true or not a proper sacrifice, endeavoured to help the m atter
by a distinction betw een truth of excellency and truth of propriety;**** allow ing
the Eucharist to be true sacrifice, as to excellency of nature, but not as to
propriety of speech: as if the new  definitions w ere a better rule of propriety, than
all that had prevailed for fifteen hundred years before. H is distinction w as a good
one, in the m ain, but w as not justly applied in this particular, w here truth of
excellency and truth of propriety are really coincident, and resolve both into one.
H ow ever, so the vogue ran, as I have before said, and so has it been transm itted,
through m any hands, dow n to this day.*****

*[ñThe passion of C hrist is the sacrifice w hich w e offer: and because the passion
of C hrist is not now  really acted, therefore the sacrifice w hich w e offer is no true and real
sacrifice.ò A bbot, C ounterproof against D r. B ishop, ch. xiv. p. 364. N .B . H ere w as the
like partial conception of the thing as I before noted in D r. W hite.]

**[ñN os asserim us, in m issa nihil posse nom inari aut ostendi quod sit
sacrificabile, aut quod rationem  et essentiam  habeat realis, externi, et proprie dicti
sacrificii: quam vis quae adhiberi in eadem  solent preces, eleem osynae, gratiarum
actiones, spiritualium  sacrificiorum  nom en sortiantur; quam vis etiam  ipsa repraesentatio
fracti corporis C hristi et fusi sanguinis, figurate sacrificium  a veteribus saepenum ero
vocetur.ò D avenant. D eterm inat. p. 13.]

***[ñSacrificium  m issae non est vere sacrificium  propitiatorium , ut concilium
Tridentinum  definit, vestrique docent; sed Eucharisticum  tantum m odo et
com m em orativum . ... Sed nec om nino verum  et proprie dictum  sacrificium  in m issa ullum
est; non quale Tridentinum  concilium  definivit, et vestri uno ore profitentur.ò
C rakanthorp. contr. Spalatens. c. lxxiv. p. 574.]

****[M ortonôs Institut. of the Sacram . book vi. chap. 3. p. 415. chap. 7. sect. i. p.
470.  H ow  m uch the old notion of sacrifice w as now  w earing out m ay be judged from  D r.
G eorge H akew ill, w ho w rote in 1641, and w as otherw ise a learned and judicious w riter,
particularly as to this very argum ent. H e says, ñC om m em oration being an action, cannot,
in propriety of speech, be the thing sacrificed, w hich m ust of necessity be a substance,ò
etc. H akew ill, D issertat. p. 25.  H e rejects A ustinôs definition, p. 4. A nd it is too plain
from  several places of his w ork, that the m ists first raised by B ellarm ine, and other
R om ish divines, hung before his eyes.]

*****[The Lutheran w ay of speaking, in this m atter, m ay be seen in D eylingius,
O bservat. M iscellan. p. 291, and in Zeltner. B reviar. C ontrovers. cum  Eccl. G raec. pp.
231, 251.  The C alvinist w ay, in D allaeus, de C ult. R eligiosis. pp. 1122, 1126. LôA rroque,
H ist. of the Eucharist, 275, etc. B asnage, A nnal. tom . i. p. 373, all declare it, absolutely,
no true sacrifice: w hich, though w ell m eant, is too unguarded, and is different language
from  that of the Fathers of the R eform ation.  O ne of our late D ivines (a person of great
learning) speaks thus: ñW e deny that there is any reason w hy the Eucharist should be
called a true sacrifice, and properly so called, or ought to be so: for w hen w e call anything
a true sacrifice, w e have regard to the form al reason of a sacrifice, and not to the final.ò



N icholsôs A dditional N otes, p. 51, printed A .D . 1710.  B ut w hat did he m ake the form al
reason of a sacrifice? D id he take it from  the new  definitions? W here there is properly a
gift to G od, by w ay of w orship, to honour, or to please him , there is the form al reason of a
sacrifice. G ratulatory sacrifice is as properly sacrifice, as the propitiatory, or expiatory:
they are different species under the sam e genus.]
3. Such being the case, there is the less reason to w onder that a third set of

D ivines, in process of tim e, sprang up, as it w ere, out of the tw o form er. For
som e serious m en, perceiving how  m uch the ancient and m odern language
differed in this article, and that by m eans of the now  prevailing definitions they
w ere likely to lose their sacrifice; they thought of reconciling the eucharistic
sacrifice w ith the new  definitions, by m aking it a m aterial sacrifice. O ur
excellent M r. M ede, in the year 1635, w as chief in this schem e. The aim  w as
good, to retrieve the C hristian sacrifice, w hich seem ed to be alm ost sinking; but
the m easures w ere ill laid: for the only right w ay, as I conceive, of com passing
w hat he intended, w ould have been to have restored the old definitions of
sacrifice, and so to have set the Eucharist upon its true, and ancient, that is,
spiritual foundation. The endeavouring to fix it on a m aterial foot, and to m ake
the elem ents them selves a sacrifice, w as no m ore than w hat had been attem pted,
about fourscore years before, by the R om anists,* and, after m ature deliberation,
had been justly exploded by the shrew der m en,** as Jew ish, or m eaner than
Jew ish, and altogether repugnant to C hristian principles. N either could M r.
M ede escape the censures of m any of that tim e for w hat he w as doing; as
appears by a letter of D r. Tw isse, w ritten in 1636, and since printed in M edeôs
W orks.*** M r. M ede forbore how ever to print his C hristian Sacrifice; though he
published the appendage to it, concerning the altar, w hich m ight give least
offence: the rest appeared not till ten years after his decease, in the year 1648.
There are m any good things in it, for w hich reason it has generally been
m entioned w ith respect by our best D ivines: but in the point of a m aterial
sacrifice (a sacrifice of the elem ents), he had not m any follow ers. D r. H eylin,
w ho in 1636 and 1637 had som e schem e or schem es of his ow n, [In his C oal from
the A ltar, and in his A ntidotum .] seem s to have taken into M r. M edeôs in or before
1654, w hen he published his exposition of the A postlesô C reed. [H eylin on the
C reed, p. 240, etc.]

*[R uardus Tapper. contr. Luther. art. 18. G aspar. C asalius. D e Sacrif. lib. i. c. 20.
Jansenius, C oncord. Evang. p. 905. G ordon. H untlaeus, lib. ix. c. 3. n. 1.]

**[Salm eron. tom . ix. tract. 29. p. 224. M aldonate, de Sacr. tom . i. par. 3. p. 334.
B ellarm ine, pp. 788, 792, 793. V asquez, tom . iii. p. 527. Suarez, tom . iii. pp. 886, 905,
906, 910. G regor. de V alentia, tom . iv. p. 1274. B aptista Scortia. de M issa, 34, 36, 38.
A rendius, pp. 187, 189.]



***[ñI perceive, the m ain thing you reached after, w as a certain m ystery
concerning a sacrifice; w hich the Papists have m iserably transform ed; but, in your sense,
is now adays becom e a m ystery to all the C hristian w orld.ò Tw isse, Ep. 70. C om pare
M edeôs A nsw er, Ep. 71.]
There are tw o fundam ental flaw s in M r. M edeôs system : 1. O ne in his

endeavouring to fix the notion or definition of a C hristian sacrifice by the rules
of the Levitical; as if typical and true w ere the sam e thing. 2. The other, in not
being able to m ake out the sacrifice he aim ed at, by the very rules w hich him self
had fixed for it. H e observed very justly that in the Levitical peace offerings,
G od had, as it w ere, his part, portion, or m ess, assigned in the sacrifice, [M edeôs
C hristian Sacrifice, book ii. c. 7. pp. 370, 371.] or feast: (for G od w as considered in
those feasts, not m erely as C onvivator, but as C onviva also; a necessary
circum stance to com plete the federal oblation and federal feast). B ut w hen he
cam e to m ake out the analogy betw een the Jew ish and C hristian feast, he could
find no part or portion for G od in the Eucharist; w here w e take all to ourselves.*
There the parallel failed; the rule w ould not answ er: therefore the rule w as
w rong. It w ould be trifling here to reply, that a C hristian sacrifice is no Jew ish
one, and is therefore not to be m easured by Jew ish rules: for w hy then should a
C hristian sacrifice be m ade m aterial by Jew ish rules? or w hy is the definition of
sacrifice m easured by the sam e? Either uniform ly hold to the rule assigned, or
else give it up as no rule; and then the C hristian sacrifice m ay be a true and
proper sacrifice (though spiritual only), being of a different kind from  the Jew ish
ones. If, indeed, the Eucharist could be proved to be a m aterial sacrifice by any
clear text of O ld Testam ent or N ew , then there w ould rem ain no further room  for
dispute: but since the point is chiefly argued from  its supposed analogy to other
m aterial sacrifices (Jew ish or Pagan), and that analogy does not answ er, but fails
in the m ain thing belonging to all m aterial sacrifices, and w hich alone should
m ake them  appear gifts to G od; it is plain that the argum ent has an essential flaw
in it, w hich no art can cure.

*[Luther first took notice of the self-contradiction contained in the m aking the
elem ents a proper sacrifice to G od in the Eucharist.  ñTotum  ergo cur nos panem , et
vinum  totum  com edim us et bibim us, nihil relinquentes D eo? ... D um  corpora nostra et
laudes sacrificam us, nihil nobis, sed om nia D eo soli exhibem us, ut stet ratio sacrificii
etiam  spiritualis. Totum  nos voram us, et totum  offerim us: hoc est tantum  dicere; neque
voram us si offerim us, neque offerim us si voram us: et ita dum  utrum que facim us, neutrum
facim us. Q uis audivit unquam  talia? O m nia sibi pugnantissim e contradicunt, et invicem
sese consum unt: aut necessario et infallibiliter concludunt Eucharistiam  sacrificium  esse
non posse. D iluant haec, rogo, Lovanienses et Parisienses.ò Luth. de abrogand. M issa
privata, tom . ii. par. 2. fol. 255. Several answ ers have been thought on, to elude this
argum ent, by R om anists and others: but it is im possible to invent any that w ill bear.]



O ne thing m ay be pertinently observed of M r. M ede, that he confined the
sacrifice to the ante-oblation. H is w as a sacrifice of the unconsecrated bread and
w ine,* not of the consecrated; not of the body and blood. H e supposed no new
sacrificing act in the post-oblation, but the representation only of C hristôs
sacrifice, m ade by w hat had been sacrificed before. So that som e lath notions of
the eucharistic sacrifice can claim  but very little countenance from  M r. M ede.
W hat w e call offering the elem ents for consecration (like as w e offer the w aters
of B aptism ), he called sacrificing; w hich w as indeed calling it by a w rong nam e,
and upon w rong principles: but, in other things, his notion of the Eucharist w as
m uch the sam e w ith the com m on one; and he w ent not those strange lengths,
those unw arrantable excesses, w hich, I am  sorry to say, som e late schem es
m anifestly abound w ith. B ut I proceed.

*[ñThus w as there, as it w ere, a m utual com m erce betw een G od and the people;
the people giving unto G od, and G od again unto his people: the people giving a sm all
thanksgiving, but receiving a great blessing; offering bread, but receiving the body;
offering w ine, but receiving the m ystical blood of C hrist Jesus.ò M edeôs D isc. li. p. 293.
C om p. C hristian Sacrif. chap. viii.]
The doctrine of a m aterial sacrifice, first brought hither about 1635, barely

subsisted till the R estoration, and afterw ards slept, as it w ere, for thirty or forty
years. B ut in 1697, tw o queries being sent to a learned m an, [D r. H ickes, in Tw o
D iscourses, p. 51, etc. 61. printed 1732] in these term s, ñW hether there ought to be a
true and real sacrifice in the C hurch; and W hether there is any such thing in the
C hurch of Englandò (both w hich m ight very safely have been answ ered in the
affirm ative, keeping to the term s w herein they w ere stated), that learned person
chose to alter the term s, true and real, into m aterial, and still answ ered in the
affirm ative: w hich w as going too far. N evertheless, in his answ er to the queries,
he adm itted of som e spiritual sacrifices, as being true, and real, and proper
sacrifices; w hich m akes it the m ore surprising that he should think of any other
sacrifice. For since it is self-evident that truth of excellency goes along w ith the
spiritual sacrifices, and since he him self had allow ed truth of propriety to go
along w ith the sam e, or w ith som e of them  at least; to w hat purpose could it be
to seek out for another sacrifice, not m ore proper, but certainly less excellent,
than w hat w e had before? It is an uncontestable m axim , that the value of a
sacrifice can never rise higher than the value of the sacrificers;* and therefore if
they sacrifice them selves, it is not possible that they should do m ore, because in
the giving them selves, they give all that they have to give. W hat dignity then, or
value, could it add to an evangelical priesthood, or sacrifice, to present the
D ivine M ajesty w ith a loaf of bread, or a chalice of w ine? or w hat practical ends
or uses could be served by it? I shall only observe further, that the sam e learned



w riter, afterw ards, took m aterial thing into the very definition of sacrifice:** but
upon the latest correction, he struck it out again, putting gift instead of it;***
thereby leaving room  for spiritual sacrifice (w hich undoubtedly is a gift) to be as
proper a sacrifice as any. So that his first and his last thoughts upon the subject
appear to have been conform able so far, in a critical point, upon w hich m uch
depends.

*[V id. Peter M artyr. Loc. C om m un. pp. 753, 895. Field on the C hurch, p. 209.
C ornel. a Lapide, in H eb. 7:7, seem s to allow  this m axim , w hen he says, ñIn om ni
sacrificio sacerdos m ajor est sua victim a, quam  offert.ò]

**[H ickesôs C hristian Priesthood, p. 74. ed. 2. A .D . 1707. ñA  sacrifice is a
m aterial thing solem nly brought, or presented, and offered to any G od, according to the
rites of any religion,ò etc.]

***[H ickesôs C hristian Priesthood, vol. i. p. 159. A .D . 1711. ñA  sacrifice is a gift
brought, and solem nly offered by a priest, ordinary or extraordinary, according to the rites
and observances of any religion, in, before, at, or upon any place, unto any G od, to
honour and w orship him , and thereby to acknow ledge him  to be G od and Lord.ò]
A nother learned w riter (a zealous m aterialist, if ever there w as one laid it

dow n for his groundw ork, that nothing can properly be called a sacrifice except
som e m aterial thing: but to save him self the trouble of proving it, he w as pleased
to aver, that it w as given for granted. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, pt. i. p. 5. ed.1714,
or p. 6. ed. 1724.] It m ight reasonably be asked, w hen given, or by w hom ? N ot by
the penm en of the O ld or N ew  Testam ent; not by the C hristian Fathers, or Pagan
Platonists, in their tim es: not by the Schoolm en dow n to the R eform ation, nor by
the Papists them selves, generally, before the C ouncil of Trent: not by any
considerable num ber of Protestants, till fifty years after, or m ore; never by the
D ivines of our C hurch, w ithout contradiction and opposition from  other D ivines
as w ise and as learned as any w e have had: not given for granted, even by D r.
H ickes, of the m aterial side, in 1697;* no, nor in 1711, as hath been already
hinted. To be short then, that im portant point w as rather taken than given for
granted, by one w riter w ho w anted a foundation to build a new  system  upon: and
as the foundation itself w as w eak, the superstructure, of course, m ust fall,
how ever curiously w rought, or aptly com pacted, had it really been so.

*[H is w ords are: ñV ocal sacrifices are com m only called spiritual. ... These are
true, real sacrifices ... and therefore our Saviour is said to have offered them  up, H eb. 5:7,
and they are expressly called sacrifices, H eb. 13:15 and 1 Peter 2:5.ò Tw o D isc. p. 53.
ñThe sacrifice of praises and prayers unto G od ... is a proper, but spiritual sacrifice.ò p.
61.  N .B . It appears to m e, that D r. H ickesôs original schem e of the C hristian sacrifice
(though he called it m aterial) really m eant no m ore than an oblation of the m aterial
elem ents for consecration (w hich certainly is no sacrifice), and a com m em orative service
perform ed by the m aterial elem ents, and external, m anual service, as opposed to m ere



m ental or vocal: both w hich points m ight have been granted him , as not am ounting to the
sacrifice of any m aterial substance, the point is question.]
B ut it is tim e for m e now , m y R everend B rethren, to relieve your patience,

by draw ing to a conclusion. I have pointed out (so far as I have been able to
judge, upon very serious and diligent inquiry) the original ground and source of
all the confusion w hich has arisen in this argum ent. The changing the old
definitions for new  ones has perplexed us: and now  again, the changing the new
ones for the old m ay set us right. R eturn w e but to the ancient ideas of spiritual
sacrifice, and then all w ill be clear, just, and uniform . W e need not then be
vainly searching for a sacrifice (as the R om anists have been before us) am ong
texts that speak nothing of one, from  M elchizedek in G enesis dow n to H ebrew s
the thirteenth. O ur proofs w ill be found to lie w here the spiritual services lie, and
w here they are called sacrifices. The Eucharist contains m any of them , and m ust
therefore be a proper sacrifice, in the strength of those texts, and cannot be
otherw ise. H ere the prim itive Fathers rested that m atter; and here m ay w e rest it,
as upon firm  ground. Let us not presum e to offer the A lm ighty any dead
sacrifice in the Eucharist; he does not offer us em pty signs: but as he conveys to
us the choicest of his blessings by those signs, so by the sam e signs (not
sacrifices) ought w e to convey our choicest gifts, the G ospel services, the true
sacrifices, w hich he has com m anded. So w ill the federal league of am ity be
m utually kept up and perfected. O ur sacrifices w ill then be m agnificent, and our
priesthood glorious; our altar high and heavenly, and our Eucharist a constant
lesson of good life; every w ay fitted to draw  dow n from  above those inestim able
blessings w hich w e so justly expect from  it. Let but the w ork or service be
esteem ed the sacrifice, rather than the m aterial elem ents, and then there w ill be
no pretense or colour left for absurdly supposing, that any sacrifice of ours can
be expiatory, or m ore valuable than ourselves; or that our hopes of pardon,
grace, and salvation can depend upon any sacrifice extrinsic, save only the all-
sufficient sacrifice of C hrist. W hen once those foreign fictions, or fancies, of
other extrinsic sin offerings or expiations are rem oved, there w ill be no error of
asserting a proper eucharistic sacrifice; but m any good practical uses w ill be
served by it.

U nder the legal econom y, bulls and goats, sheep and turtledoves, bread
offerings and w ine offerings w ere really sacrifices: they had legal expiations
(shadow s of true) annexed to them ; to intim ate, that true expiation then, and
alw ays, m ust depend solely on the true sacrifice of atonem ent, the sacrifice of
the cross. The shadow s have since disappeared; and now  it is our great G ospel



privilege to have im m ediate access to the true sacrifice, and to the true
expiations, w ithout the intervention of any legal expiation or legal sacrifice. To
im agine any expiatory sacrifice now  to stand betw een us and the great sacrifice,
is to keep us still at a distance, w hen w e are allow ed to draw  near: it is
dishonouring the grace of the G ospel; and, in short, is a flat contradiction to both
Testam ents. For the rule of both is, and the very nature of things shew s that so it
m ust be, that all true expiation m ust resolve solely, directly, and im m ediately,
into the one true sacrifice of expiation, nam ely, the grand sacrifice. If, indeed,
w e had now  any legal or typical offences to expiate, then m ight bread and w ine
be to us an expiatory typical sacrifice, as before to the Jew s; and that w ould be
all. If w e look for anything higher, they have it not in them , neither by their ow n
virtue, nor by any they can borrow : for it is no m ore possible that the blood of
the grape, representing C hristôs blood, should purge the conscience, and take
aw ay sins now , than that the blood of bulls or of goats, representing the sam e
blood of C hrist, could do it aforetim e. The utm ost that any m aterial sacrifices, by
virtue of the grand sacrifice, could ever do, w as only to m ake som e legal or
tem poral atonem ent: they cannot do so m uch now , because the legal econom y is
out of doors, and all things are becom e new . In a w ord, our expiations now  are
either spiritual or none: and therefore such of course m ust our sacrifices also be,
either spiritual or none at all.
 

The  Appendix.
A s I have hinted som ething above of the strange lengths w hich have been

run, and of the unw arrantable excesses w hich som e late system s of the
eucharistic sacrifice m anifestly abound w ith; it m ay reasonably be expected that
I should here give som e account of w hat I there intim ated. I m ust ow n, it is the
m ost unw elcom e part of m y em ploy, and w hat I least w ished to be concerned in.
It can never be any pleasure to a good m ind to be exposing failings, even w hen
there is a necessity for it; but it is rather an abatem ent of the solid satisfaction
arising from  the m aintaining of the truth, that it cannot ordinarily be done
w ithout som e kind of rebuke, open or tacit, upon every gainsayer. W hen I first
engaged in the subject of the Eucharist, I saw  w hat necessity there w as for
throw ing off the m aterial hypothesis (being unscriptural, and uncatholic, and
m any w ays unreasonable), lest it should hang like a m illstone upon the neck of
the m ain cause. N evertheless, I endeavoured to rem ove that w eight w ith all
im aginable tenderness tow ards persons, living or dead; designing only to rectify
m istakes, in a m anner the m ost respectful, so as not to betray the cause of truth.
W hat I could not approve of, in a late learned w riter, I expressed m y dislike of,



w here necessary, in the softest term s; scarce noting the deform ities of his system
in any explicit w ay, but w rapping them  up in generals, and throw ing the kindest
shade over them . B ut by w hat has appeared since, I find, that every degree of
tenderness and every token of respect m ust be looked upon as nothing, unless I
could have com m ended the sam e w riter, as a person of sound judgm ent, [See D r.
B rettôs R em arks on R eview , p. 97, and com pare pp. 1, 121, 123, 156.] in the very things
w herein he certainly judged am iss, and m uch to the prejudice of those im portant
truths w hich I had undertaken to defend. A  very particular stress is laid upon that
gentlem anôs solid learning and judgm ent in this very question: he w as, it seem s,
visibly superior in learning and argum ent to all opponents;* insom uch that a
m ost em inent person, in 1716, had not the courage to contradict him , how ever
disposed to it, in the article of the sacrifice.** I have no inclination to detract
from  that gentlem anôs talents: though the proper glory of a m an lies not in the
possession, but in the right use of them . A dm iration of persons has often been
found a false guide in our searches after truth. V ery great m en have frequently
been observed to run into great excesses: and I doubt not but to m ake it appear
that he did so in the article now  before us. M en m ust, at last, be tried by truth
(w hich is above everything), and not truth by m en, or by nam es. [See m y
Im portance, etc. W orks, vol. iii. p. 667.] That I m ay observe som e m ethod, I shall
point out the excesses w hich that learned w riter appears to have run into, under
the heads here follow ing:ï

1. In depreciating spiritual sacrifices beyond w hat w as decent or just.
2. In overvaluing m aterial sacrifices.
3. In overstraining m any things relating to our Lordôs supposed

sacrifice in the Eucharist.
4. In overturning or under m ining the sacrifice of the cross.
5. In the w rong stating of our sacrifice in the Eucharist.
6. In giving erroneous accounts of the Evangelical or C hristian

priesthood.
These several heads m ay furnish out so m any distinct chapters: I shall take them
in the order as they lie, and shall proceed as far in them  as necessity m ay seem  to
require, or m y present leisure m ay perm it; reserving the rest for any future
occasion, according as circum stances m ay appear.

*[ñM r. Johnsonôs books had given great offence to m any in the highest stations in
this C hurch. D r. H ancock, D r. W ise, and D r. Turner, and som e others w ere encouraged to
answ er him ; but they w ere all found to be too w eak to be any of them , or all together, a
m atch for a m an of his solid learning and judgm ent: he w as visibly their superior in
learning and argum ent, and their faint essays served but to raise his reputation.ò B rettôs
R em arks on R eview , p. 122.]



*[ñThis em inent person, w hoever he w as (for M r. Johnson does not nam e him ),
and w ho w as least expected to favour the doctrine of the sacrifice, had not the courage to
deny it to be one.ò B rett, ibid.  The design, I suppose, of that em inent person, w as not to
enter into the debate at all, but only to suggest an healing thought, viz. that since every
thing of m om ent w as perfectly secure w ithout the m aterial hypothesis, there could be no
good reason left for the w arm th that w as show n in it. A  w ise reflection: w hich ought to
have been thankfully received, and seriously attended to.]

 
 

Chapter I
Shew ing som e Excesses of the new  Schem e, in depreciating spiritual Sacrifices.

I.  I m ade m ention before of M r. Johnsonôs taking it for granted, that
spiritual sacrifice cannot be sacrifice properly so called:* w hich w as throw ing
off a very im portant question too negligently, and forbidding it a fair hearing.

*[See above. I forgot to take G rotius into m y list above; w ho says, ñEleem osynae
et jejunia et res sim iles sunt sacrae actiones, et quidem  externae; ideoque cum  fiunt ex
fide in C hristum , sunt sacrificia novi foederis, etiam  talia per quae D eus nobis redditur
propitius.ò G rot. V ot. pro Pace, p. 670. C p. 715.]
II. Elsew here he m aintains, that ñit is im possible in the nature of things,

that prayer and praise w ithout sacrificeò (he m eant m aterial sacrifice) ñcan be
better than w ith it.ò [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 123.] I pass by the
pretense offered in support of this paradox; because it is an old one, borrow ed
from  the R om anists: and it w as solidly confuted long ago, by our very learned
and judicious M r. M ason. [M ason de M in A nglic. p. 585.] I shall only note further,
that the author m ight as justly have said, that it is im possible for uncircum cision
to be better than circum cision, because he w ho receives circum cision as he ought
m ust of course have the true circum cision of the heart, and both m ust needs be
better than none.

III. A nother the like paradox is that ñprayer and praise are absurdly
preferred to m aterial sacrifices.ò [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 127.] M uch
m ight be said in confutation of this assertion, both from  Scripture and antiquity:
but I consult brevity; besides that the bare m entioning such things is sufficient to
expose them . I shall only ask, how  cam e m aterial incense to be laid aside, and
naked prayer to be preferred before it, as proper to the saints, under the G ospel?
[R evel. 5:8. C p. Irenaeus, lib. iv. c. 17. p. 249.] Incense w as sym bolical prayer; prayer
is the evangelical incense, and as m uch preferable to the other, as truth is to
shadow , or thing signified to the sign or figure of it.

IV . To disparage spiritual sacrifice yet further, he says, ñA  contrite spirit is
called a sacrifice by D avid, though it be no m ore than a disposition of m ind
fitting us for devotion and hum iliation, and m ay prevail w ith G od w hen no real



[viz. m aterial] sacrifice is to be had.ò [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 128.]
A n unseem ly reflection upon w hat are em phatically called the sacrifices of G od,
in that very place, [In Psalm  51:17.] as vastly preferable to m aterial sacrifices. The
Psalm ist did not m ean, w hen m aterial sacrifice w as not to be had: for in the verse
im m ediately preceding he says, ñThou desirest not sacrifice, else w ould I give it:
thou delightest not in burnt offering.ò [The pretenses m ade for changing the translation,
in order to elude the sense, (p. 146,) appear so forced and unnatural, as not to deserve a serious
confutation.]  W hat could be said plainer, to shew  the preference of the spiritual
sacrifices above all other?

V . The author goes on in the sam e strain: ñW hatever is now  said of prayer
w ithout sacrifice, it is certain, that it is but m ere synagogue w orship.ò [Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 128.] It is certain that such prayer is the w orship of the
saints, under the G ospel, as I before noted. B ut, I presum e, this ingenious turn
w as thought on to anticipate or to retort the charge of Judaism ; w hich m ay justly
be objected to m aterial sacrifices, and frequently has been. It is odd to speak of
public prayer w ithout sacrifice, w hen such prayer is itself a C hristian sacrifice:
but he m eant prayer w ithout a m aterial sacrifice; that, in his account, is m ere
synagogue w orship. H e forgot, that it runs in C hristôs nam e.

V I. A nother position is, that ña sacrifice of righteousness signifies a noble
or rich sacrifice, such as it w as proper for K ing D avid to offer.ò [Johnson, ibid. p.
130.] B ut learned m en have w ell shew n, that it signifies true and spiritual
sacrifice, [See V itringa, de V et. Synagog. p. 65. O bservat. Sacr. tom . ii. p. 499. In Isa. tom . ii.
pp. 56, 733, 829.] as opposed to m aterial, typical, sym bolical: and such spiritual
sacrifice is really richer and nobler than an hecatom b. I am  aw are that som ething
m ay be speciously pleaded from  Psalm  51:19: and M r. Johnson m akes his use of
it. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 130.] B ut the learned V itringa seem s to m e
to have given a just account of that w hole m atter. [V itringa in Isa. tom . ii. p. 733.]

V II. To disparage spiritual sacrifices yet m ore, and to give the reader as
low  and contem ptible an idea of them  as possible, they are com pared w ith the
w ood offerings [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 225.] m entioned in N ehem iah
[N ehem . 10:34, 13:31.]; the fuel brought for the use of the sacrifices: and it is
thereupon observed, that ñthe Jew s of old hoped, as w ell as other people, by their
sw eet scented cane and w ood, to render their sacrifice a m ore agreeable service.ò
[Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 225.] A  coarse com parison! H ad not the
author otherw ise bore the character of a grave and serious w riter, one could not
have taken this extraordinary thought to proceed from  any reverent regard
tow ards spiritual sacrifices, the sacrifices of G od. H ow ever, w e m ay perceive
from  hence, that as often as any one should have objected the m eanness of a loaf
offering, or a w ine offering, he w as provided w ith an answ er, and prepared to



retort.
V III. I shall take notice but of one article m ore, under this head. It w as a

fam ous topic am ong the C hristian Fathers, w hen arguing for spiritual sacrifices,
that spiritual offerings w ere m ost agreeable to spiritual beings, [Tertullian. de O rat.
c. xxvii. xxviii. See R eview , above. Lactantii Epit. c. lviii. p. 169. D e ver. C ult. lib. vi. c. 24,
25.] such as G od, and the souls of m en: the sam e argum ent has been as justly
urged by learned m oderns. B ut in order to break the force of it, it is observed,
that Porphyry of old, and the Q uakers of late days, have carried those reasonings
too far, in the spiritualizing w ay. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 127.] B e it
so: m ay not w ise m en know  w here to stop? H as not external religion been
oftener and m ore grievously perverted, and carried into extrem es? W e know
w hat superstitions and dangerous deceits arose from  the use of m aterial incense
in the Eucharist, [V id. R enaudotius, C ollect. Liturg. tom . i. 201.] by the m aking it an
offering for sin:* neither have w e reason to expect anything better from  the
bringing in a m aterial m incha, for the like purposes, into the C hristian C hurch.

*[Jacob. Liturg. pp. 38, 53. ed. Fabric. M arci Liturg. 261. 273. O rdo C om m un.
R enaud. tom . ii. pp. 4, 6, 18, 19. M ozarab. M iss. in M artene, tom . i. pp. 470, 498. D ionys.
M issal. ibid. p. 519. Prudent. Pontif. ibid. 528. M aysacens. M issal. ibid. 538. C om pare,
591, 601.]
H ow ever, this w ay of depreciating internal religion and spiritual sacrifice

is not the w ay to prom ote the prim e uses, the practical ends and purposes of the
holy C om m union. It is indeed said on the other hand, in the w ay of apology, that
they ñdo not at all lessen the value of any internal grace, or the necessity of a
pious life,ò but the contrary. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 283, alias p. 288.
B rettôs R em arks on R eview , p. 139.] They do not m ean it, I easily believe: but in fact
they do it. For every cool, considering m an m ust see, that those low  notions of
spiritual sacrifice (very different from  the elevated ideas w hich Scripture and
C atholic antiquity everyw here inculcate) can have no good aspect upon practical
religion. A s to the pretense of ñraising the dignity of the Sacram ent,ò [Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 283.] by a m aterial sacrifice, it is m arvelous that any
m an of m oderate discernm ent can entertain such a thought: for the reverse is the
certain truth. The dignity of the holy Sacram ent m ust infallibly suffer, if so
m ean, so unprim itive a sacrifice should ever be adm itted into it. The ancients
constantly preserved the dignity of the Eucharist, by supporting the dignity of
spiritual sacrifices: if m oderns w ill subm it to learn of them , they w ill use the
sam e effectual m ethods, often proved and tried.
 

Chapter II
Shelving the Excesses of the N ew  Schem e in O vervaluing M aterial Sacrifices.



1. It is alleged, that ñthere is m ore intrinsic value in a loaf of bread and a
flagon of w ine, than in all the gold and silver in the Indies; because the form er
w ill for som e tim e support our lives, the other cannot do it of itself, but only as
by the consent of m en, it has a value set upon it.ò [Johnson, ibid. part ii. p. 62.] U pon
w hich I observe, 1. That the argum ent proves too m uch: for, by the sam e
argum ent, a flask of air w ould have m ore intrinsic value than all the rest put
together; since air is absolutely necessary to support life, w hich none of the rest
are. 2. The author observes elsew here, that bloody sacrifices, in them selves, are
of the nobler sort; [Johnson, Propit. O blat. p. 10.] that is, have m ore intrinsic value:
and yet D avid (a very w ise and good m an) disdained to offer even such to G od,
if they w ere to cost him  nothing. [2 Sam . 24:24.] H e m easured the value of the
sacrifice by the self-denial, the respect, and the affection of the offerer, shew n in
part by the costliness of the offering. A nd indeed, w hen G od did require m aterial
sacrifices at all, he required costly ones, of as m any as could afford it. B ut w hat
do our bread and w ine cost a w hole congregation? W hat the com m unicants,
w ho, perhaps, are not one half of the w hole? W hat does the quota of any single
com m unicant am ount to?  B esides that, in reality, w e give G od nothing: w e take
all to ourselves, though not all of it provided at our ow n proper cost or charge.
W as there ever such a sacrifice know n or thought on, either am ong Jew s or
G entiles, since the w orld stood?  O r w ere the prim itive C hristians ever charged 
w ith anything of this kind?

II. It is pretended further that this m aterial oblation is of ñgreater value
than ourselves.ò [Johnson, Propit. O blat. p. 107.] Im possible, if w e ourselves are the
offerers:* for it is a clear and uncontestable m axim  (as I have hinted above) that
the value of a sacrifice can never rise higher than the value of the sacrificers.
U pon the strength of w hich m axim  our very learned and judicious D ean Field
did not scruple to intim ate, that if a m an could be supposed to sacrifice even
C hrist our Lord, it w ould not be so valuable as the sacrifice of him self. [Field on
the C hurch, p. 209.] The sam e principle is confirm ed by the united voices of the
ancients, w ho alw ays looked upon self-sacrifice as the m ost valuable of any.**
They had good reason to think so, if either our Lordôs exam ple, or St. Paulôs
authority, [R om . 12:1. Phil. 2:17.  2 Tim . 4:6.] or the nature of the thing itself can be
of any w eight.

*[That w e are the offerers (and not C hrist, as the R om anists absurdly pretend) is
allow ed by D r. H ickes, w ho says, ñA s the congregation offered, so it consecrated and
perform ed the w hole eucharistic service, by the m inistration of the priest; w ho therefore
alw ays adm inistered in the plural num ber ... ́ ɟɞůűɏɟɞɛɏɜ ůŬɘ, ñw e offer,ò etc.  C hristian
Priesth. vol. i. pref. A ccount, pp. 22, 23.  The R om anists them selves allow ed it, a few
years before the C ouncil of Trent; as appears from  A lphonsus a C astro. H aeres. lib. x. fol.



214. ed. A .D . 1549.  ñSacerdos, in persona Ecclesiae, praesentat D eo Patri oblationem
factam  per Filium  in ara crucis.ò C p. Field, p. 210, and Spalatensis, lib. v. c. 6. p. 282.]

**[C lem . A lex. Strom . vii. pp. 836, 848, 849, 860. O rigen, tom . ii. p. 364. ed.
B ened. C yprian, Ep. 76. p. 232, alias Ep. 77. p. 159. Euseb. D em onst. p. 40. B asil, tom .
iii. p. 207. ed. B ened. N azianzen, tom . i. p. 38. H ilarius, p. 154. ed. B ened. C hrysost. tom .
v. pp. 20, 231, 316, 503. tom . vii. p. 216. ed. B ened. A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. xix. c.
23. lib. x. c. 20. ed. B ened. Procopius, in Isa. p. 22. G regor. M . D ial. iv. c. 59.]
III. It is pretended, that the bread and w ine are the m ost excellent and

valuable sacrifice, because ñthey are in m ystery and inw ard pow er, though not in
substance, the body and blood of C hrist, and therefore the m ost sublim e and
divine sacrifice that m en or angels can offerò [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p.
60: com pare 67, 141.]: they are enriched, replenished, overshadow ed by the H oly
Spirit, and by such D ivine influence rendered the body and blood in efficacy and
virtue, receiving by the Spirit a life-giving pow er.*

*[Johnson, ibid. p. 171. N ote, That overshadow ing is peculiar to B aptism : for
because it is said that a m an m ust be born of w ater and of the Spirit, the Fathers
som etim es follow ed the figure, in describing the new  birth. The Spirit is quasi m aritus;
the w ater is m arita, and foecundata, and therefore styled unda genitalis. The H oly G host
overshadow s; the w ater brings forth; and the holy thing born is the new  C hristian. H ow  to
adapt the sam e figure to the Eucharist, I see not; nor how  to apply it to the purpose of
sacrifice.]
To w hich I answ er, 1. That it is certainly a valuable Sacram ent: and w hat

the author here enum erates m ay skew  the value of w hat G od gives to us, not the
value of w hat w e give to him  in it. The Spirit, w hich is supposed to m ake all the
value, is w hat G od gives to us in the Eucharist, not w hat w e give to G od: for it
cannot be supposed that w e sacrifice the H oly Spirit. So that all that the author
has here said, how ever pertinent to the sacram ental part of the Eucharist, is
foreign to the sacrificial, and can add little to the value of it. It is but consecrated
bread and w ine still that w e are supposed to sacrifice; unless w e take in C hristôs
natural body to enrich the sacrifice, w hich w ould be Popery; or else the D ivine
Spirit, w hich is w orse. 2. B esides, it is certain, that the baptism al w aters are as
m uch enriched, replenished, overshadow ed by the H oly Spirit, and have the
sam e (if not greater) life-giving pow er, and yet they are no sacrifice at all. 3. I
have before hinted, that no sacrifice w hich w e can offer can be m ore valuable
than ourselves: and therefore all this pom pous train of w ords m ust com e to
nothing. 4. The notion of the Spiritôs com ing upon the elem ents, to m ake them
absolutely the body, is a gross notion; arising only from  a popular form  of
speech, [See m y R eview , above.] and not consistent w ith the true and ancient
doctrine, that the unw orthy eat not the body nor drink the blood of C hrist in the
Eucharist:* neither have they the com m union or fellow ship of the H oly Spirit. It



is not sufficient here to say, that they do receive the Spirit, but receive no
benefit, because they resist or quench the Spirit: for being ñguilty of the body
and blood of the Lord,ò in the very act (1 C or. 11:27) there is no room  to
suppose that in that very act they receive m otions of grace: and if they receive
none, there are none to be quenched. O r if, on the contrary, they w ere certain to
receive the kindly m otions of the Spirit in the very act, w ho should forbid the
unw orthy com ing to receive m otions of grace?  This evasion therefore w ill not 
answ er the purpose. The Spirit deserts ill m en in their sinful acts: therefore the
unw orthy do not receive the Spirit, but the elem ents only: therefore again, they
receive not the body; because w ithout the Spirit, the elem ents, ex hypothesi, are
not the body and blood, but bare elem ents, having a relative holiness, because
before consecrated, and that is all. 5. If the bread and w ine once consecrated
w ere absolutely the body and blood, by m eans of the Spirit, there is no reason
w hy the baptism al w aters should not be thought C hristôs blood absolutely, by
m eans of the sam e Spirit. It is certain, from  the nature of the thing, and it is
confirm ed by the concurring verdict of antiquity, [See m y R eview , above, and to the
references in the m argin add, Salm asius contr. G rot. pp. 186, 191, 394, and Patrickôs Full V iew
of the Eucharist, p. 82.] that w e are as properly dipped in the blood of C hrist in
B aptism , as w e eat the body and blood of C hrist in the Eucharist. Therefore the
baptism al w ater is as valuable as the eucharistic w ine, and as fit to m ake a
sacrifice of; and it is also com m em orative of the death and passion: consequently
the elem ents in either Sacram ent, being blessed w ith like privileges, and having
the like dignity, have all of them . in that view , the sam e title, and ought all of
them  to be sacrifices, as m uch as any.

*[A bove.  ñO stensum  est D om inum  recedere cum  negatur, nec im m erentibus ad
salutem  prodesse quod sum itur, quando gratia salutaris in cinerem , sanctitate fugiente,
m utetur.ò C yprian. de Laps. p. 214. ed. B ened.]
IV . It is further pretended, that the consecrated bread and w ine are

changed, if not in their substance, yet in their inw ard qualities [G rabe, D efens. Eccl.
pp. 75, 87, 20, 85, 91. Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 254, 255, alias pp. 258, 259,
163, 181, 183, 244. first ed.]: w hich appears to be sound only, w ithout m eaning; or
w ords w ithout ideas. W hen w ater is said to have been m iraculously changed into
w ine, the w ords carry som e idea of an internal change of qualities: but w hen
w ine rem ains w ine still, not changed as to colour, or taste, or sm ell, or any other
perceivable quality, it is hard to say w hat that inw ard change m eans, or w hat
idea it carries w ith it. O utw ard relations, adventitious uses or offices, are easily
understood; and relative holiness carries som e sense in it [See m y R eview , above.]:
but the inw ard change, the inhering, intrinsic holiness, supposed in this case, w ill
not com port either w ith true philosophy or sound theology. W hatever it m eans,



or w hatever it is conceived to be, certain it is, that it belongs as m uch to the
consecrated w aters of B aptism  [A bove.] as to the consecrated elem ents of the
Eucharist: and so let it pass.

V . The m ost im portant paradox of all, relating to this head, is, that the
consecrated elem ents are the substitutes of the body and blood; are sacrificed
first, and afterw ards taken by the com m unicants in lieu of the natural body and
blood, or of the sacrifice of the cross. [Johnson, Propit. O blat. pp. 29, 30, 44, 76.] ñThe
eucharistic bread and w ine are m ade the m ost perfect and consum m ate
representatives of the body and blood. ... They are not only substituted, but they
are, by the pow er of the Spirit w hich is com m unicated to them , ... m ade the
lively, efficacious Sacram ent of his body and blood. ... The visible m aterial
substitutes ... are the bread and w ine: and w hen the H oly Spirit, w hich is his
invisible representative, com m unicates its pow er and presence to the sym bols,
w hich are his visible representatives, they do thereby becom e as full and
authentic substitutes, as it is possible for them  to be. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, 
part i. p. 183, alias p. 186.  C om pare p. 344, alias 349, and p. 176, alias 179.] The
sacram ental body and blood of C hrist are substituted instead of the natural, and
are therefore first to be presented to the m ost w orthy party in the covenant, the
infinite grantor of all m ercies, and then, in the next place, to the least w orthy
persons, or the grantees, the w hole body of C hristian people.ò [Ibid. Pref. to second
edit.] H ow  to m ake any clear sense or consistency of these or the like positions, I
know  not; but they seem  to be em barrassed w ith insuperable perplexities. The
notion of substitute, as here applied, appears unaccountable. The sacram ental
body is supposed to be substituted for the natural, so as to be exclusively an
equivalent for it, m ade such consum m ate proxy, substitute, representative, by the
pow er and presence of the H oly Spirit w ith it and in it. This is the notion, if I can
understand it. A nd if this be the notion, it is very different from  the old notion of
instrum ents of investiture, or deeds of conveyance, supposed to convey
instrum entally som e other thing, [See m y R eview , above.] but not to be so given in
lieu of it, as to exclude it, or supersede it, or to supply the w ant of it.* The rights,
privileges, honours, offices, so conveyed, are supposed to go w ith the pledges,
and not to be m ade up to the grantee by an equivalent. The pledges (a ring,
suppose, or book, or parchm ent, or staff) are w orthless things in them selves, and
are valuable only for w hat accom panies them , not for w hat they really enclose or
contain. In a w ord, such pledges are not exclusively given in lieu of the things
w hich they are pledges of (for then the party w ould be no richer for them  than
the bare pledges am ount to), but such a m anner of delivery is m ade in lieu of
another m anner; and the pledge and thing go together.** In the Eucharist, for
exam ple, C hristôs crucified body and blood shed (that is, his atonem ent and



sacrifice) are spiritually eaten and drank, under the pledges of corporal
refreshm ent: and even the glorified body is received into real, but m ystical
union, under the sam e sym bols. Those sym bols, w ith w hat they contain, are not
substitutes, in the sense of equivalents for the things, to supersede them ; but they
are instrum ents to convey them , and to bring them  in effect to us. 2. It is not easy
to explain how  the supposed substitutes can be any sacrifice at all to G od. The
elem ents are not conceived substitutes of the body and blood, any otherw ise than
by the pow er and presence of the Spirit. The elem ents, w ith the Spirit, (not
separate from  the Spirit, w hich alone renders them  so valuable,) are supposed the
substitutes. Is the Spirit then sacrificed along w ith the elem ents? That is absurd.
B ut if the Spirit m akes no part of the thing sacrificed, the value departs from  it,
yea, and the essence of the substitutes; for the óbody and blood, that is, the
substitutes, are not sacrificed, but the elem ents only. If it be said, that grace or
virtue accom panies the elem ents, in the presenting them  to G od, like as in the
presenting the sam e elem ents to m an; this again is perfectly unintelligible. W e
can understand that pardon and sanctification are presented to the com m unicants
along w ith the sym bols: but how  pardon and sanctification should be presented,
in the w ay of sacrifice, to G od, is not easy to explain. 3. I m ust here also
observe, that w hatever those substitutes m ean, the baptism al w aters have as clear
a claim , in that case, as the eucharistic elem ents can have: they are as certainly
substituted in the sense of pledges, and in a sacram ental w ay, as the other can be
supposed to be. B ut it never w as the intention of either Sacram ent, that w e
should, in a sacrificial w ay, present to G od as m uch or the sam e that G od gives
to us.*** I see not the sense or the m odesty of pretending to it. Spirit, pardon,
grace, w e m ay be glad to receive; but w e have no right, no pretense, no pow er to
offer the sam e in sacrifice. It is neither practicable nor conceivable; it is m ere
confusion: w hich confusion arises, partly, from  the w ant of distinguishing
betw een w hat is in the elem ents, from  w hat com es w ith them ; and partly, from
the not distinguishing betw een the sacram ental view  of the Eucharist and the
sacrificial; or betw een the gifts of G od to m an, and the gifts of m an to G od. The
elem ents are in effect the body to us, because G od gives us the body by and w ith
the elem ents: but they are not in effect the body to G od; because w e do not give
to G od the fruits of the body crucified, or the privileges of the body glorified. A
m an m ust have very confused sentim ents, w ho can argue from  w hat w e receive,
in this case, to w hat w e give as a sacrifice.

*[For w ere it so, then the inw ard part, or thing signified, w ould not be our Lordôs
body, but a fictitious body given in its room : and if m ade such body absolutely, by an
union w ith the Spirit, it w ould be m ore properly the body of the Spirit, than our Lordôs
body, from  w hich it is supposed distinct: and in this w ay, the very idea of our m ystical



union w ith C hristôs glorified body w ould be obscured or lost, and w e should be but as
aliens from  his proper body; unless tw o bodies of C hrist (not sign and thing, but
absolutely tw o bodies, for the sacram ental is said to be absolutely the body) w ere given at
once in the Eucharist.]

**[See m y R eview , above. N .B . A  thing m ay be said to be given in lieu, or instead
of another thing, tw o w ays: 1 In a sense exclusive; as w hen a stone, suppose, is given
instead of bread, or a serpent instead of fish: w here neither the fish nor the bread are
supposed to be given, nor anything equivalent. To the sam e exclusive sense belongs the
giving value for kind; as m oney, suppose, instead of house or land: w here again neither
the house nor the land is supposed to be given, but an equivalent in m oney. 2. B ut one
thing is also said to be given in lieu of another thing, in an inclusive or accum ulative
sense; as w hen deeds are delivered instead of an estate, w hich is given w ith them  and by
them . H ere, in strictness, the deeds are not substitutes or equivalents for the estate: but
one form  of delivery, w hich is practicable and easy, is substituted and accepted, instead of
another form , w hich the principal thing given is not capable of. In this latter inclusive
sense, the sym bols of the Eucharist m ay be called substitutes, but not in the form er.]

***[Som e such confuse notion appears m ore than once in the Propitiatory
O blation, pp. 27, 43.  C om p. Preface to second edit. of U nbloody Sacrifice, and
A dvertisem ent, p. 498.  B revint takes notice of the like confusion in the conception of
som e R om anists upon this article. D epth and M yst. p. 20.]

 
Chapter III.

Pointing O ut Som e Excesses in Relation to O ur Lordôs Supposed Sacrifice
in the Eucharist.

1. It is pretended that our blessed Lord offered up his sacram ental body,
that is, the consecrated elem ents, as a m aterial sacrifice in the Eucharist.
[Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 85, 90, 92, edit. 2nd, part ii. pp. 1, 3, 6, 7, 178, 246,
242, et passim .] N ow , in the first place, I find no Scripture proof of this position.
The R om anists, in support of the general point of a m aterial or sensible sacrifice,
have often taken their tour from  M elchizedek in G enesis clow n to H ebrew s
13:10. A nd they have as often been pursued, in like order, by the best-learned
Protestants, [C hem nitius, R ainoldes, B ilson, H ospinian, D uplessis, M ason, Spalatensis,
M ontague, M orton, A lbertinus, Joan. Forbesius, B revint, Tow erson, K idder, Payne.] and
forced out of all their entrenchm ents.

The plea from  ñhoc facite,ò w hen first set up, w as abundantly answ ered by
a very learned R om anist: I m ean the excellent Picherell, [Picherellus, pp. 63, 136.]
w ho w rote about 1562, and died in 1590. Protestants also* have often confuted
it; and the Papists them selves, several of them , have long ago given it up. The
other boasted plea, draw n from  the use of the present tense, in the w ords of the
institution, has been so often refuted and exposed,** that I cannot think it
needful to call that m atter over again, in an age of so m uch light and learning.



The fairest pretenses from  antiquity have likew ise been again and again fully
answ ered, m ostly by the sam e hands. W herefore, let that be m y apology for not
taking distinct notice of every particular advanced by the late learned M r.
Johnson; w ho has but little of m om ent, w hich bad not been com pletely obviated
on one side (as it had been anticipated on the other side) long before he w rote in
this cause. H e w as indeed a stranger to w hat had been done; because he had
resolved and determ ined from  the first so to be, and held to his resolution all
along; as he frankly declared in 1714, and again in 1724.*** I com m end not his
rule nor his conduct in that particular. W ise m en w ill be alw ays glad to see w hat
w ise m en have said before them , in any point of controversy, and w ill not think
them selves so perfectly secure against m istaking the sense either of Scripture or
Fathers, as to need no counsellors to assist them , nor any eyes but their
ow n.**** It w as not right to im agine, that in 200 years tim e, or nearly (in a
question very frequently canvassed by the best-learned m en), nothing had been
thought on, nothing done, tow ards clearing the point; m ore than w hat a single
w riter m ight do at once, w ith a B ible only and som e Fathers before him . I should
not w onder if the strongest genius, w alking by such a rule, should com m it
abundance of m istakes in the m anagem ent of a controversy of any considerable
com pass or delicacy, such as this is. B ut I pass on.

*[Joan. Forbesius, p. 616. M ornaeus, p. 212. Salm asius contr. G rot. p. 444.
A lbertinus, pp. 498, 509. M orton, b. vi. ch. 1. p. 390. Tow erson, p. 276. B revint, D epth
and M yst. p. 128. Payne, p. 9, etc. Pfaffius, pp. 186, 220, 259, 269.]

**[Picherellus, pp. 62, 138.  Spalatensis, p. 278.  M ason, p. 614.  M orton, b. vi.
ch. 1. p. 394. A lbertinus, pp. 74, 76, 78, 119. Joan. Forbesius, p. 617. B revint, p. 128.
K idder and Payne. Pfaffius, pp. 232, 233.]

***[ñIt w as m y resolution from  the beginning, to take m y m easures and
inform ation from  antiquity only, and therefore not to look into any of those books that
had been w ritten, either by those of the C hurch of R om e for their corrupted sacrifice, or
by the Protestants against it: and I can truly say, I have m ost firm ly and religiously
observed this rule, w hich I at first proposed to m yself.ò Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice,
pref. epist. p. 39, first and second edit.]

****[O f the use and necessity of consulting m oderns (as w ell as ancients), see
R eview , above. To neglect m oderns, in such cases, is really nothing else but preferring
one m odern to all the rest, and claim ing to be heard as an interpreter of Scripture and
Fathers, at the sam e tim e refusing the favour of an hearing to every interpreter besides.]
It is certainly of som e m om ent that so learned and judicious a m an as

Picherellus (critically skilled in Scripture and Fathers, and under no bias, except
it w ere to the R om ish C hurch, in w hich he lived and died) should so expressly
and fully declare against our Lordôs offering any expiatory sacrifice in the
Eucharist. [Picherell, p. 134.] It is also of som e m om ent, that the current opinion



before the C ouncil of Trent w as against the first Eucharistôs being an expiatory
sacrifice; and that the divines of Trent w ere alm ost equally divided upon that
question; and that it w as chiefly fear of the consequences, obvious to Protestants,
w hich obliged the C ouncil to controvert the then current persuasion. [See Jurieu,
H ist. of the C ouncil of Trent, p. 380.] It is not w ithout its w eight, that Jansenius,
B ishop of G hent, w ho died fourteen years after, w as content to take in spiritual
sacrifice, in order to m ake out som e sacrifice in the first Eucharist:* as to w hich
he judged very right; for undoubtedly our Lord so sacrificed in the Eucharist,
and w e do it now . B ut proof has been given, nor ever can be given, of our Lordôs
sacrificing the elem ents. H e m ight, yea, and did offer the elem ents for
consecration (w hich is very different from  sacrificing, being done also in
B aptism ), or he m ight present them  as signs and figures of a real sacrifice, being
also signs and figures of real body and blood: but as they w ere not the real body
and blood w hich they represented, so neither w ere they the real sacrifice: neither
can it be m ade appear that they w ere any sacrifice at all.

*[ñD icendum  est, quod, C hristum  in C oena et Eucharistiae institutione sacrificium
obtulisse, prim um  quidem  satis est significatum , cum  dicitur gratias egisse. G ratiarum
actio enim  est quoddam  sacrificium : a qua C hristi actione Sacram entum  corporis et
sanguinis D om ini habuit nom en illud ab initio Ecclesiae, ut diceretur Eucharistia. Igitur
cum  gratiarum  actio est sacrificium , et Sacram entum  hoc dicatur et sit Eucharistia (quod
est gratiarum  actio), consequitur ex C hristi actione, et nom ine a C hristi actione im posito,
Sacram entum  hoc esse sacrificium . U nde in canone dicitur sacrificium  laudis: de quo
Psalm ista, im m ola sacrificium  laudis;ò etc. Jansenius, C om m . in C oncord. Evang. p. 904.]
A s the point now  in question has not been proved, there is the less

occasion to disprove it. W ant of proof is sufficient reason for rejecting a
position, according to the old rule, that the proof lies upon him  that affirm s.
H ow ever, I m ay, ñex abundanti,ò throw  in one reason against it, w hich m ay be as
good as a thousand, because it is decisive. If the elem ents w ere a sacrifice in the
first Eucharist, as upon the principles lately advanced, then they w ere given for
rem ission of sins; consequently w ere a sin offering and an expiatory sacrifice:
w hich is directly repugnant to the w hole tenor of the N ew  Testam ent,
everyw here ascribing true expiation solely to the death of C hrist. It is in vain to
plead, that this other sacrifice expiated in virtue of w hat it represented. The
blood of bulls and of goats represented C hristôs sacrifice, and expiated, so far as
they did expiate in virtue of it: yet St. Paul plainly teaches, that it w as not
possible, in the very nature of the thing, for those secondary sacrifices to ñtake
aw ay sins,ò [H eb. 10:4.] that is, to m ake true and spiritual expiation. They m ight
atone (and that in virtue of the grand atonem ent) for legal offences, or typical
sins, and m ight sanctify to the ñpurifying of the flesh,ò [H eb. 9:13.] procuring



som e tem poral blessings, w hich w ere figures and shadow s of eternal: but m ore
than that they could not do. True expiation alw ays rested im m ediately and solely
in the prim e sacrifice. A nd the secondary sacrifices could avail no further, by
any virtue w hatever, than to secondary, that is, typical and tem poral expiation.
N ow , as w e have no typical expiation at all under the G ospel, nor look for any
rem ission but w hat is spiritual, and ñpertaining to the conscience;ò [H eb. 9:9.] it is
exceeding plain, that the rem ission of the Eucharist resolves im m ediately and
entirely into the prim e and grand sacrifice, and not into any supposed elem ental
sin offering. N either indeed is there any such thing under the G ospel; it being
one of the great G ospel privileges to have im m ediate access to the true expiation,
and not to be kept, as it w ere, at a distance from  it, by the intervention of
secondary sacrifices, or secondary expiations. [See  above.]

Such m ost certainly is the doctrine of Scripture and of all antiquity: and
our ow n excellent Liturgy w as altogether form ed upon it. A ccordingly w e never
ask rem ission on account of any expiatory sacrifice but C hristôs alone; never
conclude our prayers (no, not even in the C om m union service) through the sin
offering of the Eucharist, but through Jesus C hrist our Lord: that is, through his
m erits, solely and im m ediately, and his sacrifice, not through any sacrifice of our
ow n: w hich w ould be both superstitious and profane.

If the reader w ould see the sense of the ancients, w ith respect to the w ords
of institution, ñbody given and blood shed for rem ission of sins,ò he m ay turn to
A lbertinus, [A lbertinus, p. 78. C om pare74, 119. A nd B ishop M orton, b. i. part 3. p. 112; b.
vi. ch. i. p. 394, etc.; ch. viii. p. 475, etc.] w ho produces a long list of ancients*
(besides a m ultitude of m oderns, Schoolm en and R om anists),** all interpreting
the w ords, not of the sacram ental body and blood given in the Eucharist, but of
the real body and blood w hich w ere to be given upon the cross. I m ay add one
m ore, older than any of them , nam ely, Tertullian; w ho does not only so interpret
the w ords, but occasionally m entions it as a very great absurdity, to interpret the
ñbody given for you,ò of the ñbread givenò: inasm uch as it w ould am ount to
saying, that the bread w as to be crucified for us.*** These things considered.,
w e m ay take leave to conclude, that the notion of C hristôs offering the
consecrated elem ents as a sacrifice, m ay justly be num bered am ong the
unw arrantable excesses of som e few  m oderns, w ho did not w ell consider w hat
they w ere doing.

*[O rigen, C yprian, C hrysostom , Jerom e, Pelagius, Theodorit, Fulgentius,
Ferrandus, Prim asius, Pseud-A m brose, H esychius, R em igius, Sedulius, B ede, Isidorus,
C laudius Taurinensis, H aym o, Euthym ius, Theophylactus, A nselm .]

**[A quinas, H ugo C ardinalis C arthusianus, Titelm annus, V alentia, Salm eron, S¨,



Jansenius, C ajetan, V asquez, M aldonate, B arradas, Suarez, etc.]
***[ñSi propterea panem  corpus sibi finxit quia corporis carebat veritate; ergo

panem  debuit tradere pro nobis faciebat ad vanitatem  M arcionis, ut panis crucifigeretur.ò  
Tertull. contr. M arc. lib. iv. cap. 40. p. 571.]
II. It is pretended further, that such sacrifice of the consecrated elem ents,

or sacram ental body and blood; w as our Lordôs m ost solem n act of his
M elchizedekian priesthood. Indeed, to m ake out this M elchizedekian offering,
som etim es our Lordôs sacrificing him self along w ith the sym bols is taken in:*
but I w ave the consideration of that additional part at present, designing to treat
of it separately in the next article. The sacrifice of the consecrated sym bols by
itself, m ust, upon the foot of the new  schem e, be reckoned M elchizedekian; as
w ell because our eucharistic sacrifice (w hich is not of the natural body, but of
the sacram ental only) is reputed M elchizedekian, [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part
i. p. 317, alias 322.] as also because it is self-evident, that M elchizedek did not
sacrifice the natural body of C hrist, w hich w as not then in being, but the
sacram ental only, if either. If therefore our Lordôs sacrifice of him self in the first
Eucharist be taken in to com plete the m ost solem n act, then it m ust be said, that
he offered tw o sacrifices in the Eucharist, and both of them  M elchizedekian; of
w hich I shall say m ore below , in the place proper for it. O ur present concern is
only w ith the sacrifice of the consecrated elem ents, considered as a
M elchizedekian sacrifice by itself.

*[ñThe Spirit by w hich they w rote directed them  ... to represent our Saviour, as
now  perform ing the m ost solem n act of his M elchizedekian priesthood, and therefore as
offering his body and blood to G od, under the sym bols of bread and w ine.ò Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 83, alias 86.]
I apprehend that it has not, and that it cannot be proved, that M elchizedek

(so far as his priesthood, or the acts of it are recorded in Scripture) m ade any
expiatory, or any m aterial sacrifice at all. H is sacerdotal function w as described
but in part, to m ake it the fitter type of part of our Lordôs priesthood. O ther parts
of our Lordôs priesthood w ere sufficiently typified by the A aronic priesthood:
but sonic further type w as still w anting, to typify w hat A aronôs priesthood could
not do. A aronôs typified the transient part, the atoning part; w hich w as to be
perform ed once for all by our Lord: but the abiding or everlasting part (viz. the
distributing the subsequent or perm anent benefits of that atonem ent) w as not
provided for in A aronôs priesthood, considered as typical of our Lordôs, but w as
to be typified another w ay; nam ely, by the priesthood of M elchizedek,
represented no further in Scripture than the reason of such type required.
M elchizedek therefore w as introduced, not as offering any sacrifice of



atonem ent (that w as to be considered as previously executed), but as conveying
or applying, instrum entally, the subsequent blessings of that atonem ent. This
w as part of the sacerdotal office: and in respect of this part only, M elchizedek
w as introduced as a priest; to typify, as I said, the perm anent part of our Lordôs
priesthood. Types, at the best, are but im perfect resem blances of their antitypes
or archetypes: and therefore it is no w onder, if our Lordôs priesthood (a
com plicated office) could not sufficiently be represented, w hole and entire, by
any single type, but m ight require several, and of different kinds, to represent it
distinctly, as branched out into its several distinct particulars.

W hoever w ell considers in w hat m anner M elchizedek is introduced in
G enesis, [G en. 14:18.] and w hat is further said of him  by the Psalm ist [Psalm
110:4.] and by St. Paul, [H eb. 5:6, 10ï11,  6:20, 7:1ï24.] w ill easily perceive the truth
of w hat I say. M elchizedek, therefore, so far as he is brought in for a type, did
not sacrifice at all (except it w ere in the spiritual w ay of lauds), but he
instrum entally conveyed to A braham  the blessings of the grand sacrifice; like as
C hristian m inisters now  do to the children of A braham , that is, to all the faithful.

The ancient Fathers, w ho have often been w rongfully appealed to in this
m atter, by Papists in general, and by som e Protestants, m eant no m ore than w hat
I have here said: though it w ould be tedious to enter into a detail of them .* They
m eant that M elchizedek, by a divine instinct, [V id. Euseb. D em onstr. Evang. lib. v.
cap. 3. p. 243.] foreseeing the sacrifice of the cross, offered to G od, by w ay of
thanksgiving, a m ental, vocal, m anual representation or figuration of it, by the
sym bols of bread and w ine; and by the sam e sym bols, instrum entally conveyed
to A braham  the spiritual blessings of it. This I observe of those Fathers w ho
m ake the m ost of w hat M elchizedek did: but the Fathers of the first tw o
centuries and a half say nothing expressly of his offering to G od anything,
(w hether in a spiritual w ay or otherw ise,) but only of his feasting A braham  and
his fam ily. A s to the later Fathers, som e of them  speak w ith the sam e reserve as
the m ore ancient Fathers did; others are m ore explicit: but none of them , I
conceive, w ent further than w hat I have m entioned. U pon the w hole therefore,
their testim onies are altogether foreign to the point of sacrificing the elem ents,
being that they w ere not considered as sacrifices, but as figures of a sacrifice,
and instrum ents of a thanksgiving service.

*[The ancients referred to on this article are, C lem ens A lexandrinus, Tertullian,
O rigen, C yprian, Eusebius, Julius Firm icus, Epiphanius, Philastrius, A m brosius,
C hrysostoin, Jerom e, Pelagills, A ustin, Isidorus Pelusiota, C yril of A lexandria, Theodorit,
Leo M agnus, A rnobius junior, C aesarius of A rles, C assiodorus, Prim asius, Isidorus
H ispalensis, D am ascene, Pseud-A thanasius, Pseudo-C yprianus, Pseud-A m brosius,
Paschasius R adbertus, O ecum enius, Thenphylact, Euthym ius, Potho Prum iensis; and



perhaps m ore.
W hat M r. Johnson has pleaded in favour of his notion had been

sufficiently obviated by Picherell, [Picherell, pp. 116, 135, 333, etc.] am ong the
R om anists, long before; and by m any judicious Protestants* after him . The sam e
has been confuted by the learned Pfaffius [Pfaffius, pp. 196, 278, 321, 323.] since; as
also by the reverend and learned M r. Lew is, in a sm all tract, [Lew is, A nsw . to
U nbloody Sacrifice, pp. 18ï23.] containing m uch in a little; close, clear, and
judicious, published in 1714.

*[Jew el, A nsw . to H arding, p, 425. Peter M artyr, Loc. C om m . p. 895. B ilson, p.
702. Spalatensis, p. 272. M ason, p. 557.  G ul. Forbesius, p. 672, second edit.  Jackson,
vol. ii. p. 955. vol. iii. p. 305, M orton, b. vi. B revint, D epth and M yst. p. 107, etc. 135. 
 O utram , p. 228. K idder and Payne. A lbertinus, pp. 199, 200.]
The sum  then is that if our Lordôs perform ances in the first Eucharist w ere

such as M elchizedek perform ed (by the accounts w hich Scripture and antiquity
give of them ), they am ounted only to a spiritual sacrifice of lauds, a
representation of the sacrifice to be m ade upon the cross, and a distribution of
the benefits and blessings of that sacrifice to his disciples.

III. It is pretended, that our Lord did not only sacrifice his sacram ental
body in the Eucharist, but his natural body besides, sacrificed both in the sam e
act. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 49, 83, 118, first edit. alias 51, 86, 122, second
edit. part ii. pp. 6ï10.] This refinem ent of the m aterial schem e w as not thought on
(so far as appears) before 1714, and then hardly subm itted to, after m uch
reluctance, by the learned D r. H ickes; and not w ell relished by others on the
m aterial side, w hom  M r. Johnson com plained of in 1720. [Johnson, Saxon Law s,
pref. p. 56.] H ow ever, the strength of the cause w as now  m ade to ñdepend in a
great m easure,ò upon that ñm atter of factò (as it is called [Johnsonôs U nbloody
Sacrifice, part ii. p. 272.]) advanced w ithout proof, or so m uch as appearance of
proof; excepting the precarious argum ent draw n from  the present tense,
m entioned above; and except another as slight an argum ent draw n from  John
17:20, taken w ith som e obscure testim onies of Fathers; w hich at m ost prove only
that our Lord devoted him self in the Eucharist or elsew here, before his passion,
to be an expiatory sacrifice on the cross: not that he sacrificed him self, in the
expiatory sense, before. A  personôs devoting him self in order to be such a
sacrifice, is not perform ing the sacrifice, any m ore than engaging to do a thing is
actually doing it.* So slender are the proofs of this new  notion. B ut let us see
w hat self-contradictious and other absurdities it contains in it, or carries w ith it.

*[O f this see D r. Turnerôs C hristian Eucharist no Proper Sacrifice, p. 19, etc.
Fieldôs w ords in the like case are very applicable here: ñThis proveth not a real sacrifice
of C hrist. ... For his blood is not poured out, neither is he slain indeed. A s in the tim e of



the old Law , if the priest reaching forth his hand to slay the beast that w as brought to be
sacrificed, had been so hindered by som ething interposing itself, that he could not slay the
sam e, he had offered no sacrifice, but endeavoured only so to do, so is it here.ò Field, p.
207.  Put ñengagedò for ñendeavoured,ò and the argum ent is m uch the sam e.]
1. It is supposed to be the m ost solem n act of the M elchizedekian

priesthood; though it is certain that M elchizedek neither so sacrificed him self,
nor our Lordôs natural body or blood, not then existing.

2. It supposes tw o expiatory sacrifices m ade by our Lord in the Eucharist;
one of the sacram ental body, and the other of the. real: this the author seem s to
ow n, thinking he has som e colour for it in H ebrew s 9:23, w here St. Paul (he
says) calls the offering m ade by C hrist sacrifices, in the plural num ber. [Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. pref. p. 5.] A s to the construction of that text, I am  content
to refer to com m entators, not suspecting that so forced and strange a sense is at
all likely to gain m any follow ers: the hypothesis itself m ust be better supported,
before any such odd m eaning of that text can be adm itted. B ut w hat shall w e do
w ith those tw o sacrifices of our Lordôs in the Eucharist? They agree not w ith the
w ords of institution, ñThis is m y bodyò:  w hich should rather have run, This is 
m y tw o bodies, m y sacram ental one, and m y natural: and so likew ise the w ords,
ñThis is m y blood.ò Then again, those tw o sacrifices, being both expiatory, both
given for the ñlife of the w orld,ò there w ould be tw o propitiations, tw o
expiations; and w e shall w ant to know  w hat w as the precise value of this, and
w hat of that, and w hether they differed in value as finite and infinite; or w hether
they w ere of equal w orth.

It is pleaded, that they w ere both but one oblation: w hich is resem bled to a
deed of gift, w here, by delivery of a parchm ent, lands or houses are conveyed;
and it is further likened to a m anôs presenting to G od houses, etc., by a piece of
m oney, or a pair of gloves. [Johnson, Saxon Law s, pref. 57.] B ut this account w ill not
tally, because the sacram ental body is supposed to be a com plete substitute, [See
above.] m ade so by the H oly Spirit; w hich therefore m ust be a great deal m ore
than a pledge or earnest of the natural, being itself absolutely C hristôs body, and
invested w ith the like pow er and efficacy. So here w ere tw o sacrifices of like
pow er and efficacy, and therefore of like value, as it seem s: there w ere principal
and proxy, the thing itself and the equivalent, both together, though they
m utually superseded each other. [Ibid.] The first of them  seem s to be advanced,
in order to m ake our Lordôs tw o sacrifices look like one sacrifice; and the
second, to the end that ours, w hich is but one of the tw o, and infinitely slighter,
m ay yet look as considerable to us now , as both his then w ere to his disciples.*
B ut if the elem ental sacrifice be considered only as gloves or parchm ent in
com parison, notw ithstanding all its inherent virtues and enrichings of the Spirit,



then it is not a substitute in the sense contended for, nor of any considerable
value; so that instead of calling it a substitute or a sacrifice, w e m ay better call it
a sign or figure of our Lordôs sacrifice, or at m ost a pledge, earnest, or token of
our ow n. I here take it for granted, that our Lordôs elem ental sacrifice w as at
least as good as ours can be supposed to be: and if even his w as but as gloves or
parchm ent (com paratively speaking), ours at this day can be no m ore; and if so,
it does not appear w orth the contending for, w hile w e have an infinitely better
sacrifice to trust to, and to rest our expiation upon.

*[N .B . A s there are tw o inconsistent accounts here tacked together, in order to
serve tw o different purposes, so it is observable that different reasons in different places
have been assigned for calling the elem ents the body: for w hen they are to be m ade
substitutes, then the reason given for the nam e of body is that they are in pow er and
effect, by the Spirit, the sam e w ith the archetypes, the very body and blood w hich they
represent. Part i. pp. 177ï212. B ut w hen it is to be proved, that C hrist offered his natural
body besides, then the reason w hy the elem ents are called his body is quite another
reason, viz. because he offered his natural body a sacrifice by and under the elem ents, as
sym bols or pledges. See part ii. pref. p. 2. I m ay note that if the last reason w ere a true
one, w e could have no pretense now  for calling the elem ents his body; because it is not
our intention to offer, under the sym bols, our Lordôs natural body as a sacrifice for the
sins of m en: w e cannot sacrifice C hrist our Lord.]
3. There is no m ore proof m ade that our Lord in the Eucharist consigned

his natural body to be broken, and his natural blood to be shed, than that he
consigned the sam e to be then and there eaten and drank. It is allow ed, that w hat
w as given for them  in the Eucharist, w as also given to them ; and w hat w as given
to them , that they received. [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, p. 87, alias 91. part ii. p. 112.]
If therefore our Lord then and there gave his natural body and blood for them ,
they then and there received the sam e natural body and blood: but if he gave
them  not, no transfer, no sacrifice w as yet m ade of them . It is argued, ñif the
bread and w ine w ereò [in the Eucharist] ñgiven to G od, so w ere C hristôs natural
body and blood tooò [Johnson, Saxon Law s, pref: 57.]: by the sam e w ay of reasoning,
if the bread and w ine w ere in the Eucharist given to the disciples, so w ere
C hristôs natural body and blood too.

I know  it is denied that C hrist gave his natural body, in such a sense, to the
disciples, because of the glaring absurdity; and it is pleaded in that case, that our
Saviour, in the institution, ñsaid not one w ord of his natural body.ò [See B rettôs
D iscourse on the Eucharist, pref. p. 16. A nsw er to Plain A ccount, p. 41. Johnson, Propit. O blat.
p. 33.] B ut w hy then is it pretended, from  the sam e institution, that he consigned
his natural body to G od as a sacrifice? [See Johnson, part i. pp. 64, 83. part ii. pp. 4, 6,
7, 9, 272, 273.] If our Lordôs silence, as to his natural body, is an argum ent that it
w as not then given to the D isciples, the sam e silence is as good an argum ent to



prove that it w as not then given for them  to G od: or if any w ords of the
institution prove that the natural body w as then given for them , the sam e w ords
w ill equally prove, that it w as also then given to them  and received by them ; and
orally too, according to the hypothesis w hich I am  here exam ining. To be short,
upon the principles advanced to support the m aterial sacrifice, it m ost evidently
follow s, either that the natural body w as not given to G od in the first Eucharist;
or if it w as, that it w as literally given to the disciples also, and orally received by
them .

IV . A nother paradox relating to this head is ñthat our Saviour laid dow n
his life, w hen, by a free act of his w ill, he did give his body and blood to G od, in
the Eucharist.ò [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. p. 69.] It m ight as justly and
w ith as m uch propriety be said, that he w as crucified at the table, or died at his
last Supper. B ut the author, I presum e, being sensible, that w here our Lord ñlaid
dow n his life,ò there he sacrificed him self; and having conceived that the
sacrifice of him self should be perform ed in the Eucharist, and there only, he w as
under a kind of necessity of m aintaining (pursuant to his other principles), that
our Lord ñlaid dow n his lifeò in the Eucharist. The love of C hrist tow ards us is
som etim es expressed by his ñlaying dow n his lifeò for us [John 10:15, 17ï18. 1 John
3:16.]; and oftener by his dying [R om . 5:6, 8; 14:9. 1 C or. 8:11, 15:3.  2 C or. 5:15.  1
Thess. 5:10.] for us: w hich (besides the general use of the phrase of ñlaying dow n
oneôs lifeò) is a m ore special argum ent w ith respect to this case, that the phrases
are here equivalent. Let it be said then, that C hrist w as crucified, slain, gave up
the ghost, or resigned his spirit in the Eucharist: indeed, they m ay any of them  be
as reasonably asserted, as that he literally sacrificed him self in the Eucharist.

A nother learned w riter, on the sam e side, chooses rather to say, that our
Lord ñlaid dow n his life,ò w hen he surrendered him self to the band of soldiers
[B rettôs A nsw . to Plain A ccount, pp. 62, 75.]; w hich w as after his last Supper; but if
any person w ould undertake to justify such new  construction of the phrase, he
should produce som e exam ple to shew , that any one has ever been said to have
ñlaid dow n his lifeò w ithout dying, or before he died. A nd yet if any such
exam ple could be produced, it w ould not fully com e up to this particular case,
because our blessed Lord, at the very last m om ent, w hen he resigned his soul,
had it in his pow er to rescue him self from  death, as w ell as he had pow er to raise
the dead. H is life no m an could w rest from  him  at any tim e: neither w as it taken
till the very instant w hen he ñlaid it dow n of him selfò, [John 10:18.]
condescending to suspend his D ivine pow er, or the exercise of it. B ut I shall
have another occasion to say m ore of this m atter under the follow ing chapter.
 

Chapter IV



Pointing O ut Som e Excesses in Relation to the Sacrifice of the C ross.
The sacrifice of the cross is so m om entous an article of the C hristian

religion, that w e have great reason to be jealous of any attem pt either to overturn
it, or to underm ine it. N o such thing w as ever form ally attem pted, that I know  of,
by any D ivines of our C hurch, before 1718, w hen the second part of U nbloody
Sacrifice appeared. The author him self, in his first part, had ow ned the sacrifice
of the cross m ore than once,* in w ords at least; though he then seem s to have
scrupled, in som e m easure, the use of the phrase, and to have been looking out
for som e evasive construction to put upon it. A fterw ards, in som e places, he
ordered m actation to be read for sacrifice, [See Johnson, part ii. p. 267.] or for
oblation: and m actation at length becam e his usual expression for w hat w e call
the sacrifice of the cross. Let us exam ine his reasons or m otives for this so
im portant a change in C hristian theology.

*[Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 12, 66, 68, 95, first edit. Propit. O blat.
p. 106.  N .B . D r. H ickes all along ow ned the sacrifice of the cross. (C hrist. Priesth. vol. i.
p. 165.) So likew ise M r. Leslie, and M r. Scandret, pp. 4, 8, 157. D r. B rett also, as late as
1713, w hich appears by his Serm on on the C hristian A ltar, etc. pp. 18, 19. Though he
adopted M r. Johnsonôs new  notions in or before 1720. D iscourse, etc. p. 39.]
I. H is first scruple seem s to have been w hat he had hinted in the first

edition of his first part, w here he says, ñB y sacrificed on the cross, w e m ust then
m ean, that he w as slain as an expiatory victim , and not that he offered him self as
a M elchizedekian priest; for he declares that he did this in the Eucharist. For this,
says he, is m y body given to G od for you.ò [Ibid. p. 95.] H e adds afterw ards, ñIt
cannot be proved,ò that the M elchizedek in G enesis did offer bloody sacrifice.
[See Johnson, part ii. p. 472.] This pretense is very slight; because it cannot be
proved, by anything said in G enesis, or any other part of Scripture, or by
antiquity, universality, and consent, that M elchizedek sacrificed bread at all, or
that he did anything m ore (so far as he is brought in for a type) than w hat
am ounted to the prefiguration of the grand sacrifice, and an instrum ental
conveyance of the blessings of it. [See above.] H ow ever, as it is certain from
Scripture, confirm ed by antiquity, universality, and consent, that our Lord did
offer him self a sacrifice on the cross, and that our Lord w as not a priest of any
other order but the order of M elchizedek, it m ost evidently follow s, that such his
sacrifice w as so far M elchizedekian, w as an act of that priesthood w hich w as
altogether M elchizedekian, and not A aronic. [H eb. 7:11, 13ï14, 16ï17.] In the
strictest sense, no m aterial sacrifice, bloody or unbloody, no active sacrifice at
all (excepting the sacrifice of lauds), can be M elchizedekian; for M elchizedek,
as a type, offered nothing but lauds to G od, and blessings to A braham  under
visible signs: but as our Lordôs priesthood w as entirely M elchizedekian, and



contained the atoning as w ell as benedictory part, it is m anifest, that even the
atonem ent, so considered, w as M elchizedekian, as opposed to A aronic. In short
then, it m ust not be said that our Lordôs sacrifice w as bloody, and therefore not
M elchizedekian; but it w as M elchizedekian, though bloody,* because it w as our
Lordôs, w ho w as of no other priestly order but the order of M elchizedek. It is a
poor thought of the R om anists, and it is w ell exposed by D ean B revint, [B revint,
D epth and M ystery, etc. pp. 116ï118.] that bread and w ine are necessary to every act
or exercise of the M elchizedekian priesthood: for as the notion is founded in
error, so it term inates in absurdity. O ur Lord had no bread to offer on the cross:
neither has he any bread or w ine to offer in heaven, w here he intercedes as a
priest in virtue of his sacrifice once offered, and blesses as a priest, and ñabideth
a priest continually.ò [H eb. 7:3.] B ut I proceed.

*[N .B . It cannot be reasonably doubted but that M elchizedek offered bloody
sacrifices, after the w ay of the ancient Patriarchs: only, that part of his priesthood w as not
m entioned; as there w as no need to m ention it, since the benedictory part of his
priesthood w as all that the type intended w as concerned in, as I before intim ated.]
2. The first and m ain scruple against the sacrifice of the cross being thus

considered and confuted, there w ill be less difficulty w ith the rest, w hich are
slighter, and w hich appear to have been invented purely to w ait upon the other.
A  second scruple is, that our Lord could not, w hile alive, offer (unless it w ere
under sym bols) his body and blood, as substantially separated; because it
appears not that any blood flow ed from  him  till the soldier pierced him ; but it is
probable, that the ñnails so filled the orifices,ò that ñno blood could issue
thence.ò [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, Pref. pp. 4, 5.] I shall venture to leave this
ingenious speculation w ith the reader.

3. A gainst the sacrifice of the cross, it is pleaded that to suppose it ñis to
render the sacrifice of C hrist a bloody one indeed; so bloody, as that it cannot be
reconciled to purity of any sort, till killing oneôs self be esteem ed a virtue.ò [Ibid.
part ii. p. 70.] The sam e argum ent, as lately revived by another gentlem an, runs
thus: ñH e could not offer him self a sacrifice in any other m anner than by
sym bols or representatives: for had he in any m anner put him self to death, he
m ight have been too justly accused of self-m urder.ò*  Sorry I am , that anything
of this kind, though only in the w ay of argum ent, should drop from  serious and
religious persons: and I w as in som e doubt w ith m yself, w hether I could
prudently or reverently repeat it, though in order only to confute it. B ut w ho can
any longer bear to have that m ost precious sacrifice, upon w hich all our hopes
and all our com forts depend, treated in a m anner far from  becom ing it? W hy
m ust C hristôs laying dow n his life be so invidiously, so injuriously called putting
him self to death?  To resign his life, or voluntarily to subm it to death, is one 



thing: to put him self to death is quite another, differing as active disobedience 
from  passive obedience.  B ut though he w as passively obedient, in subm itting to
suffer, bleed, and die for us, it does not therefore follow , that he exercised no act
of offering, or that he m ade no active sacrifice on the cross. It w as his ow n
choice to subm it to the w ill of his enem ies, and his choosing so to suffer, so to
be passive, for the honour of G od and the salvation of m en, w as the divinest act
and exercise of true piety and philanthropy. It w as active virtue, as all choice
(w hether to do or to suffer) is equally active, an act of the w ill, and a w ork.** H e
thus actively offered on the cross his body, his blood, his soul, his life to G od;
choosing not to kill, but to be killed; not to slay, but to be slain: and by such act
of subm ission and resignation to the w ill of G od, he m ade him self a voluntary
sacrifice, in his death, for the sins of m ankind. This is the plain doctrine of the
G ospel, w hich every one that runs m ay read: and it is confirm ed by as early, as
universal, and as constant, a tradition for fifteen centuries or m ore, as any point
of C hristian doctrine w hatsoever; from  B arnabas, C lem ens, and Ignatius,
[B arnabas. Ep. ch. vii. p. 21. C oteler. C lem . R om . Epist. i. c. 49. Ignatius ad Ephes. c. ii.]
dow n even to Socinus of the sixteenth century. It w ould be tedious to enter into
the detail of authorities; neither can it, I presum e, be necessary. I shall only hint
further, that from  the third century and dow nw ards, ñaltar of the crossò*** has
been the current language: one certain argum ent, am ong m any, that the sacrifice
w as supposed to be m ade upon the cross. A nd such also is the language of the
G reek and O riental liturgies.****

*[B rettôs A nsw . to Plain A cc. p. 66. O ne m ight here m ake use of Tertullianôs
argum ent against M arcion, (cited above) w ith a very little change. ñIf our Lord m ade for
him self a body of bread to be sacrificed, because he could not offer him self in any other
m anner than by sym bols, then w as bread given for the life of the w orld, and bread should
have been crucified for us.ò]

**[A quinas understood ñactiveò and ñpassiveò as w ell as m ost can pretend to: and
he scrupled not to call our Lordôs passive obedience, a w ork: ñH oc ipsum  opus, quod
voluntarie passionem  sustinuit,ò etc. See above. The argum ent from  the w ord ñpatient,ò or
ñpassive,ò in this case, is only playing upon an equivocal nam e, and com m itting a
fallacy.]

***[O rig. tom . ii. p. 220. cp. 187, 83, 362. ed. B ened. Eusebius de Laud.
C onstant. 765. ed. C ant. H ieronym . tom . ii. part. 2. 167. tom . iii. 384. ed. B ened.
A m brosius, tom . i. 995, 1002. tom . ii. 1054. ed. B ened. C hrysostom , tom . ii. 403, 404. ed.
B ened. in H eb. 839. A ugustinus, tom . iv. 211, 1565. tom . v. A ppend. 273. tom . viii. 820.
Leo M agn. tom . i. 251, 261, 264, 267, 276, 293. Q uen. V enant. Fortunat. H ym n. de Pass.
C hristi, p. 695.]

****[Jacob. Liturg. p. 35. Fabric. B asil. Liturg. C opt. p. 24. R enaud. G regorii
Liturg. C opt. 36. 37. cp. 46. B asilii Liturg. A lex. p. 83. G regorii Liturg. pp. 120, 121, 123.



O rdo C om m un. Syr. Jacob. p. 22.]
It is very w rong to suggest that our Lord w as m erely passive in laying

dow n his life, because nature w as spent, and because he had been half dead
before, and the like [Johnson, part ii. pp. 69, 70.]; as if any violence of death could
have w rested his soul from  him , the Lord of life, as it m ay ours. O ur older and
better divinity m ay be seen in the learned and judicious B ishop B ilson, w ho
confirm ed the sam e both by Scripture and Fathers. It ran thus: ñThe conjunction
of the hum an nature w ith the D ivine, in the person of C hrist, w as so fast and
sure, that neither sin, death, nor hell, assaulting our Saviour, could m ake any
separation, no not of his body: but he him self, of his ow n accord, m ust put off
his earthly tabernacle, that dying for a season, he m ight conquer death forever.
A nd so the laying dow n his life w as no im posed punishm ent, nor forcible
invasion of death upon him , but a voluntary sacrifice for sin, rendered unto G od
for our sakes.ò [B ishop B ilson, Full R edem ption, etc. p. 8.] This doctrine B ishop
B ilson defended against som e rigid C alvinists of his tim e, w ho m aintained the
contrary [Ibid. p. 229.] for the support of som e other false principles. B ut I return.

The author of U nbloody Sacrifice, though he had argued before, several
w ays, against the sacrifice of the cross, yet retreated at length to this: ñI do not,
nor ever did deny, that C hrist offered him self on the cross; but I declare, I cannot
prove it from  Scripture; so that if it be true, I leave it to be proved by tradition.ò
[Johnson, Saxon Law s, vol. i. pref. p. 58.] H ow  hard of belief in this high article, w hen
it is undeniable that Scripture (taken in the sense of the Fathers of the first,
second, and follow ing centuries) does prove it; and w hen, in other cases, he
conceived, that that m an ought to suspect his ow n judgm ent and orthodoxy,
w hose opinions sink below  the standard of the second age after C hrist.ò
[Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part. i. p. 212, alias 215.] B ut w e need not Fathers in this
point, nor indeed anything but Scripture texts, and unprejudiced reason.

The prophet Isaiah represents our Lord as ñw ounded for our
transgressions,ò and ñbruised for our iniquities,ò and ñm aking his soul an
offering for sin.ò [Isa. 53:5, 10.] W here but on the cross?  N ot at his last Supper, 
w here he w as neither w ounded nor bruised, except it w ere in effigy; nor offered 
his soul, so m uch as in effigy, w hether w e interpret it of soul or of life.  H is
ñpouring out his soul unto deathò (not his pouring out w ine, or pouring out
prom ises or engagem ents) is by the sam e prophet m ade the one thing
considerable. [Isa. 53:12.]

W here our Lord ñbare our sinsò (a sacrificial phrase), there m ost certainly
he m ade his sacrifice: now  St. Peter expressly tells us, that ñhe bare our sins in
his ow n body on the treeò [1 Peter 2:24. C om pare Isa. 53:4, 6, 11ï12.]; not in his
sacram ental body, or at the C om m union table. B esides that it is m anifest from



the sam e text, that he had not m ade the expiatory sacrifice in the Eucharist: for if
he had, he could have had none of our sins to bear in his body on the cross;
neither indeed w ould his death have been necessary to our redem ption, being
superseded by the eucharistic rem ission, and by the atonem ent then m ade.

W here peace w as purchased, w here redem ption and reconciliation w ere
perfected, there m ay w e look for the sacrifice of peace, redem ption, and
reconcilem ent. N ow  St. Paul says plainly, that he ñm ade peace through the blood
of his crossò (not through the blood of his holy table, w hether sacram ental or
natural) ñto reconcile all things,ò [C ol. 1:20.] etc. A gain, ñw e w ere reconciled to
G od by the death of his Son,ò [R om . 5:10.] and reconciled ñunto G od by the
crossò [Eph. 2:26.]: not by the Eucharist of his Son, not by the C om m union table.
W e w ere ñredeem ed by his bloodò [R evel. 5:9.]; and ñm ade nigh by the blood of
C hrist,ò [Eph. 2:13.] and ñsanctified also by his bloodò [H eb. 13:12, 10:29, 9:12ï14.]:
not in the Eucharist, w here no blood w as shed, except it w ere in effigy; neither
w ill such sacram ental shedding answ er St. Paulôs m eaning, w here he says that
ñw ithout shedding of blood there is no rem ission.ò [H eb. 9:22.] A gain, it is said,
C hrist ñappeared to put aw ay sin by the SA C R IFIC E of H IM SELF: and as it is
appointed unto m en O N C E TO  D IE ï so C hrist w as O N C E O FFER ED  to bear
the sins of m any,ò [Ibid. 27ï28.] etc. W here it is plain, that he w as to put aw ay sin
by sacrificing him self, and that, by dying: as appears by the sim ilitude
im m ediately follow ing; ñA s it is appointed unto m en once to die, so C hrist w as
once offered,ò viz. in his death: otherw ise the parallel w ill not answ er. It is in
vain to say, that the offering w as previous to his bearing our sins: for the prophet
Isaiah expounds his ñm aking his soul an offering for sin,ò by his ñpouring out
his soul unto deathò. [Isa. 53:10, 12.] So that his being offered to bear, m ust m ean,
that he w as offered on the cross, w here he w as to pour out his soul, that upon the
sam e cross he m ight bear our sins. etc.

M ore m ight be added, but I forbear to proceed further in so plain a point,
so firm ly grounded on Scripture, and so fully established by antiquity,
universality, and consent; consent of the C hristian churches from  the beginning
dow n to this day.

4. It w as going great lengths to say, ñI m ust hum bly declare m y opinion,
that it is im possible to establish the doctrine of C hristôs body and blood being a
real sacrifice, by any other argum ents but those by w hich w e prove the Eucharist
to have been instituted a sacrifice by our blessed Saviour.ò [Johnson, Saxon Law s,
pref. p. 54. U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii, pref. pp. 1, 2.] W hatever m ight be the fate of this
particular m uch disputed notion of the eucharistic sacrifice, one thing is certain,
and w ill be readily allow ed by every considerate m an, that the general and



unquestionable doctrine of the real sacrifice ought never to be put upon a level
w ith it: neither ought it to have been so m uch as suggested, that there is any
ground for so strange a com parison. It w as obliging Socinians too far, to raise
any doubt or question about the certainty of the sacrifice of the cross: but to
throw  out broad innuendoes besides, that it stands upon no better, or no other
foundation, than the m aterial sacrifice, the m aterial and expiatory sacrifice of the
Eucharist; w hat is it but betraying the C hristian cause into the hands of the
adversaries? For if they m ay reasonably urge (or cannot reasonably be confuted,
if they do urge) that such m aterial and expiatory sacrifice is a novelty of
yesterday, scarce thought on before the dark ages of superstition, w hich m ade
use of m aterial incense for like purposes; scarce ever seriously m aintained by
any of the W est before the sixteenth century, and then only by the R om anists;
never adm itted, in either part, by Protestants before the seventeenth century, nor
then by m any of them ; never taught (as now  taught) before the eighteenth
century, and then by a single w riter only, for som e tim e: I say, if the Socinians
m ay reasonably urge the prem ises, the conclusion w hich they aim  at is given
them  into their hands: and so at length this indiscreet zeal for an im aginary
sacrifice of the Eucharist (not capable of support) can serve only to perplex,
darken, or destroy, the real one of the cross. [The chief advocate for the new  system
says, ñIt is no sm all satisfaction to m e, that the sacrifice of the Eucharist, and the personal
sacrifice of C hrist, do rest upon the sam e foundation, and stand or fall together.ò Johnsonôs
U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. pref. pp. 1, 2. To w hich it is sufficient to say, G od forbid! The
personal sacrifice of C hrist stands upon the rock of ages: the other (in his sense of it) is built
upon the sand.]

I thought to go on to tw o chapters further, pointing out m ore excesses and
inconsistencies of the new  schem e. There is one w hich particularly deserved to
be m entioned; the precarious consequence draw n from  our Lordôs supposed
sacrifice in the first Eucharist to our sacrifice in the rest, built only upon this,
that w e are to do w hat C hrist did [Johnsonôs U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 50, 91, alias
51, 94. Johnson, part ii. p. 10.]: an argum ent, w hich, if it proves anything, proves that
w e are to do all that C hrist is supposed to have done by w ay of sacrifice; that is,
to sacrifice his sacram ental body and his natural also (w hich is absurd), or else to
sacrifice ourselves under sym bols, as our Lord sacrificed him self, w hich w ill not
serve the purpose of the m aterial schem e. O ne w ay the argum ent proves too
m uch, and the other w ay too little; and so neither w ay w ill it answ er the end
designed. I am  aw are, that som e w ill tell us w hat the argum ent shall prove, and
w hat it shall not prove.* B ut w ho w ill give a disputant leave to draw
consequences arbitrarily, not regulated by the prem ises, but by an hypothesis,
w hich itself w ants to be regulated by reason and truth?



*[Johnson, part i. pp. 96, 122, alias 99, 126.  D r. B rett on Liturgies, p. 135. N .B .
The sum  of w hat is pleaded on that side, w hen carefully exam ined, w ill be found to
am ount only to this: w e are to do w hat C hrist did, so far as serves the new  system : but w e
are not to do w hat C hrist did, so far as disserves it. ñD o thisò shall be an argum ent, w hen
and w here it m akes for it: ñdo thisò shall be no argum ent, w hen or w here it m akes against
it. It is observable, that the w ords ñthis do,ò in the institution, com e after the w ords ñtake,
eat, this is m y body,ò and therefore m anifestly relate, not m erely to the sacerdotal
m inistration, but to the w hole action or actions both of priest and people. The blessing,
the breaking, the pouring out, the distributing, the receiving, the eating, and the drinking,
are all com prehended in the w ords ñthis do.ò A ll those actions are shew ing forth the
Lordôs death (1 C or. 11:26), for a rem em brance or m em orial of him .]
I have not here room  to enter further into this m atter: these papers are

already draw n out into a length beyond w hat I at first suspected. I hope m y
readers w ill excuse m y stopping short in this fourth chapter, and saving both
m yself and them  the trouble (perhaps unnecessary trouble) of tw o m ore. It is of
use in any controverted points, to observe w hat exit they are found to have, w hen
pursued to the utm ost. There w ere sufficient reasons before against a m aterial
sacrifice, considered in its best light, as purely gratulatory, or eucharistic: and
there w ere m ore and stronger against the sam e considered as expiatory, or
propitiatory; reasons, I m ean, from  Scripture and antiquity, and from  the nature
of things: but the m anagers for the m aterial cause have now  lately furnished us
w ith a new  argum ent against it, by sheaving us, that, after all that can be done
for it, it has really no exit, or such as is w orse than none: w hile it term inates in
various inconsistencies and incongruities; and not only so, but is contradictory
also to sound doctrine, particularly to the m om entous doctrine of the sacrifice of
the cross.
 
A brief Analysis of M r. Johnsonôs System ., shew ing w hat it is, and by w hat Steps
he m ight be led into it.

1. The first thing in intention, last in execution, w as to prove, that the
G ospel m inisters are proper priests.

2. Proper priests m ust have a proper sacrifice: therefore som e m edium  w as
to be thought on, to prove a proper sacrifice, particularly in the Eucharist.

3. A  prevailing notion, or vulgar prejudice, had spread am ong m any, for a
century or m ore, that no sacrifice could he proper, but a m aterial one: therefore
pains w ere to be taken to prove the Eucharist a m aterial sacrifice.

4. B ut as m aterial sacrifice carried no appearance of dignity in it, looking
too low  and m ean for an evangelical priesthood to stand upon; therefore w ays
and m eans w ere to be used to raise som e esteem  of it: spiritual sacrifice w as to



be depreciated, and m aterial to be m agnified. H ence, as it seem s, arose the
thought of enriching the elem ents w ith the Spirit; borrow ing from  the
sacram ental part of the Eucharist, to augm ent and advance the sacrificial. A nd
now  the schem e appeared w ith a better face.

5. N evertheless, if our Lord in the original Eucharist did not sacrifice the
elem ents, it could not reasonably be supposed that w e do it now , and so things
w ould not tally: therefore it w as found necessary to assert, that he also sacrificed
the elem ents, as his sacram ental body; and thereupon reasons and authorities
w ere to be searched out for that purpose.

6. Still there w as a w eighty objection rem aining, viz. that Scripture speaks
often of C hristôs offering him self, but never once of his offering in sacrifice the
sym bols: to rem ove w hich difficulty, it w as thought best to say, that he offered
him self in the Eucharist, but by and w ith the sym bols. A n afterthought, and not
w ell com porting w ith form er parts of the schem e.

7. B ut there w as still another difficulty, a very great one; nam ely, that our
Lord, according to the accounts of the N ew  Testam ent, sacrificed him self but
once [Propit. O blat. p. 97.]: therefore, either he did it not in the Eucharist, or not
upon the cross. To rem ove this difficulty, it seem s to have been resolved to give
up the sacrifice of the cross, and to retain only the sacrifice of the Eucharist: and
so the schem e w as com plete.

H aving thus given a sketch of the system  in the analytical w ay, it m ay now
be easy to throw  it into the synthetic, thus:

1. C hrist our Lord m ade a personal sacrifice of him self once; either in the
Eucharist or on the cross.

2. It cannot be proved to have been on the cross, but there are divers
reasons against the supposition; therefore it m ust have been in the Eucharist.

3. H e sacrificed him self in the Eucharist, under sym bols, sacrificing the
sym bols together w ith him self: otherw ise w e could have no pretense now  for
sacrificing the sam e sym bols.

4. The C hristian C hurch, after his exam ple, sacrifices the sym bols, but not
him .

5. Therefore the C hurch has a m aterial sacrifice.
6. Therefore the C hurch offers a proper sacrifice.
7. Therefore the G ospel m inisters are proper priests, sacrificing priests:

w hich w as to be proved.
N ow  m y hum ble opinion upon the w hole is, that if the learned author had

taken spiritual sacrifice for his m edium , instead of m aterial, he m ight not only



have avoided m any perplexities, and no sm all num ber of m istakes, but m ight
also have com e at his m ain point justly and regularly, in conform ity w ith
Scripture and antiquity. H e m ight have proved that C hristian m inisters are priests
in as high and as proper a sense as any before them  have been (C hrist only
excepted) authorized to stand and m inister betw een G od and his people, and to
bless in G odôs nam e, and to execute all other sacerdotal functions, but in a m ore
spiritual and heavenly w ay than other priests had done: w hich detracts not at all
from  the propriety of the C hristian priesthood, but adds very m uch to its value
and excellency, and shew s it to be of superior dignity to any real or pretended
priesthood, either of Jew s or Pagans.
 
A distinct sum m ary View  of the several O blations in the Eucharist, previous to
C onsecration or subsequent.

W hat is previous, goes under the nam e of A nte-oblation: w hat is
subsequent, falls under the nam e of Post-oblation.
I. O f the Ante-oblation.

The ante-oblation has three parts, or three view s, as here follow s:
1. There is a presenting to G od alm s for the poor, and oblations for the use

of the C hurch. The m aterial things are gifts to m en: the benevolent act, or w ork,
is a gift, or sacrifice unto G od. St. Paul points out this distinction w here he
teaches, ñTo do good and to com m unicateò are ñsuch sacrificesò as ñG od is w ell
pleased w ith.ò* The benevolent services are the sacrifice; not the m aterial
m oney, or goods. This distinction is further confirm ed by the com m on custom  of
speech; w hich shew s w hat the com m on ideas are. A lm s (that is, alm s deeds)
m ake an atonem ent for sin: a true and a proper expression, understanding
atonem ent in a qualified sense. B ut w ho w ould say, that m oney m akes an
atonem ent? B y bounty and charity G od is appeased: the proposition is true, and
the expression proper. B ut can w e say, that by silver and gold G od is appeased?
N o, certainly. A nd w hy cannot w e? B ecause it w ould be confounding ideas: for,
even in com m on language, expressive of the com m on ideas, the service is the
gift to G od, not the m aterial thing.

*[H eb. 13:16.  The like distinction is clearly laid dow n in Justin M artyr. A pol. ii. 
p. 60, ed. Paris, 1636. ɇŬ ɡˊô ŮəŮɑɜɞɡ Ůɘɠ ŭɘŬŰɟɞűɖɜ ɔŮɜɧɛŮɜŬ, ɞɡ ́ ɡɟɘ ŭŬˊŬɜŬɜ, Ŭɚɚô
ŮŬɡŰɞɘɠ əŬɘ Űɞɘɠ ŭŮɞɛɏɜɞɘɠ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ, ŮəŮɑɜɤ  ŭŮ ŮɡɢŬɟɑůŰɞɡɠ ɧɜŰŬɠ ŭɘŬ ɚɧɔɞɡ ́ ɞɛˊŬɠ
əŬɘ ɨɛɜɞɡɠ ́ ɏɛˊŮɘɜ.]
2. There is in the Eucharist a presenting to G od (virtually at least) an

acknow ledgm ent of G odôs being C reator and G iver of all good things; as
Irenaeus intim ates. [Iren. lib. iv. cap. 18. p. 251.] Tertullian extends it to both



Sacram ents [Tertull. contr. M arc. lib. i. cap. 14, 23.]: inasm uch as the religious use of
w ater in B aptism  carries in it a tacit acknow ledgm ent that w ater is a creature of
G od.

3. There is also a presenting of the elem ents to G od for consecration:
w hich is com m on to both Sacram ents. For in B aptism  the w aters are so
presented, and for the sam e or like spiritual purposes.
 
II. O f the Post-O blation.

The post-oblation, otherw ise called com m em oration, m ay likew ise be
considered under three view s, or as containing three parts.

1. The first is, the offering to view , viz. of G od, angels, and m en, under
certain sym bols, the death, passion, or sacrifice of C hrist. W e do the like (not
precisely the sam e) in B aptism  also: for there w e represent and com m em orate
m entally, vocally, and m anually (in m ind, and by m outh, and by significant
actions), the death and burial of C hrist our Lord.

2. The second is, the offering, as it w ere, to D ivine consideration, w ith our
praises and thanksgivings, C hrist and his sacrifice, pleading the m erit of it, in
behalf of ourselves and others. W e do som ething near akin to this in B aptism
likew ise, pleading the sam e sacrifice of atonem ent, w ith the m erits thereof, in
behalf of the persons baptized; offering the sam e to D ivine consideration.

3. The third is, the offering up C hristôs m ystical body, the C hurch, or
ourselves a part of it,* as an holy, lively, reasonable sacrifice unto G od: a
sacrifice represented by the outw ard signs, and conveyed, as it w ere, under the
sym bols of bread and w ine.

*[Fulgentiusôs doctrine on this head is w ell w orth the noting, as m aking the
C hurch to be the sacrifice offered, and likew ise as interpreting the illapse of the Spirit,
conform ably, of the Spiritôs sanctifying that m ystical body, viz. the C hurch. H e flourished
about 510, and is of greater antiquity and authority than m ost of the G reek, Latin, or
O riental liturgies now  extant.  ñQ uum  ergo sancti Spiritus ad sanctificandum  totius
Ecclesiae sacrificium  postulatur adventus, nihil aliud postulari m ihi videtur, nisi ut per
gratiam  salutarem  in corpore C hristi (quod est Ecclesia) caritatis unitas jugiter indisrupta
servetur. ... D um  itaque Ecclesia Spiritum  sanctum  sibi caelitus postulat m itti, donum  sibi
caritatis et unanim itatis postulat a D eo conferri. Q uando autem  congruentius quam  ad
consecrandum  sacrificium  corporis C hristi sancta Ecclesia (quae corpus est C hristi)
Spiritus sancti deposcat adventum ? quae ipsum  caput suum  secundum  carnem  de Spiritu
sancto noverit natum . ... H oc ergo factum  est caritate divina, ut ex ipso Spiritu corpus
illius capitis esset renatum , de quo ipsum  caput est natum . ... H aec itaque spiritalis
aedificatio corporis C hristi, quae fit in caritate, (cum  scilicet secundum  B . Petri
serm onem , lapides vivi aedificantur in dom um  spiritalem , in sacerdotium  sanctum ,
offerentes spiritales hostias, acceptabiles, D eo per Jesum  C hristum ) nunquam  opportunius



petitur, quam  quum  ab ipso C hristi corpore (quod est Ecclesia) in sacram ento panis et
calicis ipsum  C hristi corpus et sanguis offertur. C alix enim  quem  bibim us,ò etc.  1 C or.
10:16ï17. Fulgent. ad M onim . lib. ii. pp. 34ï37. ed. Paris. C p. Fragm ent. p. 641.]
This third article of the post-oblation is seen also in B aptism : for w e are

therein supposed to be dedicated, consecrated, devoted, through C hrist, to G od.
O n w hich account B aptism  has been looked upon as a kind of sacrifice am ong
the ancients.*

*[ñC um  venis ad gratiam  B aptism i, vitulum  obtulisti, quia in m ortem  C hristi
baptizaris.ò O rigen. in Levit. H om . ii. p. 191. ed. B ened.  ñH olocausto dom inicae
passionis, quod eo tem pore offert quisque pro peccatis suis, quo ejusdem  passionis fide
dedicatur, et C hristianorum  fidelium  nom ine baptizatus im buitur.ò A ugustin. ad R om .
Expos. cap. xix. p. 937. ed. B ened.  ñIpse hom o, D ei nom ini consecratus, et D eo devotus,
in quantum  m undo m oritur ut D eo vivat, sacrificium  est.ò A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x.
cap. 6. p. 242.]
N evertheless, the Sacram ent of the Eucharist has m ore particularly

obtained the nam e of sacrifice: partly, on account of the offerings to church and
poor in the ante-oblation, w hich are peculiar to that Sacram ent; and partly, on
account of the com m em orated sacrifice in the post-oblation. For though B aptism
com m em orates the death and burial, and indirectly the grand sacrifice; yet it
does not so precisely, form ally, and directly represent or com m em orate the
sacrifice of the cross, as the Eucharist does.
 

The Sacram ental Part of the Eucharist Explained
A C harge D elivered In Part to the C lergy of M iddlesex

At the Easter Visitation, 1739.
R everend B rethren,

In a form er discourse, [The C hristian Sacrifice explained, in the preceding C harge.]
upon the like occasion, I endeavoured to explain the sacrificial part of the
Eucharist m ore m inutely than I had before done, for the rem oving of scruples
and the obviating m istakes. I w ould now  do som ething of like kind w ith respect
to the sacram ental part of the sam e, so far as it appears to be affected by the
sacrificial; that so both parts m ay aptly suit w ith each other, and hang naturally
together. A s truth is uniform , so just notions of one part w ill of course tend to
preserve just ideas of the other part also: and as error is apt to lead to error, so
any erroneous tenets there, w ill naturally bring in erroneous positions here.

It is m atter of fact, that for the sake of advancing a new  kind of sacrifice,
new  doctrines have been offered, tim e after tim e, w ith regard even to the
sacram ental part of the Eucharist: w hich in truth is as m uch superior to the
sacrificial, as G odôs part in that holy rite is superior to m anôs; and w hich



therefore calls for our m ore especial caution and circum spection.
G reat stress has, by som e am ongst us since 1702, been laid upon the

invocation and illapse of the H oly G host upon the elem ents: not barely to m ake
them  sacred signs and pledges, or exhibitive sym bols of C hristôs body and blood
to every faithful com m unicant (w hich m ight reasonably be adm itted), but even
to m ake them  the very body, or verily the body of C hrist: not the natural body,
but another true body, called a spiritual body, consisting, as is presum ed, of
elem ents changed in their inw ard qualities, and replenished either w ith the H oly
Spirit him self, or w ith the graces, or virtues, or energies of the Spirit;* supposed
to be intrinsic to them , inherent in them , perm anent w ith them , and received both
by w orthy and unw orthy com m unicants. It is said, that the ñH oly Spirit being
invited and called dow n by the prayer of the priest (according to the ancients)
descended upon the bread and w ine on the altar, and enriched them  w ith all the
virtues and graces w ith w hich the personal body and blood of C hrist did abound,
and so m ade them  in this, and perhaps in a yet m ore m ysterious and
incom prehensible m anner, to be verily the body and blood of C hrist; as the H oly
G host did form erly, com e upon the blessed V irgin, and form ed in her w om b the
personal body and blood of C hrist. [G rabeôs D efence of the G reek C hurch, p. 88.] That
the consecrated sym bols are sanctified, and altered, if not in their substance, yet
in their internal qualities, ï and that the eucharistic sym bols them selves are
verily m ade, in a m ysterious m anner, the body and blood of our crucified
Saviour. [G rabeôs D efence of the G reek C hurch, pp. 75, 87. C p. pp. 20, 35, 90, 91.] That
this sacram ental flesh and blood of C hrist is taken by a corporeal eating and
drinking of the unw orthy, as w ell as w orthy, com m unicants: of these, nam ely, to
their justification and eternal salvation both of flesh and spirit; but of those to
their condem nation and destruction of soul and body.ò**

*[ñSpirit u Sancto, qui, ad invocationero sacerdotis descendens, panem  sanctificat,
et (m ini divina ac vivifica virtute corporis et sanguinis C hristi enndem  replet. . . . Ita ut
Eucharistia duabus constet rebus, terrena, quae est m ateria pftnis, et caelesti, quae est
gratia ac virtus Spiritus Sancti pani indita. . . D ivina illius virtus et gratia pani
com m unicata ac inhaerens, uti jam  paucis probabo.ô G rabe. A d Iren. lib. iv. cap. 34. pp.
327, 328.  In the sam e year, D r. A llix, w ho saw  deeper, condem ned those notions, in very
plain term s, w hile speaking of the m odern G reeks, w hose tenets those are.  ñA d tales
autem  m iraculosos effectus, quos jactant tam  G raeci quam  Latini, crelendos, aliquid nobis
videtur deesse, scil. C hristi prom issio, aut m andatum . D e his m iraculis fam a orta videtur
ex absurda quadam  crednlitate, Spiri turn Sanctrm  in elem entorum  naturam
supernaturalem  quandam  vim  infundere.ô A llix. in notis ad N ectarium , p. 429. N .B . The
question of inherent virtues had been thoroughly discussed by the best-learned
Protestants, and the notion generally exploded, here and abroad, long before D r. G rabe
undertook (inadvertently perhaps, or how ever unadvisedly) to revive it.  [ñG rabium  cujus



ingenium  novarum  et portentosarum  opinionum  tenax nem ini ignotum  est.ò D eyling.
O bservat. M iscell. p. 177.  ñN ec tam en id dissim ulam us, ipsuna, antequam  ad A nglos
abiret, ad ecclesia,rn R om anam  transire om nino voluisse, et quidem  bane praecipue oh
rationem , quod crediderat, successionem  episcopatus m inisteriique apostolici ea sola
inveniri.ò Pfaffius, p. 500.]]

**[G rabe, ibid. p. 87.  N .B . The Leipsic A cts, in their censure upon that
posthum ous piece, first published in 1721, have left this note: ñEx his vero patet, quod
licet in articulo de coena, alienam  a pontificiorum  transubstantiatione sententiam  habuerit
G rabius, tam en in eodem  ab A nglicana etiam  ... Ecclesia haud parum  discrepaverit.ò A ct
Lips. p. 281. A .D . 1722.]
W hoever looks into Scripture, or genuine antiquity, w ill there find but very

little ground or colour for these or the like speculations; w hich appear rather to
have been borrow ed from  D am ascen of the eighth century, or from  the m ore
m odern G reeks, or the Pseudo-prim itive liturgies. There w as indeed, as early as
the second century, som e m ention m ade of the descent of the H oly G host in
B aptism  [See m y R eview , above.]: and there w as also a prevailing notion of som e
concurrence of the H oly Spirit w ith w ater, to the conception and birth of a
C hristian; w hich concurrence, by w ay of illustration, or to render the idea of it
m ore lively and affecting, w as som etim es com pared to a conjugal union.* B ut it
w as never understood, that such sim ilitudes w ere to be scanned w ith a
scrupulous exactness; or that every affecting or popular expression should he
strained w ith the utm ost rigour: for that w ould be using the ancient w riters in
m uch such a w ay as the A nthropom orphites and others have interpreted
Scripture, contrary to the true m eaning and intent of it. The Fathers very w ell
knew  how  to distinguish betw een a pow er adsistant to, or concurrent w ith the
elem ent,** and a pow er infused into it, or lodged in it: and they w ere w ell aw are
of the difference betw een the virtue of B aptism  (m eaning the w hole solem nity,
in w hich G od bears a part [See m y R eview , above.]) and the inherent virtue of the
consecrated w ater, w hich m eans quite another thing, and is a late invention of
dark and ignorant ages.***

*[Tertullian. de B aptism o. C hrysostom . in Ephes. H om . xx. p. 147. Leo I. Serm .
23, 24, pp. 155, 160. Q uesnell. Pseud-A m bros. de M yst. cap. lix. p. 243. See m ore
testim onies in V ossius, O pp. tom . vi. pp. 233, 274. C p. A lbertinus, pp. 465, 466, and m y
A ppendix, pp. 498, 499.]

**[ȹɘŰŰɖ əŬɘ ɖ əɎɗŬɟůɘɠ, ŭɘô ɨŭŬŰɧɠ ŰŮ, űɖɛɑ, əŬɘ ́ ɜŮɨɛŬŰɞɠȚ Űɞɡ ɛŮɜ ɗŮɞɟɖŰɤ ɠ
əŬɘ ůɤ ɛŬŰɘəɤ ɠ ɚŬɛɓŬɜɞɛɏɜɞɡ, Űɞɡ ŭŮ Ŭůɤ ɛɎŰɤ ɠ əŬɘ ŬɗŮɤ ɟɐŰɤ ɠ ůɡɜŰɟɏɢɞɜŰɞɠ.  
C om pare R eview , above.]

***[ñSacram enta continere gratiam  nunquam  olim  dictum : itaque Thom as, parte
tertia quaestionis sexagesim ae secundae, articulo tertio, non potuit altius arcessere quam
ab H ugone de Sancto V ictore.ò C ham ier. Panstrat. tom . iv. p. 52. N .B . H ugo flourished



about A . D . 1120, [or 1130.]  [ñH ugo de S. V ictore dicit, quod Sacram entum  ex
sanctificatione invisibilem  gratiam  continet.ò A quin. par. 3. q. 62. art. 3. p. 138.  
ñSacram entum  est corporale vel m ateriale elem entum  ... ex sanctificatione continens
invisibilem  et spiritualem  gratiam .ò H ugo de S. V ict. t. iii. de Sacram entis, par. 9. c. 1. p.
405.  ñD ona enim  gratiae spiritualia quasi quaedam  invisibilia antidota sunt, quae dum  in
sacram entis visibilibus, quasi quibusdam  vasculis, hom ini porriguntur, quid aliud quam
ex patenti specie virtus occulta ostenditur?ò p. 406. ed. C olon. 1617.]]
A s to the Eucharist, for the three first centuries, and part of the fourth,

nothing at all w as said, so far as appears, of any descent of the third Person upon
the elem ents [See m y R eview , above.]; nothing of his form ing them  into C hristôs
body; no, nor of his form ing the natural body in the w om b: but the ancients
interpreted Luke 1:35, of our Lordôs ow n D ivine Spirit, nam ely, of the Logos,
and supposed that the sam e Logos form ed for him self a body in the w om b.* So
little foundation is there, w ithin the three first and purest ages, for the pretended
sim ilitude betw een the H oly G hostôs form ing the natural body in the w om b, and
his form ing the spiritual body in the Eucharist. [[A bp. C ranm er, pp. 338, 340, 341,
355.]] The sim ilitude m ade use of anciently w ith respect to the Eucharist, w as
that of the incarnation, [Justin. A pol. xcvi. D ial. p. 290. C om pare m y D octrinal U se, etc. p.
405, and R eview , above, and A lbertinus, pp. 296, 664.] intended only in a confuse,
general w ay, and not for any rigorous exactness. For like as our Lord, in his
incarnation, m ade and fitted for him self a natural body to dw ell in; so, in regard
to the Eucharist, he has appointed and fitted for him self a sym bolical body to
concur w ith, in the distributing his graces and blessings to the faithful receivers.
A s to the third Person, his m ore im m ediate presence and energy w as by the
ancients assigned to B aptism , correspondently to the figure of the conjugal
union, as before hinted: w hile to the Eucharist w as assigned the m ore im m ediate
presence and energy of the Logos, as the figure of the incarnation, m ade use of
in that case, justly required. It w ould be a kind of solecism  in ancient language,
to speak of the H oly G host in this m atter, as som e late w riters have done;
because it w ould be confounding the analogy w hich the truly ancient D octors
w ent upon in their doctrine of the tw o Sacram ents. The very learned and
judicious B ishop B ull gives a reasonable account of w hat w as taught concerning
the Eucharist in the early days of Justin and Irenaeus:

*[H ernias, lib. iii. Sim il. 5. Just. A pol. i. p. 54. D ial. 354. Irenaeus, lib. v. cap. 1..
p. 293. C lem . A lex. p. 654. Tertullian, contr. Prax. cap. xxvi. de C arn. C hristi, p. 18.
H ippolytus, contr. N oet. cap. iv. p. 9. cap. xvii. p. 18. N ovatian, cap. xix. [xxiv.] C yprian,
de Idol. V ault. p. 228. Lactant. lib. iv. cap. 12. H ilarius, de Trim  1011, 1044, 1047.
G regorius B oeticus, apud A m bros. tom . ii. pp. 354, 356, [əŬɗɎˊŮɟ ɔŬɟ Űɞ ůɤ ɛŬ ŮəŮɘɜɞ
ɐɜɤ ŰŬɘ Űɤ  ɉ ɟɘůŰɤ , ɞɨŰɤ  əŬɘ ɖɛŮɘɠ ŬɡŰɤ  ŭɘŬ Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ ŰɞɨŰɞɡ ŮɜɞɨɛŮɗŬ.  C hrysost. in 1
C or. H om . 24. p. 213.]]



ñB y or upon the sacerdotal benediction, the Spirit of C hrist, or a D ivine
virtue from  C hrist, descends upon the elem ents, and accom panies them  to all
w orthy com m unicants: and therefore they are said to be, and are, the body and
blood of C hrist, the sam e D ivinity w hich is hypostatically united to the body of
C hrist in heaven, being virtually united to the elem ents of bread and w ine.ò*
H ere it is observable, that by Spirit of C hrist B ishop B ull could not m ean the
third Person, but the Logos,** w hich only is hypostatically united to the
hum anity of C hrist; and that that Spirit is not said to reside in the elem ents, but
to accom pany them , and to the w orthy only: so that the virtual union can am ount
only to an union of concurrence (not of infusion or inherence), w hereby C hrist is
conceived to concur w ith the elem ents, in the due use of them  to produce the
effects in persons fitly disposed. A ll w hich is true and ancient doctrine.

*[B ullôs A nsw er to the B ishop of M eaux, pp. 21, 22. H ow  different B ishop B ullôs
account is from  D r. G rabeôs in his notes on Irenaeus, w ill be obvious to every one w ho
w ill be at the pains to com pare them : though at the sam e tim e B ishop B ull very
respectfully refers to D r. G rabe (p. 23) for clearing the point against the R om anists.  [O n
earth. W hich also seem s to be the m eaning of all the ancient Liturgies, in w hich it is
prayed, that G od w ould send dow n his Spirit upon the bread and w ine in the Eucharist, p.
22, alias 246. C p. Spalatens. l. v. c. 6. p. 85. Salinas. p. 395.]]

**[H ow  com m on and fam iliar such use of the nam e Spirit, or H oly Spirit,
anciently w as, m ay be understood from  the interpretation of Luke 1:35, as before
m entioned, and from  the testim onies collected to that purpose by learned m en. G rotius in
M arc. ii. 8. B ull. D efens. Fid. N ic. cap. ii. sect. 5. C onstant. in. H ilar. praefat. p. 19.]
In the fourth century, som e illapse* of the third Person upon the elem ents

w as com m only taught, and that justly, provided it be but as justly understood.
N ot so as to m ake the sacram ental body a com pound of elem ent and spirit, after
the w ay of the m odern G reeks; nor so as to m ake the third Person the proper
food of the Eucharist, or the ñres Sacram entiò; for the Logos w as alw ays
considered as the food there spiritually given and received;** yea it w as the
incarnate Logos,*** and therein stands our m ystical union w ith C hrist as
im proved and strengthened in that Sacram ent. B ut the w ork of the H oly G host
upon the elem ents**** w as to translate or change them  from  com m on to sacred,
from  elem ents to sacram ents, from  their natural state and condition to
supernatural ends and uses, that they m ight becom e holy signs, certain pledges,
or exhibitive sym bols of our Lordôs ow n natural body and blood in a m ystical
and spiritual w ay. N ot that any change w as presum ed, either as to the substance
or the inw ard qualities of the elem ents, but only as to their outw ard state,
condition, uses, or offices. For like as w hen a com m oner is advanced into a peer,
or a subject into a prince, or an house into a church, or a laic into a priest or



prelate, there is a change of outw ard state, condition, circum stances, and there
are new  uses and offices, new  prerogatives, new  glories, but no change of
substance, no, nor of inw ard qualities im plied: such also is the case (only in a
m ore em inent degree) w ith respect to the elem ents of the Eucharist; w hen they
are consecrated by the priest, w hen they are sanctified by the H oly G host, w hen
they are rendered relatively holy, w hen they are transferred from  com m on to
sacred, [ñA ccedat verbum  ad elem entum , et fit Sacram entum .ò A ugustin. in Joann. Tract. 80.]
w hen they are exalted from  m ean and low  uses, in com parison, to the highest
and holiest purposes that such poor things could ever be advanced to. Such a
change, or transm utation, as I have now  m entioned, frequently occurs in the
prim itive w riters: m ore than this (I am  com petently assured) w ill not be found in
any certain and undoubted m onum ents of C atholic w riters, w ithin the first six
centuries.*****

*[The illapse of the second Person w as prayed for likew ise. ñSacerdotes quoque
qui dant baptism um , et ad Eucharistiam  D om ini im precantur adventum , faciunt oleum
chrism atis, m anum  im ponunt.ò  H ieron. in Sophon. iii. p. 1673.  ñC rede adesse D om inum
Jesum , invocatum  precibus sacerdotum .ò  Pseud. A m br. de iis qui m ysteriis initiantur. c.
5. B ut vid. M issal. G allican. in Pfaffio 383. This relates to baptism .  The w hole Trinity
som etim es invoked. V id. Justin. A pol. 96. C yrill. M ystag. I. t. vii. p. 308. C p. Pfaffius,
384, 385, 399.  ñIm proprie ergo, in Sacram entis participandis, verbo carne vesci dicim ur,
cum  carne tantum  per verbum  facta vivificante vescam ur. Sed nec ipsam  carnem  proprie 
sum im us, quae in pane sanctificato sub sacram ento nobis com m unicatur.ò  Salm asius, 
contra G rot. p. 156.]

**[Irenaeus, lib. iv. cap. 38. p. 284. C lem ens A lex. 123, 125, 126, 177, 178.
Tertullian. de O rat. cap. 6. D e R esurr. C arn. cap. 38. O rigen. in Levit. H om . xvi. p. 266.
in M att. p. 254. N ovat. cap. 14. 16. H ilarius de Trin. lib. viii. p. 954. N azianzen, O rat. iii.
p. 70.]

***[Tertullian. de R esurr. C arn. cap. 37. O rigen. in M att. p. 254. A ugustin. in
Psalm  33. p. 211. cxx. p. 1381. C om pare Jew elôs A nsw er to H ard. art. viii. p. 293, and
A lbertinus, pp. 341, 758.]

****[[ñ1. Papists say, the H oly G host transubstantiates the elem ents.  2.
Lutherans, that he unites them  w ith the natural body locally present.  3. M odern G reeks,
that he fills them  w ith him self, or w ith his grace or energy.  4. A ncients, that he m akes
them  exhibitive sym bols of C hristôs body locally absent, and of all the benefits accruing
from  it, conveying them  to the com m unicants in the use of the sym bols. They are changed
ï They have a dignity and preem inence w hich they had not before ï They are not now
com m on bread or com m on w ine, but the Sacram ent of the body and blood of C hrist. A
holy m ystery ï a covenant ï a testim ony ï a perfect seal and sufficient w arrant of G odôs
prom ises,ò etc. Jew el, Treatise of the Sacram ents, p. 274. ed. 1611.  ñC onsecratio nullam
pani et vino m utationem  inducit nisi ut ex his fiat per eam  sacram entum . Fides deinde
sacram entum  digne accipientis facit ut spiritaliter illud percipiat: id est, ut spiritali ejus
virtuti com m unicet, et Spiritus D ei particeps existat. N ec huic veritati obstat, quod Patres



saepe ŭɨɜŬɛɘɜ ɎɟŰɞɡ appellent, etc. N on enim  intelligunt eam  esse panis virtutem , aut
pani inesse, sed quia cum  pane sim ul accipitur ab eo qui digne eam  accipit.ò  Salm asius, 
p. 429.]]

*****[C om pare Jew elôs D ef. of A pol. part ii. pp. 243, 244. A lbertinus, pp. 425,
509. C osin. H istor. Transubst. pp. 109, 113, 124. C ovet. A ccount of G r. C hurch, pp. 47,
53, etc. 67, 68, 72. [ñW hen G elasius speaks of the going of the sacram ents into the divine
substance, he m eaneth not that the substances of the sacram ents go into the substance of
G od, but that in the action of that m ystery, to them  that w orthily receive the sacram ents,
to them  they be turned into the D ivine substance, through the w orking of the H oly G host,
w ho m aketh the godly receivers to be partakers of the D ivine nature and substance.ò
C ram m er, 356. cp. 358. N .B . The outw ard change as to relative holiness, belongs to the
elem ents, but the inw ard change to the persons only.]]
So long as sym bolical language w as w ell rem em bered and rightly

understood, and m en knew  how  to distinguish betw een figure and verity,
betw een signs and things: w hile due care and judgm ent w as m ade use of, to
interpret the literal expressions of Scripture and Fathers literally, and figurative
expressions according to the figure: I say, w hile these things w ere so, there could
be no room  for im agining any change in the elem ents, either as to substance or
internal qualities, nor for supposing that our Lordôs w ords, ñThis is m y body,ò
w ere to be otherw ise interpreted than those parallel w ords of the A postle, ñthat
rock w as C hrist.ò* For as the w ord ñC hrist,ò w hich is the predicate in one
proposition, is to be literally understood, and the trope lies in the verb ñw as,ò put
for ñsignified,ò or exhibitively signified; so the w ord ñbody,ò w hich is the
predicate in the other proposition, is to be literally interpreted of the natural or
personal body of C hrist, and the trope lies in the verb ñis,ò** put for
ñrepresents,ò or exhibitively signifies. A nd as it w ould not be right to say that the
rock w as a spiritual C hrist, distinct from  the real C hrist, m aking tw o C hrists; so
neither can it be right to say or conceive that the bread in the Eucharist is a
spiritual body of C hrist, m aking tw o true bodies of C hrist. B ut as the rock w as a
sym bol of the one true C hrist, so is the sacram ental bread a sym bol exhibitive of
the one true body of C hrist, viz. the natural or personal body, given and received
in the Eucharist: I say, given and received spiritually, [[The doctrine of eating
spiritually w as preserved even in Pasch. R adbert. O pp. pp. 1567, 1570, 1571, 1583, 1626.]]
but truly and really; and the m ore truly, because spiritually, as the spiritual sense,
and not the literal, is the true sense. [C om pare m y R eview , above. Jew elôs A nsw er to
H ard. pp. 238, 241, 251, 256, 292. B ilsonôs C hristian Subject, p. 631.]

*[1 C or. 10:4. ñSolet autem  res quae significat, ejus rei nom ine quam  significat
nuncupari. ... H inc est quod dictum  est, petra erat C hristus. N on enim  dixit, petra
significat, sed tanquam  hoc esset; quod utique per substantiam  hoc non erat, sed per
significationem . Sic et sanguis, quoniam  anim am  significat in Sacram entis, anim a dictus



est.ò A ugustin. in Levit. q. lvii. p. 516. tom . 3. C p. Epist. xcviii. ad B onifac. p. 268. tom .
2. and m y R eview , above chap. V II.  ñSacram entorum  enim  natura et usitata loquendi
ratio postulare videtur, ut sym bolis non solum  nom ina, sed et eorum  proprietates, im o
effecta, tribuantur.ò C osin. H istor. Transubst. p. 3.]

**[See this proved at large in C ham ierôs Panstrat. tom . iv. pp. 528, 529, etc.
A lbertinus, pp. 525, 526, 686. Jew elôs D ef. of A pol. p. 209. A nsw . to H ard. pp. 238, 239,
255, 267. Spalatensis, lib. v. cap. 6. n. 73. 169. C osin. H istor. Transubstant. pp. 10, 24,
30, 41, 43, 44. C om pare m y R eview , above.]
The ancient notion of this m atter m ight easily be cleared from  Father to

Father, through the earlier centuries; and, I presum e, I have com petently done it
elsew here. [R eview , above C hapters V I and V II.] Therefore I shall here content
m yself w ith a single passage of M acarius, of the fourth century, w hich very
briefly, but fully, expresses w hat all the rest m ean. H e observes, ñthat bread and
w ine are offered in the C hurch as sym bols (or antitypes) of our Lordôs body and
blood, and that they w ho partake of the visible bread, do spiritually eat the flesh
of our Lord.ò* H e is to be understood of w orthy partaking; as A lbertinus has
shew n, [A lbertinus, p. 440.] and as reason requires. A nd w hen he speaks of the
Lordôs flesh, be cannot be understood of any spiritual flesh locally present in the
Eucharist, but of the natural body and blood spiritually given and received,
w hereof the sacram ental body and blood are the sym bols, or antitypes, in his
account. Such w as the doctrine prevailing in his tim e, and three centuries, at
least, longer.**

*[ȳ Űɘ Ůɜ Űɖ ŮəəɚɖůɑŬ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮŰŬɘ ɎɟŰɞɠ əŬɘ ɞɘɜɞɠ ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɜ Űɖɠ ůŬɟəɞɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ,
əŬɘ ŬɑɛŬŰɞɠ, əŬɘ ɧŰɘ ɞɘ ɛŮŰŬɚŬɛɓɎɜɞɜŰŮɠ Ůə Űɞɡ űŬɘɜɞɛɏɜɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ, ˊɜŮɡɛŬŰɘəɤ ɠ Űɖɜ
ůɎɟəŬ Űɞɡ Ⱦ ɡɟɑɞɡ Ůůɗɑɞɡůɘ. M acar. H om il. xxvii. p. 164. C p. A lbertin. pp. 437, 438,
439.]

**[[That doctrine w as preserved in the old English or Saxon C hurch dow n to the
10th or 11th century, as appears from  A elfric, w ho thus speaks in his Saxon H om ily on
Easter-day: ñW e do now  spiritually (ốaɔŰ-lice) receive or eat C hristôs body, and drink his
blood, w hen w e receive (or eat) w ith true belief, that holy housel (huɔel).ò p. 3. ed. Lisle.  
ñN on sit tam en sacram entum  corpus ejus in quo passus est pro nobis, nec sanguis ejus 
quem  pro nobis effudit, sed spiritualiter corpus ejus efficitur et sanguis, sicut m anna quod 
de caelo pluit, et aqua quae de petra fluxit.ò  A elfric. Ep. ad W ulstan. W anley. 58. ann.
circiter 950 et 941.]]
B ut in the declension of the seventh century, som e began to speak very

oddly of the elem ents, as being literally m ade, by consecration, the very body
and blood of C hrist, not im ages or antitypes at all,* as used to be taught
aforetim e. From  thence w e m ay reasonably date all the confusion and perplexity
w hich has since so clouded and em barrassed the theory of this Sacram ent.

*[Y et it has been thought, that w hile they rejected the nam es of ñfigure,ò ñtype,ò



and they or their follow ers adm itted of the nam es of ñsym bolò and ñrepresentationò. See
C laude, book iv. chap. 10. pp. 341, 344. W hich, if true, shew s only how  confused those
m en w ere, both in language and notion.  [B ut they seem  to have used ñtypeò and
ñsym bolò prom iscuously, and to have rejected them  both.  Ƀ ɡə Ůɘ́ Ů, ŰɞɡŰɧ ŮůŰɘ Űɞ 
ůɨɛɓɞɚɞɜ Űɞɡ ůɩ ɛŬŰɧɠ ɛɞɡ, əŬɘ ŰɞɡŰɞ Űɞɡ ŬɑɛŬŰɧɠ ɛɞɡ, ŬɚɚŬ ŰɞɡŰɧ ŮůŰɘ Űɞ ůɤ ɛɎ ɛɞɡ, 
əŬɘ Űɞ ŬɘɛɎ ɛɞɡȚ  ŭɘŭɎůəɤ ɜ ɖɛŬɠ ɛɖ ́ ɟɞɠ Űɖɜ űɨůɘɜ ɞɟŬɜ Űɞɡ ́ ɟɞəŮɘɛɏɜɞɡ, ŬɚɚŬ ŭɘŬ Űɖɠ 
ɔŮɜɞɛɏɜɖɠ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ Ůɘɠ ůɎɟəŬ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ ɛŮŰŬɓɎɚɚŮůɗŬɘ.  [Theodor. M opsuest. in
Possini C atena, in M att. 26:26. p. 350.]]
W hen learning, language, and taste fell to decay, and m en becam e as m uch

strangers to the sublim e of their forefathers, as to the sym bolical m ajesty of the
sacred style, then cam e up a lean, dry, sapless kind of theology, m ightily
degenerated from  the just and elevated sentim ents of form er ages.* There w as a
branch of the Eutychians, w ho in consequence of their m ain principle of a
confusion of the tw o natures of C hrist (m aking the hum an and divine nature
one), thought them selves obliged to m aintain, that the body of C hrist w as, from
the very m om ent of his conception, altogether incorruptible. From  this error of
theirs they had the G reek nam e of aphthartodocetae,** and aphthartistae,
ŬűɗŬɟŰɘůŰŬɑ, and the Latin one of incorrupticolae, and from  one G aianus, a chief
leader am ongst them , they had som e of them  the nam e of G aianites. A gainst
those G aianites, one A nastasius (a m onk of M ount Sinai about the year 689)***
happened to engage: and am ongst other topics of argum entation, he m ade choice
of one draw n from  the Eucharist. H e had learned, or m ight have learned from
C atholic teachers, that by the operation of the H oly Spirit the elem ents are
changed into the body of C hrist, m eaning the sym bolical body; that is, changed
into sacram ents, or holy signs: and he had learned also, that the w orthy
com m unicants do partake of the natural body of C hrist, the thing signified; that
is, spiritually, m ystically, sym bolically, partake of it. These tw o propositions he
confusedly rem em bered, or rather ignorantly m isunderstood, and so he blended
them  both into this one; that the elem ents them selves upon consecration becom e,
not in signification, but in reality, the natural body of C hrist: w hich am ounted to
saying, that, instead of exhibitive signs, they becom e the very things signified.
U nder such confusion of thought, he form ed his argum ent against the
G aianites**** in this m anner: ñThe consecrated elem ents are no types or figures,
but they are the very body and blood of our Lord; and they are corruptible, as
w ill appear upon experim ent: therefore our Lordôs body, before his resurrection,
w as also corruptible,ò*5 w hich w as to be proved.*6 To confirm  his notion that
the elem ents are no types or figures, but the very body, he pleaded, that our
Lord, in the institution, said not, This is the figure [anti-type] of m y body, but
ñThis is m y body.*7 A n argum ent by w hich he m ight as easily have proved, that
the rock in the w ilderness w as the very C hrist: for St. Paul said not that the rock



signified C hrist, or w as a sym bol of C hrist; but he declared in express w ords,
ñthat that rock w as C hrist.ò [1 C or. 10:4.] It is hard to say w hat precise ideas that
author had of the Sacram ent of the Eucharist, or w hat he really m eant; if indeed
he w ent further than the sound of w ords. A lbertinus conjectures, from  his
occasionally m entioning the descent of the H oly Spirit, that be conceived the
consecrated elem ents to becom e the very body, because the sam e Spirit w as
im parted to them  as to the natural body of our Lord; a notion not falling in w ith
transubstantiation or consubstantiation, but am ounting to som e kind of
im panation.*8 If so; he m ay be looked upon, according to w hat appears, as the
first inventor of the spiritual bread-body, or first founder of that system . B ut I
m uch question w hether that notion can claim  so early a date. W hatever
conception the author had of the elem ents, as m ade the very body and blood of
C hrist, yet (so far as w e m ay judge from  som e passages of another w ork of the
sam e author, first published by D r. A llix in 1682 [ñS. A nastasii Sinaitae
A nagogicarum  contem plationum  in H exaem eron, liber xii. hactenus desideratus.ò Lond. 1682.
C p. Fabric. B ibl. G r. vol. ix. p. 328.]) he did not conceive that the elem ents w ere
enriched, either w ith the Spirit him self, or w ith the graces of the Spirit: for he
distinguished betw een the bread from  heaven, viz. the Logos, given to the
w orthy only, and carrying eternal life w ith it, and the earthborn flesh of C hrist,
viz. the consecrated elem ents, com m on both to w orthy and unw orthy, and
having no such prom ise of eternal life annexed to it,*9 in John 6:51. I w ill not
answ er for the acuteness, m uch less for the soundness of his distinction. H e
found him self entangled presently, only by reading a few  verses further in the
sam e chapter, w here eternal life is annexed to the eating of the flesh and
drinking the blood, as w ell as before to the m anducation of the bread from
heaven, w hich he had interpreted of the D ivine nature of C hrist. H ere he w as in
straits, and retired in confusion, leaving his readers in the dark; but referring
them  for instruction to m en m ore know ing, and m ore equal to the difficulty than
he pretended to be: only he seem ed to aim  at som e blind distinction betw een the
earthborn visible flesh*10 w hich the unw orthy partake of, and the m ystical
flesh*11 w hich belonged to the w orthy only, and w hich it w as very difficult*12
to m ake any sense or consistency of, upon his principles. H e had discarded signs
as such, and had resolved all into the things signified, viz. the real flesh and
blood of C hrist: and now  he w anted a distinction, in order to explain w hat w as
received by the unw orthy, and w hat by the w orthy, but found none; except it
w ere this, that the unw orthy received the corruptible flesh and blood of C hrist,
separate from  his D ivinity, w hile the w orthy received both together. This is all
the sense I can m ake of his notion:*13 and I pretend not to be certain even of
this.*14 N either w ould I have dw elt so long upon so obscure and unintelligible a



w riter, had he not been the first, or am ong the first, that threw  off the old
distinctions betw een the sym bolical and true body, thereby destroying, in a great
m easure, the very idea of a Sacram ent. H itherto the new  notion of the elem ents
being m ade the real body, as opposed to im age or figure, had been used only for
the support of true doctrine as to other points. B ut it is alw ays w rong policy (to
say no w orse) to endeavour to support sound doctrine by anything unsound, or to
defend truth by any thing but truth. Error, first or last, w ill infallibly turn on the
side of error, and cannot naturally serve for any other purpose. So it proved in
this case: for the next tim e that this new  doctrine appeared upon the stage w as in
the service of im age w orship, then creeping into the C hurch. They w ho opposed
that innovation, kept up the ancient principle w ith regard to the elem ents of the
Eucharist, as sym bols, figures, im ages; pleading that our Lord had left no visible
im age of him self, his incarnation, passion, sacrifice, etc. but that of the
Eucharist. In reply to that plea, the innovators rem onstrated against the
sym bolical nature of the Eucharist, contending that the consecrated elem ents
w ere no im ages, types, or figures, but the very body and blood of C hrist, literally
so.

*[ñLiteram  sequi, et signa pro rebus [quae its significantur] accipere, servilis
infirm itatis est.ò A ugustin. de D octrin. C hristian. lib. iii. c. 9. p. 49.]

**[ȷ űɗŬɟŰɞŭɞəɐŰŬɘ.  V ide D am ascen. H aeres. lxxxiv. p. 107.]
***[B etw een 677 and 686. Fabric. B ibl. G raec. vol. ix. pp. 313, [685. O udin. t. i.

p. 1663.]  [In the 11th century arose another dispute, nam ely, w hether the consecrated
elem ents w ere them selves corruptible. So that the very prem ises on w hich A nastasius
built his argum ent for the corruptible nature of the thing signified w as disputed. For since
our Lordôs body w as held incorruptible, it w as now  pretended that the eucharistic body,
being the sam e, w as incorruptible also. V ide Salm asius, p. 344, the natural consequence
of transubstantiation.]]

****[[ñV identur isti hom ines credidisse om nem  panem  com m unem  esse
antitypum  corporis C hristi, quia C hristus in pane sacram enta constituit sui corporis: at
post consecrationem , cum  desinat esse com m unis panis et sim plex, desinere esse
antitypum  corporis, quia jam  sit ipsum  corpus.ò Salinas. pp. 340, 341.]]

*5[Ƀ  ɞɟɗɧŭɞɝɞɠ.  Ůɘ́ ɏ ɛɞɘ, ́ ŬɟŬəŬɚɤ  ... ŬɡŰɖ ɖ əɞɘɜɤ ɜɑŬ əŬɘ ɗɡůɑŬ Űɞɡ ́ ŬɜŬɔɑɞɡ
ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ əŬɘ ŬɑɛŬŰɞɠ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ ɖɜ ˊɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɠ əŬɘ ɛŮŰŬɚŬɛɓɎɜŮɘɠ, ůɤ ɛŬ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ
Ŭɚɖɗɘɜɧɜ ŮůŰɘ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ, Űɞɡ ɡɘɞɡ Űɞɡ Ū Ůɞɡ, ɖ ɣɘɚɞɠ ɎɟŰɞɠ ɤ ɠ ɞ ˊɘ́ ɟŬůəɧɛŮɜɞɠ əŬŰô
ɞɘəɞɜ, əŬɘ ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɠ Űɞɡ ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ, ɤ ɠ ɖ ɗɡůɑŬ Űɞɡ ŰɟɎɔɞɡ ɖɜ ôȽɞɡŭŬɘɞɘ
ˊɟɞůɎɔɞɡůɘɜ; ... Ƀ  ũŬɘŬɜɑŰɖɠȚ ɛɖ ɔɏɜɞɘŰɞ ɖɛŬɠ Ůɘ́ Ůɘɜ ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɜ Űɞɡ ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ
Űɖɜ ŬɔɑŬɜ əɞɘɜɤ ɜɑŬɜ, ɖ ɣɘɚɞɜ ɎɟŰɞɜ, Ŭɚɚô ŬɡŰɞ Űɞ ůɤ ɛŬ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ Ŭɚɖɗɤ ɠ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ Űɞɡ
ɜɘɞɡ Űɞɡ Ū Ůɞɡ ɛŮŰŬɚŬɛɓɎɜɞɛŮɜ, Űɞɡ ůŬɟəɤ ɗɏɜŰɞɠ əŬɘ ɔŮɜɜɖɗɏɜŰɞɠ Ůə Űɖɠ ŬɔɑŬɠ
ɗŮɞŰɧəɞɡ əŬɘ ŬŮɘ́ Ŭɟɗɏɜɞɡ ɀ ŬɟɑŬɠ.]

*6[[ñFrivolum  et ineptum  est argum entum : ex re sequeretur im aginem  cujuslibet



rei aut personae iisdem  vitiis plane esse obnoxiam  ut ipsum  architypum , vel ipsa res cujus
est im ago. ... A t illi negant panem  eucharistiae, quem  corruptibilem  asseverant, esse
ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɜ corporis C hristi.  Sed quod negant, res ipsa, velint nolint, ostendit.ò  Salm asius,
p. 343.]]

*7[Ƀ  ɞɟɗɧŭɞɝɞɠ.  ɞɨŰɤ  ́ ɘůŰŮɨɞɛŮɜ, əŬɘ ɞɨŰɤ ɠ ɞɛɞɚɞɔɞɡɛŮɜ, əŬŰŬ Űɖɜ űɤ ɜɖɜ 
ŬɡŰɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ ... ŰɞɡŰɧ ɛɞɡ ŮůŰɘ Űɞ ůɤ ɛŬ. ... ɞɡə Ůɘ́ Ů, ŰɞɡŰɧ ŮůŰɘ Űɞ ŬɜŰɑŰɡˊɞɜ ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ
əŬɘ Űɞɡ ŬɑɛŬŰɧɠ ɛɞɡ.  A nastas. H odeg. c. xxiii; pp. 349, 350.  N .B . That w eak w ay of
reasoning has been since fathered upon several older w riters; as O rigen, M agnes,
Theodorus H eracleotes, Theodorus M opsuestenus, C yrillus A lexandrinus, and others: but
those and the like passages appear to be all fictitious, im posed upon those earlier w riters
by som e later G reeks. See A lbertinus, pp. 367, 420, 769, 770, etc. 893.  [The G reeks that
cam e later, N icephorus, Theodorus G raptus, Sam onas, M arcus Ephesius, Theophylactus,
M iletius, etc., follow ed the sam e scent. See Pfaffius, pp. 141, 142. A nd so Pasch. R adbert.
in M atth. p. 1626.]]

*8[ñM ens ipsius videtur esse, panem  et vinum  eatenus esse verum  C hristi corpus
et sanguinem , quatenus idem  Spiritus qui proprio D om ini corpori et sanguini inest, se
pani et vino sim iliter conim unicat: qui certe m onachi hujus conceptus nihil habet
com m une cum  transubstantiatione, aut consubstantiatione, sed im panationis cujusdam , ab
aliis post clarius expositae, speciem  quandam  habet.ò A lbertin. p. 906. C p. C laude, lib. iv.
C . 9. pp. 331ï336.  [N .B .  A fter that transubstantiation took place, m any denied that the
consecrated elem ents w ere corruptible. This happened in the 11th century, near four
hundred years after A nastasius. 1066. V id. G uitm und. t. ii. p. 447.]]

*9[Ƀ  Ůə Űɞɡ ɞɡɟŬɜɞɡ əŬŰŬɓɎɠ, ŰɞɡŰ ɏůŰɘɜ ɞ Ū Ůɞɠ ȿ ɧɔɞɠȚ  əŬɘ ŮɎɜ Űɘɠ űɎɔɖ Ůə Űɞɡ 
ɎɟŰɞɡ ŰɞɨŰɞɡ.  ɕɐůŮŰŬɘ Ůɘɠ Űɞɜ Ŭɘɤ ɜŬ ... ŬəɞɨŮɘɠ ́ Ůɟɘ ŭɘŬűɞɟŬɠ ɓɟɩ ůŮɤ ɠȚ  Ůə Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ
Űɞɡ Ůɝ ɞɡɟŬɜɞɡ əŬŰŬɓŬɑɜɞɜŰɞɠ Űɞɡɠ ŮůɗɑɞɜŰŬɠ Ůɘ́ Ůɜ ɏɢŮɘɜ ɕɤ ɖɜ Ŭɘɩ ɜɘɞɜȚ  Ů́ ɘ ŭŮ Űɖɠ 
ůŬɟəɧɠ, ɞɡ ŰɏɗɖəŮ ŰɞɡŰɞ ... ŭɘŰŰɤ ɠ ɛŮŰɏɢɞɛŮɜ Űɤ ɜ ɛɡůŰɖɟɑɤ ɜ.  Ƀ ɘ ɛŮɜ Ɏɝɘɞɘ ŮəŮɑɜɤ ɜ 
ŬˊɞɚɎɓɞɡůɘ Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ Űɞɡ əŬŰŬɓŬɑɜɞɜŰɞɠ ŬɘŮɘ Ůə Űɞɡ ɞɡɟŬɜɞɡ, ŰɞɡŰô ɏůŰɘ Űɖɠ
ŮɜɞɘəɐůŮɤ ɠ əŬɘ ŮəɚɎɟɣŮɤ ɠ Űɞɡ ́ ŬɜŬɔɑɞɡ ́ ŬŰɟɞɠ Űɖɠ ɗŮɧŰɖŰɞɠ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ, ɤ ɠ ŰŬ ɗŮɘŬ 
əŬɘ ɞɡɟɎɜɘŬ űɟɞɜɞɡɜŰŮɠȚ  ɞɘ ŭɖ ɔɐɘɜɞɘ əŬɘ ŰŬ ɔɐɘɜŬ űɟɞɜɞɡɜŰŮɠ, Űɖɠ ɔɖɔŮɜɞɡɠ əŬɘ ɛɧɜɖɠ 
ůŬɟəɞɠ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ ɛŮŰŬɚŬɛɓɎɜɞɡůɘɜ Űɞɚɛɖɟɤ ɠ əŬɘ ŬɜŬɝɑɤ ɠ.  A nastas. H exaem . lib. xii. 
p. 18.]

*10[Ƀ ɡ ˊŮɟɘ Űɖɠ ɞɟɤ ɛɏɜɖɠ ŬɡŰɤ  [fort. ŬɡŰɞɡ] ůŬɟəɞɠ əŬɘ ŬɑɛŬŰɞɠ ɚɏɔŮɘȚ  
ɛŮŰɏɚŬɓŮ ɔŬɟ əŬɘ ȽɞɨŭŬɠ, əŬɘ Ɇɑɛɤ ɜ ɞ ɀ Ɏɔɞɠ Űɞɡ ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ əŬɘ Űɞɡ ŬɑɛŬŰɞɠ Űɖɠ 
ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ, Űɞɡ ɎɟŰɞɡ əŬɘ Űɞɡ ́ ɞŰɖɟɑɞɡ.  A nastas. ibid. p. 19.]

*11[ɇɑɠ ŭŮ ŮůŰɘɜ ɖ Ŭɚɖɗɖɠ ɓɟɤ ůɘɠ Űɖɠ ɛɡůŰɘəɖɠ ůŬɟəɞɠ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ, əŬɘ Űɑ Űɞ Ůɜ
ŬɡŰɖ əɟɡˊŰɧɛŮɜɞɜ ŬˊɧɟɟɖŰɞɜ ŬɘɛŬ ŬɡŰɞɡ, əŬŰŬɚɘɛˊɎɜɞɛŮɜ Űɞɘɠ ɘəŬɜɤ Űɏɟɞɘɠ əŬɘ
ɔɜɤ ůŰɘəɤ Űɏɟɞɘɠ, ɞɘɠ ɢɟɖ ɛŮŰŬŭɘŭɞɡůɘɜ.  p. 19.]

*12[[ñU t quotidie de novo creetur infinitis locis corpus C hristi corruptibile, cum
sanguine pariter corruptibili, et separato a proprio corpore, ut effusus est ex latere ejus in
cruce, id vero nullo m odo credibile dictu est, nec possbile factu. ... N on m irum  est porro
G raeculos istos neotericos doctores in re obscura exponenda, variis sem etipsos im plicasse
contradictionibus.ò Salinas. pp. 345, 346.]]



*13[[See the w eakness and inconsistency of the notion fully exposed in
Salm asius, p. 345, etc.  ñIsti volunt ex pane, corruptionis om nia labi obnoxio, confici
corpus C hristi frangendum , sim iliter ut in cruce ipse fractus est, et m ultis aliis praeterea
vitiis m ucoris, putrefactionis, verm inationis corrum pendum , quae non sensit tum  corpus
C hristi: ... Q uod non solum  est ŬŰɞˊɩ ŰŬŰɞɜ, sed etiam  m axim e im pium  cogitatu. N on
m irum  est porro G raeculos istos,ò etc. Ibid. pp. 345, 346.]]

*14[A s errors com m only are the corruption of truth, and retain som e of the
original features, so one m ay see in A nastasiusôs notion som e resem blances of the ancient
doctrines, m iserably perverted or m isunderstood.  1. H e had learned that the Spirit m akes
the body of C hrist: he interpreted it of the natural body, instead of sym bolical, viz. the
sacram ent of the true body.  2. H e had learned that the natural body is given and received:
he interpreted it literally, instead of m ystically, or spiritually.  3. H e had learned that the
natural body eaten, is considered as corruptible, crucified and dead, and not as glorified:
that he retained, and justly.  4. H e had learned, that the flesh profiteth not, and that the
unw orthy partake not either of the ñLogos,ò or H oly G host, but that the w orthy partake of
both: and those also he appears to have retained.  U pon the w hole, he blundered only in
tw o of the propositions: but those tw o m istakes, like the flies in the ointm ent, m arred the
com position, and corrupted his w hole system  of the Eucharist.]
John D am ascene, surnam ed M ansur, the father of the m odern G reeks, and

their great oracle, w as in this sentim ent; a very considerable m an otherw ise, and
w orthy of better tim es. [D am ascene flourished about A .D . 740. D ied about A .D . 756. V id.
Fabric. B ibl. G raec. tom . viii. p. 774.]  H e had read the Fathers, w ho w ere pointed
against him ; w hich how ever signified little to a person already em barked in a
w rong cause: for it is certain, and m ight be proved by m any instances, that m en
w ho have any affection stronger than their love of truth, w ill never w ant
evasions against any evidence w hatever. H e pretended that the ancients
[[ñLocutiones figurae, im aginis, et antitypi, aliquid m utationis octavo saeculo apud G raecos
accepisse facile conceperim .ò Sim on. not. ad G abr. Sever. 230.]] had called the elem ents
types, or figures, only before consecration, never after. [D am ascene. de R ect. Fid. lib.
iv. C . 13. pp. 271, 273, edit. Lequ. [C f. C one. N icen. ii. A ct. vi. p. 370. H ard.]] A  plea
notoriously false in fact, as all learned m en know :* and had he said just the
reverse, viz. that the Fathers had never so called them  before consecration, but
alw ays after, he had com e m uch nearer to the truth. The elem ents, before they
are consecrated, are com m on things: and it is their consecration only that renders
them  figures, signs, sym bols, sacram ents. To pretend therefore that they are
signs or sym bols before consecration, is m aking them  sacram ents before they are
sacram ents, and carries a contradiction in the very term s. [[V id. Jew el, A nsw er to
H ard. p. 335. Salm asius, pp. 341, 445.]] If the Fathers have ever so called them , w hich
is questioned, it could am ount only to som e chance expression, contrary to their
custom ary language, and to be accounted for by the figure called a prolepsis, as



done by w ay of anticipation.
*[See A lbertinus, pp. 904, 907, 911, 912, 915. Jew elôs A nsw er to H ard, art. xii. p.

335. D ef. of A pol. p. 243. B ilsonôs C hristian Subject, pp. 594, 595. LôA rroqueôs H ist. of
the Euch. part ii. p. 213, etc. 368, etc.  [Salm asius de Transubst. contra G rot. pp. 338, 339,
etc. Sim on. not. in G abr. Philadelph. p. 230. Pfaffius in Iren. Fragm . p. 140.]]
H ow ever, D am ascene persisted in his error that the consecrated elem ents

are no type or figure, but the very ñdeified body of our Lord.ò* If you ask, w ho
m akes them  so? he som etim es tells you, the second Person does it, like as he
form ed for him self a personal body in the w om b [D am ascene, ibid. p. 268.]: and
som etim es** he says, that the third Person does it, like as he also,
overshadow ing the V irgin, form ed the sam e body in the w om b.*** Thus he
drew  together the tw o constructions of Luke 1:35, one prevailing principally
before the fourth century, [See above.] and the other after:**** and he reconciled
the tw o positions handsom ely enough, by observing, that the second Person
operates by the third.

*[Ƀ ɡə ɏůŰɘ Űɨˊɞɠ ɞ ɎɟŰɞɠ əŬɘ ɞ ɞɘɜɞɠ Űɞɡ ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ əŬɘ ŬɑɛŬŰɞɠ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ, ɛɖ
ɔɏɜɞɘŰɞ, Ŭɚɚô Űɞ ůɤ ɛŬ Űɞɡ Ⱦ ɡɟɑɞɡ ŰŮɗŮɤ ɛɏɜɞɜ. D am ascene. de R ect. Fid. lib. iv. c. 13. p.
271.]

**[[ñPaulus D iaconus A quileiensis A .D . 785. Praescius conditor noster
infirm itatis nostrae, ea potestate qua cuncta fecit ex nihilo, et corpus sibi ex carne sem per-
virginis, operante Sancto Spiritu, fabricavit, panem  et vinum  aqua m ixtum , m anente
propria specie, in carnem  et sanguinem  suum , ad catholicam  fidem , ob reparationem
nostram  Sancti Spiritus sanctificatione convertit.ò In V it. G regorii M . Then Paulus reports
a pretended m iracle of G regory to convert a w om an and to confirm  the doctrine.]]

***[D am ascene, ibid. p. 269. Epist. ad Zachar. Ep. D uarorum , p. 656. [C p. Pasch.
R adb. c. 3. p. 1563. iv. 1565. 1588. G ratian. de C onsecrat. dist. 2. Paulus D iaconus in V it.
G regor. I. A .D . 734. M issal. G oth. in M issa Leudegarii A .D . 780. Steph. A dvers. A .D .
1113.]]

****[It m ay be noted that w hen ́ ɜŮɡɛŬ Ɏɔɘɞɜ, in that verse cam e at length to be
interpreted of the third Person, yet ŭɨɜŬɛɘɠ ɡɣɑůŰɞɡ continued to be interpreted of the
second, nam ely of the ȿ ɧɔɞɠ. A thanasius, O rat. iv. pp. 642, 695. B asil. contr. Eunom . lib.
v. p. 318. A m bros. de Sp. Sancto, lib. ii. c. 5. R uffin. in Sym b. p. 20. ed. O xon.
Philastrius, cap. cl. p. 345. A ugustin. contr. M axim . lib. iii. c. 15. Leo I. Serm . xxi. p. 147.
D am ascene, pp. 204, 658. Theophylact in loc. [Euseb. in Isai. p. 385. C yrill. H ierosol.
C atech. 17. c. 6. p. 266. G regor. N azianz. O r. 38, et 42. M arius V ictorin. contr. A rian. l. i.
G regor. M oral. l. xciii. c. 12. H om il. in Evang. 33. B eda in loc.]]
B ut still he w as w ell aw are that w hatever person should be supposed to

m ake the body in the w om b, yet nothing could m ake that body properly our
Lordôs body, but our Lordôs assum ing it into an union w ith him self: the form ing
an hum an and a sanctified body w ould not be m aking that body C hristôs body:
and, for the like reason, the H oly G hostôs so form ing and so sanctifying the



elem ents w ould not be converting them  into, or m aking them , the body and
blood of C hrist, but m erely a sanctified body. Therefore D am ascene proceeded
further to affirm * that our Lord m akes the elem ents his body and blood, by
joining his D ivinity w ith them : and it is observable, that w hile he thought the
grace of the Spirit sufficient for the elem ents of oil and w ater, in C hrism  and
B aptism , yet he judged that nothing less than C hristôs ow n D ivinity could m ake
the elem ents of the Eucharist C hristôs body and blood. H ad he thought of this in
tim e, he m ight have spared his tw o previous considerations, about the second
and the third Personôs form ing or changing the elem ents into C hristôs body, so
im properly brought in; for it is now  plain, by his ow n account, that the elem ents
are not m ade C hristôs body, but by C hristôs assum ing them  into som e kind of
union w ith his D ivinity; and all that w as supposed previous could am ount only
to preparing them , fitting them , sanctifying them , in order to be m ade the body
and blood of C hrist. It could not am ount to so m uch as form ing them , like the
body in the w om b, though he had pretended that it did: for the bread and w ine
w ant no form ing (like the body in the w om b), having been form ed before, and
all along keeping their original form s. So that at length that pretended previous
change could resolve only into a previous sanctification by the Spirit, upon his
ow n principles: the Logos w as to do the rest, by assum ing those sanctified
elem ents, and m aking them  the body and blood of C hrist. So confused and
incoherent w as this great m an.

*[ɆɡɜɏɕŮɡɝŮ Űɤ  ŮɚŬɑɤ  əŬɘ ɨŭŬŰɘ Űɖɜ ɢɎɟɘɜ Űɞɡ ˊɜŮɡɛŬŰɞɠ ... Ů́ ɘŭɖ ɏɗɞɠ Űɞɘɠ
Ŭɜɗɟɩ ˊɞɘɠ ɎɟŰɞɜ ŮůɗɑŮɘɜ, ɨŭɤ ɟ ŰŮ əŬɘ ɞɘɜɞɜ ˊɑɜŮɘɜ, ůɡɜɏɕŮɡɝŮɜ ŬɡŰɞɘɠ Űɖɜ ŬɡŰɞɡ
ɗŮɧŰɖŰŬ, əŬɘ ́ Ů́ ɞɑɖəŮɜ ŬɡŰŬ ůɤ ɛŬ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ ŬɡŰɞɡ.  D am asc. p. 269.]
B ut w hat w as w orse still, after all these lengths of fancy, there w as yet a

difficulty rem aining, w hich w as altogether insuperable. The elem ents w ere to be
m ade the very deified body of C hrist, like as the personal body, in the w om b,
had been m ade. H ow  could this be, w ithout the like personal union of the
elem ents w ith the D ivinity? H ere D am ascene w as plunged, and attem pted not to
get out, excepting only a few  short hints, at that tim e, or in that w ork. B ut in
another w ork, in the w ay of a private letter, he did endeavour to surm ount the
difficulty, by suggesting and enforcing a new  piece of subtlety, that like as a
m anôs body takes in daily additional m atter, and all becom es one and the sam e
body; so our Lordôs personal body takes in all the new -m ade bodies of the
Eucharist; and thus, by a kind of grow th, or augm entation, all becom e one and
the sam e personal body of C hrist.* A  m arvelous thought! B ut he w as w edded to
a new  schem e, and w as in no disposition to return to the old principles, w hich



m ight have eased him  of all perplexities. The heart w ill com m only govern the
head: and it is certain, that any strong passion, set the w rong w ay, w ill soon
infatuate even the w isest of m en: therefore the first part of w isdom  is to w atch
the affections. B ut I pass on.

*[D am ascene. Epist. ad Zachar. pp. 655-659. N .B . There is som ething of a like
thought appearing in a w ork ascribed to G regory N yssen, O rat. C atechet. m agn. c. xxxvii.
p. 537. B ut there are strong suspicions that that w ork has been interpolated. It is certain,
that there is, in the close, an addition from  Theodorus R aithu, w ho flourished about A .D .
646. So that there is no depending upon the w hole w ork as genuine; but there m ay be, and
probably are interpolations in it, perhaps of the seventh or eighth century, or later. See
A lbertinus, p. 487. Fabricius, B ibl. G raec. tom . viii. p. 153. B ut if N yssen really held any
such notions, or used any such expressions, they w ere affected and singular, and ought to
bear no w eight against the know n sentim ents and com m on style of the Fathers in general.  
[D am ascene had hinted this m atter before, in his book, l. iv. p. 270, but had not explicitly
opened his m eaning: ȵ ůˊŮɟ űɡůɘəɤ ɠ ŭɘŬ Űɖɠ ɓɟɩ ůŮɤ ɠ ɞ ɎɟŰɞɠ əŬɘ ɞ ɞɘɜɞɠ əŬɘ Űɞ ɨŭɤ ɟ
ŭɘŬ Űɖɠ ˊɧůŮɤ ɠ Ůɘɠ ůɤ ɛŬ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ Űɞɡ ŮůɗɑɞɜŰɞɠ əŬɘ ˊɑɜɞɜŰɞɠ ɛŮŰŬɓɎɚɚɞɜŰŬɘ, əŬɘ
ɔɑɜɞɜŰŬɘ ɏŰŮɟɞɜ ůɤ ɛŬ ́ ŬˊŬ Űɞ ́ ɟɧŰŮɟɞɜ ŬɡŰɞɡ ůɞɛŬȚ  ɞɨŰɤ ɠ ɞ Űɖɠ ́ ɟɞɗɏůŮɤ ɠ ɎɟŰɞɠ, 
ɞɘɜɧɠ ŰŮ əŬɘ ɨŭɤ ɟ, ŭɘŬ Űɖɠ Ů́ ɘəɚɐůŮɤ ɠ əŬɘ Ů́ ɘűɞɘŰɐůŮɤ ɠ Űɞɡ Ŭɔɑɞɡ ́ ɜŮɨɛŬŰɞɠ, ɡˊŮɟűɡɤ ɠ
ɛŮŰŬˊɞɘɞɡɜŰŬɘ Ůɘɠ Űɞ ůɤ ɛŬ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ, əŬɘ ɞɡə Ůɘůɘ ŭɨɞ, Ŭɚɚô Ůɜ əŬɘ Űɞ ŬɡŰɧ.]]
I am  aw are that the late learned editor of D am ascene has disputed the

genuineness of that epistle. [In adm onitione Praevia, p. 652.] B ut the external
evidences for it appear to m e to outw eigh the slight suspicions draw n from  the
internal characters. A nd I am  m uch m istaken, if any unprejudiced exam iner w ill
find that the learned editor has proved any thing m ore than a strong desire to
fetch off his author from  som e palpable absurdities, lest they should too m uch
im pair his credit as to other points. B ut, how ever that be, it is certain that
D am asceneôs system  w anted som e such additional succour as that epistle
endeavoured to supply: and w hether he did the kind office him self, or som e
other did it for him , is of no great m om ent w ith respect to the m ain cause. O ne
thing w e m ay observe from  the w hole, that w hosoever once em braces any great
absurdity, and resolves to abide by it, m ust, if he w ill be consistent and uniform ,
proceed to m ore: and though to go on is a kind of m adness, yet to stop short
betrays m ore w eakness and self-condem nation.

N o transubstantiation (such as the R om anists hold) w as yet invented.
D am ascenôs doctrine w as far enough from  that [V id. A lbertinus, pp. 912, 913.
LôA rroqueôs H ist. of Euch. p. 366, etc. C laude against A rnaud, part i. book iv. chap. 9. p. 338.
[A nd others referred to by Zornius, H istor. Eucharist. Infant. p. 457.]]; excepting that it
m ight accidentally and gradually lead to it, as indeed it did, by sapping those
ancient principles w hich otherw ise w ere sure barriers against it, and by setting
m enôs m inds afloat after new  devices.



From  D am ascene w e m ay pass on to the fam ous C ouncil of
C onstantinople, w hich consisted of three hundred and thirty-eight bishops, w ho
assem bled under C onstantine the Sixth, surnam ed C opronym us, A .D . 754. They,
detesting all im age w orship, reestablished the ancient doctrine of the elem ents
being com m em orative and exhibitive types, figures, sym bols, or im ages of the
natural body and blood of C hrist; alleging that the Eucharist w as the only im age
of C hristôs incarnation w hich C hrist had authorized in his C hurch.* They speak
m agnificently of the consecration, and the effects of it; the elem ents thereby
becom ing an holy im age, and deified, as it w ere, by grace [Ⱥɘəɤ ɜ ŬɡŰɞɡ ŬɔɑŬ, ɤ ɠ ŭɘɎ
Űɘɜɞɠ ŬɔɘŬůɛɞɡ ɢŬɟɘŰɘ ɗŮɞɡɛɏɜɖ.  p. 368.      ]: by w hich they appear to m ean no m ore
than divinely sanctified,** according to the ordinary use of such phrases, at that
tim e, and before [V id. Suicerôs Thesaur. tom . i. 444, 1363, 1392, 1398. Jew elôs A nsw er to
H ard. p. 247. A lbertinus, p. 886, and com pare D am ascene. lib. iii. c. 17. p. 239.]: and they
them selves explain it by its being m ade holy, w hen before it w as com m on.***
A nd though they speak of the elem ents being replenished,**** that is, sanctified
by the H oly G host, yet they reserve the enlivening or life-giving virtue to the
true and proper body and blood of C hrist;***** not to the elem ents, the im age of
them . They distinguish betw een the real, natural body, and the relative body, or
body by institution and appointm ent. [ȵ ůˊŮɟ ɞɡɜ Űɞ əŬŰŬ űɨůɘɜ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ ůɞɛŬ 
Ɏɔɘɞɜ, ɤ ɠ ɗŮɤ ɗɏɜȚ  ɞɨŰɤ ɠ ŭɖɚɞɜ əŬɘ Űɞ ɗɏůŮɘ ...  p. 368.  For the phrase, Ůɘəɤ ɜ əŬŰŬ ɗɏůɘɜ, vid.
D am ascene. tom . i. p. 354.] The m eaning of the latter m ust be determ ined by w hat it
is appointed to; w hich the C ouncil itself sufficiently explains: it is appointed to
be a true im age, and a m ost clear m em orial of the natural body [ȷ ɚɖɗɖ Űɞɡ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ
ŮɘəɧɜŬ ... ɖɜ ŬɡŰɞɠ ɞ ɘŮɟɞŰŮɚŮůŰɖɠ əŬɘ Ū Ůɞɠ ... Ůɘɠ Űɨˊɞɜ əŬɘ ŬɜɎɛɜɖůɘɜ ŮɜŬɟɔŮůŰɎŰɖɜ Űɞɘɠ
ŬɡŰɞɡ ɛɨůŰŬɘɠ ́ ŬɟŬŭɏŭɤ əŮ. p. 368.]: a true im age, as opposed to bare representation,
as in a picture, not exhibitive of, or accom panied w ith true and spiritual benefits:
a very clear m em orial, as opposed to the faint shadow s and dark intim ations of
the legal types or figurations. Som e further light perhaps m ay be given to the
true m eaning of those C onstantinopolitan Fathers, by a short passage of the
Em peror C opronynm s, preserved by N icephorus, w ho w as Patriarch of
C onstantinople from  806 to 815. The passage runs thus:

*[The w hole passage m ay be seen in the A cts of the second N icene C ouncil, A ct.
vi. pp. 368, 369. H arduin, tom . iv. C om pare D r. C ovelôs translation of it, and rem arks
upon it; A ccount of G r. C hurch, pp. 150, 151; and A lbertinus, p. 914; and C laude, book
iv. chap. 10. pp. 347ï355.]

**[[ñC onsecrare idem  est Latinis scriptoribus quod deum  facere ut de illis qui in
num erum  deorum  referebantur, quae est G raecorum  Ŭˊɞɗɏɤ ůɘɠ.ò Salinas. de Transubst.
pp. 437, 439, 443.]]

***[ɇɖɠ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ ɎɟŰɞɜ, ɤ ɠ ŬɣŮɡŭɖ ŮɘəɧɜŬ Űɖɠ űɡůɘəɖɠ ůŬɟəɞɠ ŭɘŬ Űɖɠ Űɞɡ



Ŭɔɑɞɡ ˊɜŮɨɛŬŰɞɠ Ů́ ɘűɞɘŰɐůŮɤ ɠ ŬɔɘŬɕɧɛŮɜɞɜ, ɗŮɘɞɜ ůɤ ɛŬ ŮɡŭɧəɖůŮ ɔɑɜŮůɗŬɘ,
ɛŮůɘŰŮɨɞɜŰɞɠ Űɞɡ Ůɜ ɛŮŰŮɜɏɝŮɘ Ůə Űɞɡ əɞɘɜɞɡ ́ ɟɞɠ Űɞ Ɏɔɘɞɜ, Űɖɜ ŬɜŬűɞɟŬɜ ́ ɞɘɖɛɏɜɞɡ
ɘŮɟɏɤ ɠ.  p. 368.  [ñN on enim  ŭɨɜŬɛɘɜ aut virtutem  divinam  ex verbis consecrationis
inditam  esse pani crediderunt, quam vis et spiritum  invocatum , de caelo descendere
dixerunt, et adesse, et praesentia sua vegetare et im plere species elem entorum  in m ensa
dom inica positas.ò Salm as. p. 443. C p. 446.]]

****[[ñSim ulacra consecrari dicebantur, cum  deus cui dedicabantur, in ea certis
carm inibus eliciebatur, ut divinitate sua illa repleret, et in sim ulacro deus ipse praesens
haberi et coli videretur.ò Idem , p. 438. C p. 443.]]

*****[Ȼɤ ɞˊɞɘɤ  ɗŬɜɎŰɤ  ŬɡŰɞɡ ... Ůɘəɤ ɜ Űɞɡ ɕɤ ɞˊɞɘɞɡ ůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ ... ɞɡɜ Űɤ
ˊɞŰɖɟɑɤ  Űɞɡ ɕɤ ɞűɧɟɞɡ ŬɑɛŬŰɞɠ Űɖɠ ˊɚŮɡɟŬɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ. N ote, that M r. Johnson,
inadvertently, rendered the last w ords, ñlife-giving cup of the blood w hich [flow ed] out of
his side,ò (U nbloody Sacrifice, p. 195); he should have rendered, as D r. C ovel has done,
ñthe cup of the enlivening blood of his sideò: w hich is different, and gives quite another
idea to the m ain thing. C p. Theodoret. D ial. ii. p. 85.]
ñH e com m anded his holy disciples and apostles to deliver, by w hat thing

he pleased, a sym bol [type] for his body: that through the sacerdotal m inistration
w e m ight receive really and truly, though it be by participation and designation,
his very body.ò* The m eaning, as I apprehend, is, that w e partake of the natural
body itself, in a true and reasonable sense (that is, sym bolically or spiritually),
by receiving w hat G od has instituted as a sym bol and instrum ent to convey it.
C opronym us does not say, that the elem ents are really and truly that body: no,
that w as the very position of the adverse party. B ut he affirm s that w e truly and
really receive that very body, though sym bolically, or by an appointed m edium
and pledge of it: w hich I understand to be exactly the sam e doctrine that our
C hurch teaches, viz. that the body and blood of C hrist are ñverily and indeed
taken and received by the faithful in the Lordôs Supper.ò [See m y R eview , above.]
This doctrine did not happen to please the N icene Fathers, w ho sat thirty-three
years after, in the year 787. It w as not sufficient to say, that by or w ith the
elem ents w e do verily and indeed receive C hristôs body and blood, but the
elem ents them selves m ust literally be the very body and the very blood of C hrist,
and not types or pledges only of it.** N ot indeed in the sense of Papal
transubstantiation (w hich w as not then thought on [V id. A lbertinus,p. 915. C ovel, pp.
151, 152.]), but in som e such sense as A nastasius or D am ascene had before
recom m ended.

*[ȺəɏɚŮɡůŮɜ Űɞɘɠ Ŭɔɑɞɘɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ ɛŬɗɖŰŬɘɠ əŬɘ ŬˊɞůŰɧɚɞɘɠ, ́ ŬɟŬŭɞɡɜŬɘ ŭɘ ɞɡ 
ɖɟɎůɗɖ ́ ɟɎɔɛŬŰɞɠ Űɨˊɞɜ Ůɘɠ ůɤ ɛŬ ŬɡŰɞɡ.  ȲɜŬ ŭɘŬ Űɖɠ ɘŮɟŬŰɘəɖɠ ŬɜŬɔɤ ɔɖɠ, əŬɜ Ůɘ Ůə 
ɛŮŰɞɢɖɠ əŬɘ ɗɏůŮɘ ɔɑɜɖŰŬɘ, ɔɑɜɖŰŬɘ, ɚɎɓɤ ɛŮɜ ŬɡŰɧ, ɤ ɠ əɡɟɑɤ ɠ əŬɘ Ŭɚɖɗɤ ɠ, ůɤ ɛŬ ŬɡŰɞɡ. 
 C onstantin. C opronym . in N otis ad D am ascene. tom . i. p. 354. A s to the ecclesiastical
use and sense of the w ord əɡɟɑɤ ɠ, see A lbertinus, p. 461. C laude, part ii. p. 76]



**[Ƀ ɨŰŮ ɞ Ⱦ ɨɟɘɞɠ, ɞɨŰŮ ɞɘ ȷ ˊɧůŰɞɚɞɘ,ɖ ́ ŬŰɏɟŮɠ ŮɘəɧɜŬ Ůɘ́ ɞɜ ... ŬɚɚŬ ŬɡŰɞ Űɞ 
ůɤ ɛŬ əŬɘ ŬɡŰɞ Űɞ ŬɘɛŬ. ...  ɛŮŰŬ ŭŮ Űɞɜ ŬɔɘŬůɛɞɜ ůɤ ɛŬ əɡɟɑɤ ɠ əŬɘ ŬɘɛŬ ɉ ɟɘůŰɞɡ 
ɚɏɔɞɜŰŬɘ, əŬɘ Ůɘůɘ, əŬɘ ́ ɘůŰŮɨɞɜŰŬɘ.  C oncil. N icen. ii. A ct. vi. pp. 370, 371. H arduin, tom .
iv.]
Seven years after (viz. A .D . 794) appeared the C aroline books, m oderating

in the dispute betw een the C ouncils of C onstantinople and N ice. The author or
authors of them  determ ine that the Sacram ent of our Lordôs body and blood goes
m uch beyond a picture of m anôs device, in m any respects; w hich they
handsom ely enum erate [ñD istat Sacram entum  D om inici corporis et sanguinis ab
im aginibus pictorum  arte depictis, etc.ò C arol. M agn. lib. ii. p. 278]: and of that no m an
can doubt. They determ ine further, that the elem ents are not types of things
future, nor faint shadow s, like those under the law , but that they are truth and
substance;* a sacram ent and m ystery; com m em orative of a thing perform ed, and
not prefigurative of a thing hoped for only, or prom ised: a sacram ent directly and
plainly signifying and exhibiting the true expiation, and not m erely under the
dark covers or rem ote innuendos of legal expiations. In short, the eucharistic
sym bols are not prefigurations of things expected, but evidences of things done,
and m em orials of m ercies and blessings in hand, not in prospect only. Their
w hole m eaning seem s to be, that though the consecrated elem ents are really
signs and sym bols (for so m uch they intim ate in the w ords sacram ent, m ystery,
and true im age), and therefore not the very body and blood, as m any then taught;
yet they are m ore than types, or prefigurations, or adum brations, or even bare
m em orials, because they exhibit the things signified, and that not darkly or
indirectly (w hich even the Jew ish sacram ents did),** but directly and plainly,
under the strongest light, and to greatest advantage. This doctrine is sound and
good, and w ell guarded, in the m ain, against both extrem es. O nly, it m ight have
been w ished, that they had been less scrupulous about the use of the nam e
figure,*** or im age (so com m on and fam iliar in elder tim es), and that they had
given less countenance to the novel and affected phrases then com ing into
vogue: for, generally speaking, ancient doctrine is best kept up by adhering
strictly to ancient language; and new  phrases at any tim e, taken up w ithout
necessity, have been observed to lead the w ay to a new  faith.

*[ñN ec nobis legis transeuntibus um bris im aginarium  quoddam  indicium , sed sui
sanguinis et corporis contulit Sacram entum . N on enim  sanguinis et corporis D om inici
m ysterium  im ago jam  nunc dicendam  est, sed veritas; non um bra, sed corpus; non
exem plar futurorum , sed id quod exem plaribus praefigurabatur. ... Jam  verus
M elchizedech, C hiristus videlicet, rex justus, rex pacis, non pecudum  victim as, sed sui
nobis corporis et sanguinis contulit Sacram entum . N ec ait, H aec est im ago corporis et
sanguinis m ei, sed H oc est corpus m eum . ... C um  ergo, at praefati surnus, nec artificum
opus, vera C hristi possit im ago dici, nec corporis et sanguinis ejus m ysterium , quod in



veritate gestum  esse constat, non in figura, m erito,ò etc. C arol. M agri. de Im agin. lib. iv.
p. 520. C p. A lbertin. pp. 916, 917. Jew elôs A nsw er to H arduin, art. xii. pp. 344, 345.
B ilsonôs C hristian Subject, p. 593. C laude, part i. book v. chap. 9. pp. 96, 97. LôA rroque,
p. 380, etc.]

**[ñIdem  itaque in m ysterio cibus et potus illorum  qui noster, sed significatione
idem , non specie: quia idem  ipse C hristus illis in petra figuratus, nobis in carne
m anifestatus.ò A ugustin. in Psalm  77. p. 816.]

***[[These w ords w ere kept in the English-Saxon C hurch tw o hundred years
later, as appears by A elfric. ñThis m ystery is a pledge and a figure: C hristôs body is truth
itself: this pledge w e do hold m ystically, until w e com e to the truth itself, and then there is
an end of the pledge.ò Sax. H om . on Easter-day, pp. 7, 8.]]
H itherto, how ever, the w estern parts appear to have retained just ideas of

the holy Eucharist.* B ut before the end of the ninth century, the eastern
innovations, introduced by A nastasius and D am ascene, and established by the
N icene C ouncil, spread w ide and far, both am ong G reeks and Latins. W hen it
w as once resolved that the consecrated elem ents should be no longer signs or
figures at all, but the very body and blood of C hrist, the sym bolical language of
Scripture and Fathers becam e neglected, and in a w hile forgotten; and the old
notion of a sacram ent, as im porting a sign and a thing signified, w ore off apace:
and now  all the care w as, how  to m ake out that very body and blood, by som e
subtle evasions or new ly devised theories. M any are the w anderings of hum an
invention, after m en have once departed from  the right w ay; as sufficiently
appeared from  the great variety of system s soon set up. [[V id. G uitm undus, de V erit.
Euchar. l. 1. pp. 441, 442. B ibl. PP. tom . xviii. l. 3. p. 460. A lgerus, tom . xxi. p. 351.]]
Instead of the only ancient and true system : and they w ere all but as so m any
different m odifications of one and the sam e error, com m itted in sinking the idea
of sym bolical grants, and thereupon confounding figure and verity, exalting
signs into things signified. B ut let us inquire m ore particularly w hat w ays w ere
taken, or could be taken, to m ake it com petently appear, that the elem ents once
consecrated are no signs, but the very body and blood of C hrist. They are
reducible perhaps to five, as follow s: 1. Either the elem ents m ust literally
becom e the sam e personal body. 2. O r they m ust literally contain or enclose the
sam e personal body. 3. O r they m ust literally becom e another personal body. 4.
O r they m ust literally contain another personal body. 5. O r they m ust literally be
or contain a true and proper body of C hrist, distinct and different from  a personal
body.

*[[Y et Paulus D iaconus (w ho died in 801) is an exception, in w hat he says in his
Life of G regory. A nd one m ay reasonably judge that transubstantiation w as then first
creeping in by their feigning of m iracles to support the novelty.]]
1.  A s to the first, it w as undoubtedly the thing aim ed at by the first



innovators; nam ely, by A nastasius, and D am ascene, and the N icene Fathers. A nd
they endeavoured to m ake it out in the w ay of augm entation, as has been related,
joining the new -m ade body here to the personal body above, so as to m ake one
personal body of both. A nother shorter w ay of com ing at the point w as that of
transubstantiation, w hich crept in later, and w hich the Latins generally fell into;
for relief, as it seem s, to w earied m inds, fluctuating in uncertainties, and not
know ing how  or w here to rest.

2. A s to the second w ay, w hich has been called consubstantiation, som e
think that Paschasius R adbert (about A .D . 831) took into it [C osin. H istor.
Transubstant. p. 86. C p. A lbertinus, p. 922. B ut others interpret him  of transubstantiation. See
C laude, part ii. p. 198, etc.]: others conceive that it cam e in later. [H ospinian, H istor.
R ei Sacram . [part ii. p. 6. about A .D . 1060.]]

3. A s to the third w ay, som e have im agined that our Lordôs D ivinity
becom es personally united w ith the elem ents, as w ell as w ith his ow n natural
body, having in that sense tw o personal bodies. This conceit has som etim es gone
under the nam e of assum ption,* as it im ports the D eityôs assum ing the elem ents
into a personal union; and som etim es it has been called im panation,** a nam e
follow ing the analogy of the w ord incarnation. R upertus Tuitiensis (about A . D .
1111) has been believed to espouse this notion [V id. H ospinian. p. 7. A lbertinus, pp.
959, 960. Pfaffius de C onsecrat. Euch. pp. 449, 450. B uddaeus, M iscellan. Sacr. tom . ii. p.
80.]; and O do C am eracensis,*** w ho lived about the sam e tim e. It is m uch the
sam e notion that St. A ustin supposes ignorant children m ight be apt to conceive,
in their sim plicity, at the first hearing of w hat is said of the elem ents, and before
they com e to know  better.**** So sim ple w ere even fam ous D ivines grow n in
the late and dark ages.

*[N .B . A ssum ption has been also a com m on nam e for D am asceneôs hypothesis,
w herein it is supposed that the D ivinity assum es the elem ents into a personal union, but
by the m edium  of the natural and personal body. V id. Pfaffius de C onsecrat. p. 430.
B uddaeus, Sacr. tom . ii, p. 83. [ñA d hanc ipsis fanaticam  credulitatem  praeivere veterum
patrum  scripta non bene intellecta, et recentiorum  de realitate et praesentia corporis
C hristi dogm a.  Ex his duobus m onstris tertium  com posuerunt de ista hypostatica unitate
panis et divinitatis: quasi divinitas assum pto pane eum  faceret corpus C hristi, non m utata
tam en nec destructa panis substantia.ò Salinas. p. 416.]]

**[[A .D . 1070, circiter. Sic G uitm udus: ñQ uae insania est, ut C hristum , ut ita
dixerim , sua autoritate im panent et invinent? C hristum  incarnari hum anae redem ptionis
ratio exposcebat: at im panari vel invinari C hristum  nulla expetit ratio.ò B ibl. PP. tom .
xviii. p. 461. U nde nova haec com panatio? Ibid. p. 461. lib. iii. conf. p. 464. 1130.
A lgerus, p. 251. tom . xxi. B ibl. PP. p. 260.]]

***[ñFac ergo D om ine, nostram  oblationem  adscriptam , ut pretiosum  corpus
C hristi fiat, V erbo D ei adunata, et in unitate personae conjuncta.ò O do. C am eracens. in



Sacr. C an. Exposit. B ibl. PP. tom . vi. p. 360. [Paris. tom . xii. C olon. t. xxi. Lugd. p.
221.]]

****[ñInfantes ... si nunquam  discant experim ento, vel suo vel aliorum , et
nunquam  illam  speciem  rerum  videant, nisi inter celebrationes sacram entorum , cum
offertur et datur, dicaturque illis authoritate gravissim a, cujus corpus et sanguis sit, nihil
aliud credent, nisi om nino in illa specie D om inum  oculis apparuisse m ortalium , et de
latere tali percusso liquorem  illum  om nino fluxisse.ò A ugustin. de Trin. lib. iii. c. 10. p.
803. C onf. A lbertin. pp. 648, 649.]
4. A s to the fourth w ay, those w ho have supposed som e spiritual and

personal body from  above, distinct from  the natural, to com e upon the elem ents,
and to abide in them  and w ith them , have had som e colour for it from  tw o very
ancient passages, one of C lem ens A lexandrinus, and another of Jerom e.* B ut it
hath been abundantly shew n, tim e after tim e, by learned and able m en, that that
ancient distinction ought not to be understood of tw o personal bodies of C hrist,
but of tw o distinct view s or considerations of one and the sam e natural and
personal body. [B eza de C oena, D om ini, p. 93. Jew elôs A nsw er to H arding, art. 5. pp. 248,
249. A lbertinus, pp. 315, 395. R ivet in C onsult. de R elig. p. 26. C ham ier, tom . iv. p. 695.
Spalatensis, lib. v. c. 6. p. 103.] The celebrated B ertram , (that is, R atram n,) of the
ninth century, has been by som e supposed to be of the num ber of those w ho
m ade tw o such bodies of C hrist. There is som e appearance of it, but, I think,
appearance only: for upon carefully w eighing and considering his real
sentim ents, it w ill be found, that be supposed only a sacram ental body received
orally, and the natural body received spiritually in the Eucharist. [B ertram  de
C orpore et Sanguine D om ini, pp. 16, 24, 36, 40, 96, 100, 114, 116. edit. A nglo-Latin. Lond.
A .D . 1686.]

*[ȹɘŰŰɞɜ ŭŮ Űɞ ŬɘɛŬ Ⱦ ɡɟɑɞɡȚ  Űɞ ɛŮɜ ɔŬɟ ŮůŰɘɜ ŬɡŰɞɡ ůŬɟəɘəɧɜ, ɤ  Űɖɠ űɗɞɟŬɠ 
ɚŮɚɡŰɟɩ ɛŮɗŬȚ  Űɞ ŭŮ ́ ɜŮɡɛŬŰɘəɧɜ, ŰɞɡŰɏůŰɘɜ ɤ  əŮɢɟɑůɛŮɗŬ. C lem . A lex. Paedag. lib. ii. c.
2. p. 177. C om pare R eview , above.  ñD upliciter vero sanguis C hristi, et caro intelligitur:
vel spiritualis illa et divina, de qua ipse dixit C aro m ea vere est cibus; vel caro et sanguis,
quae crucifixa est, et qui m ilitis effusus est lancea.ò H ieron. in Ephes. p. 327. O pp. tom .
iv. edit. B ened. C ranm er, b. iv. p. 276. [ñQ uod Sacram entum  est A ugustino, Irenaeo est
res terrena: quod hic res caelestis illi est res sacram enti, sive corpus C hristi. ï H aec res
sacram enti et virtus sacram enti, ï etiam  veritas sacram enti dicitur, et spiritus, et gratia,
nem pe spiritalis, et corpus C hristi, spiritale scilicet.ò Salm as. pp. 163, 165. The body
considered as corporally present in heaven, is ñcorpus naturale et sensibile,ò but
considered as spiritually present in the Eucharist, is ñcorpus spiritale, intelligibile.ò]
5. There is yet a fifth w ay, w hich prevailed w ith m any, as high as the ninth

century; w hich w as to im agine som e kind of union of our Lordôs D ivinity w ith
the consecrated elem ents, short of personal, but yet presum ed sufficient to
denom inate them  in a true and proper sense (as opposed to sym bolical) the
Lordôs body and blood. R em igitis,* w ho flourished about the year 890,



conceived, that our Lordôs D ivinity filling the natural body and the m ystical, viz.
the C hurch, and the consecrated elem ents, m ade all the three to becom e one
body of C hrist. It is observable, that he adm its of but one of the three to be
C hristôs body in the personal sense: but having a confuse notion of som e rem ote
union of each w ith the Logos, w hich w as com m on to them  all, he therefore
called each of them  singly a true body of C hrist, and all conjunctly one true
body. The like account m ay be seen in the book D e D ivinis O fficiis, [Pseudo-
A lcuinus de D ivin. O ff. cap. 40. p. 287. ed. H ittorp.] falsely ascribed to A lcuinus of the
eighth century, w ritten probably in the eleventh century or later. The sum  is, that
because one of the three is truly C hristôs body in a sym bolical sense, and the
other truly his body in a m ystical sense, and the third in a true and proper sense;
therefore all the three are severally a true body of C hrist, and together one true
body. Such w ere the rovings of m en bew ildered in their w ays, after they had
deserted the old paths. It is how ever w orth the observing, that this author w as
very solicitous to avoid the suspicion of m aking tw o true bodies of C hrist, w hich
C hristian ears could not bear: and further, that he retained so m uch of the ancient
principles, under clouds of confusion, as to suppose the Logos to be the heavenly
food of the Eucharist, and he resolved the form al reason of the nam e of Lordôs
body into som e im m ediate relation to the person of C hrist. I do not find that the
third Personôs filling the elem ents w ith him self, or w ith his graces, w as hitherto
supposed the im m ediate ground or form al reason of their having the nam e of
C hristôs body: or had it so been, the elem ent of B aptism , upon the analogy
observed by the ancients, w ould m ost certainly have had a better title to the
nam e. For the H oly G host w as supposed m ore im m ediately to preside, as it w ere,
in that Sacram ent, under the figure of a conjugal union, as before m entioned: and
even as low  as D am ascene w e find, that w hile the grace of the Spirit w as said to
be joined w ith the oil and the w ater, the very D ivinity of the second Person w as
supposed to be joined w ith the elem ents of the Eucharist. [See above.]

*[ñC aro quam  V erbum  D ei Patris assum psit in utero V irginali, in unitate suae
personae, et panis qui consecrator in Ecclesia, unum  corpus C hristi sunt. Sicut enim  illo
caro corpus C hristi est, ita iste panis transit in corpus C hristi; nec sunt duo corpora, sed
unum  corpus. D ivinitatis enim  plenitudo quae fuit in illa, replet et istum  panem , etc. ... et
sicut ille panis et sanguis in corpus C hristi transeunt, ita om nes qui in Ecclesia digne
com edunt illud, unum  C hristi corpus sunt. ... Tam en illa caro quam  assum psit, et iste
panis, om nisque Ecclesia non faciunt tria corpora C hristi, sed unum  corpus.ò R em ig.
A ntissiodorensis (alias H aym o) in 1 C or. 10. p. 132. [C onf. ejusdem  R em igii Exposit.
M issae, B ibl. PP. tom . xvi. p. 957. sive de celebratione m issae.]  ñSicut caro C hristi quam
assum psit in utero V irginali, verum  corpus ejus est, et pro nostra salute occisum , ita panis
quem  C hristus tradidit discipulis suis ... et quem  quotidie consecrant sacerdotes in
Ecclesia, cum  virtute D ivinitatis quae illum  replet panem , verum  corpus C hristi est; nec



sunt duo corpora illa caro quam  assum psit, et iste panis, sed unum  verum  corpus faciunt
C hristi.ò Id. in 1 C or. 11. p. 137. C p. A lbertin. p. 938.]
I am  sensible that a great show  of authorities has been produced in order to

persuade us that, according to the ancients, the third Person w as presum ed to
m ake the elem ents the body and blood of C hrist. [U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 187ï
195.] B ut out of tw enty-tw o authorities, seventeen, as I conceive, either m ust or
m ay be understood of the second Person,* the ȿ ɧɔɞɠ, often called Spirit: and the
five rem aining authorities prove only, that the H oly G host [C yril. H ierosol., O ptatus,
C hrysostom , A ustin, and C ouncil of C onstantinople.] m akes the elem ents sacram ents, or
sanctified sym bols, or an holy body, fitting them  for the uses intended, and
preparing the com m unicants at the sam e tim e. The H oly G host prepares both the
sym bols and the guests: but still it is the Logos, the incarnate Logos, w ho is
properly the spiritual food or feast, according to Scripture and all C atholic
antiquity; and that not as residing, by his D ivinity, in the elem ents, but as
adsistant only, or concom itant; and that to the w orthy only.** B ut I pass on.

*[1. Ignatius. 2. Justin M artyr. 3. Irenaeus. 4. C lem ens A lexandrinus. 5. O rigen. 6.
C yprian. 7. A thanasius. 8. Julius Firm icus. 9. N azianzen. 10. Epiphanius. 11. G regory
N yssen. 12. Ephrem  Syrus. See A lbertin. 453. 13. G audentias. 14. C yrill. A lex. See
A lbertin. 454. 15. G elasius. 16. Theodorite. 17. Pseud-A m brose. [See C ranm er, p. 356;
above, and R eview , above.]]

**[[ñEa igitur com m unio spiritus et panis, spiritus et vini, quam  Patres in his
sacram entis fieri dicunt, non in ipso pane fit, neque in ipso calice, sed in corde sum entis
per fidem .ò Salm asius, p. 429. See below , and com pare Pfaffius, pp. 414, 431, 432, 446.  
ñEx istis apparet totidem  exortas fuisse haereses circa praesentiam  corporis C hristi in
eucharistia quot olim  fuere circa V erbi incarnationem  in eo m ysterio; cum  alii əŬŰô
Ŭɚɚɞɑɤ ůɘɜ, eam  extitisse dicerent, alii əŬŰŬ ɛŮŰŬəɑɜɖůɘɜ, alii əŬŰŬ ˊŮɟɘəɚŬůɛɧɜ. H uic
postrem ae par est Lutheranorum  sententia.ò Salm as. p. 422.  ñN on sanctificatur ut sit tam
m agnum  Sacram entum , nisi operante invisibiliter Spiritu D ei.ò A ugustin. de Trin. l. iii. c.
4.]]
I have been observing som ething of the various w anderings and m azes

w hich thoughtful m en fell into, after the change of doctrine introduced in the
seventh century. For from  thence cam e augm entation, assum ption, im panation,
com position, consubstantiation, transubstantiation, local presence, and oral
m anducation of the ñres sacram enti,ò inherent virtues, bread sacrifice,* bread
w orship, and the like; all issuing from  the sam e source, all springing from  the
sam e root; nam ely, from  that ñservilis infirm itas,ò w hich St. A ustin speaks of,
the m istaking signs for things, and figure for verity.

*[[ñN e forte ob hoc censeam ur indigni, si non satis discernim us illud, nec 
intelligim us, m ysticum  C hristi corpus et sanguis quanta polleat dignitate, quantaque 
praeem ineat virtute, et discernatur a corporeo gustu, ut sit praestantius om ni sacrificio 



veteris testam enti.ò  Paschal. R adbert. c. 2.  O pp. p. 1559.  A lgerus, 268.  ñC hristi caro 
est, quae pro m undi vita adhuc hodie offertur.ò 555. W hen bread w as once supposed to be
literally that body w hich w as sacrificed, it m ust of course be thought a sacrifice: hence
bread sacrifice.]]
The R eform ation, as is w ell know n, com m enced in the sixteenth century,

and then this high subject cam e to be reconsidered, and to be set in a proper
light, upon the foundation of Scripture and antiquity. B ut disputes arose even
am ong Protestants. For though the later and grosser corruptions of the Latin
C hurch w ere soon throw n off w ith general consent, yet som e of the older and
m ore refined depravations of the G reeks w ere not easily distinguished (in those
infant days of criticism ) from  w hat w as truly ancient, but had m ade too deep an
im pression upon the m inds of m any serious persons. The nature of sym bolical
grants and constructional conveyances w as not so w ell considered as m ight have
been w ished. M any understood not w hat eating could m ean, unless it w ere
conceived to be oral and literal: neither could they suddenly bring their m inds to
com prehend how  a thing could be said to be given and received at the supper,
w ithout being literally, locally present in the supper, in the very tokens or
pledges of the heavenly things there m ade over to every faithful com m unicant.
A s if livery and seisin m ight not be given and taken by proper instrum ents: or as
if a ring, a book, a crosier, or other tokens of investiture, m ight not convey lands,
honours, dignities, w ithout being inw ardly enriched w ith,* or outw ardly
converted into the very things them selves w hich they so convey. For as any
person becom es legally vested in an estate by the delivering and receiving of
deeds, though he does not literally take the lands and tenem ents into his hands,
nor grasp them  in his arm s; so m ay a person, in construction of D ivine law , be
vested in or possessed of the Lordôs body and blood, and w hatever depends
thereupon, w ithout literally receiving the sam e into his m outh.** The notion is a
very plain and easy notion that one m ight justly w onder how  it cam e to pass, that
even D ivines of good note should not hit upon it at first; or if they did, should
slight it.***

*[See R eview , above.  ñSicut sigillum  principis vere est non otiosum , sed efficax, 
nulla tam en sibi indita virtute, sed authoritate duntaxat principis quasi com itante: sic
Sacram enta, quae in signis et signaculis esse negare nullus potest, ... etsi nulla in rebus
externs vi indita agant in anim as hom inum , aut in gratiam  quae in iis quaeritur, tam en non
desinunt esse instrum enta efficacia, tanquam  ůɖɛŮɘŬ əŬɘ ůűɟŬɔɑŭŮɠ.ò C ham ier, tom . iv. p.
57. [See below .  ñQ uom odo, dicente B ernardo, confertur C anonicatus per dationem  libri,
A bbatis praefectura per baculum , Episcopatus per annulum : quom odo de consensu
contrahentium  per traditionem  authentici instrum enti confertur haereditas, quom odo etiam
ex num m o uno fit arrha, quae valet ad solutionem  m ille num m orum ; sic ex pacto et



conventione inter D eum  et hom inem , ad dignam  sacram entorum  perceptionem  gratia
divina confertur, et caelestis haereditatis arrha. Q uae est sententia, non nostrae duntaxat
ecclesiae, sed et prim orum  R om anensium , tum  veterum  H alensis, G audavensis,
B onaventurae, Scoti; tum  etiam  m ultorum  recentium , C ani, V asquesii.ò W ard, p. 44.]]

**[[ñH is body and blood are by this Sacram ent assured to be no less ours than his
ï H e hath m ade him self all ours. O urs his passions, ours his m erits, ours his victory, ours
his glory. A nd therefore he giveth him self and all his in this sacram ent w holly up to us.ò
A rchbishop Sandy; Serra. xv. p. 134. See R eview , above.]]

***[It is m arvelous to observe, how  from  the tim e of Paschasius R adbert, of the
ninth century, dow n to the sixteenth, alm ost the w hole Latin C hurch w ere im posed upon
them selves, or im posed upon others, by confounding tw o very distinct propositions w ith
each other, as if they w ere the sam e. [A .D . 890. R atram  opposed transubstantiation. A .D .
1035 circiter, B erengarius began to oppose that doctrine: condem ned in several C ouncils,
1050, 1053, 1055, 1059, 1078, 1079. H e died A .D . 1088.] They saw  plainly, both in
Scripture and Fathers, that the natural body of C hrist is the thing signified, and received
by the faithful in the Eucharist: that is to say, received w ith the elem ents, spiritually
received. H ad they rested there, all had been right. B ut by slipping a false consequence, or
false com m ent upon true prem ises, they inadvertently changed that sound proposition into
this very unsound one: that the elem ents literally are that very natural body, locally
present, and orally received by every com m unicant. They had lost the idea of a
sym bolical and constructional reception; w hich requires neither local presence nor
corporal contact.  [The A nglo-Saxon C hurch retained the old distinctions till the close of
the 10th century, as appears from  A elfricôs Saxon H om ily on Easter D ay, p. 7. H e w as
A bp. of C ant. 993, and died A .D . 1006.]]
O ur D ivines, as C ranm er, Jew el, H ooker, etc. (to do them  justice)

understood this m atter perfectly w ell. N either do I know  of any considerable
person am ongst our early R eform ers w ho m issed the right thought: unless
perhaps w e m ay except the great B ishop Poynet, in his exile at Strasburg, w here
he died A .D . 1556. H e drew  up his D iallacticon abroad, w ith a truly pious and
pacific design, hoping to contribute som ething tow ards healing the then reigning
differences betw een Lutherans and C alvinists, upon the subject of the Eucharist.
The treatise w as not published till after his death:* a short preface w as prefixed
to it by the editor, supposed to be Sturm ius. [See the French Supplem ent to B ayleôs
D ictionary, in the article ñPoinet.ò] I shall give a brief account of the authorôs m ain
principles, using the octavo edition of 1576.

*[ñD iallacticon viri boni et literati, de veritate, natura, atque substantia corporis et
sanguinis C hristi in Eucharistia.ò 1557. First edition, Strasburg. 1573. Second edition,
G eneva. A t the end of B ezaôs O puscula, 1576. Third edition. A t the end of H archius,
1688. Fourth edition, London. B y D r. Pelling.]
H e w as a religious adm irer of the ancient Fathers: but as their w orks w ere

not at that tim e critically distinguished, he w as often m isled, even in the m ain



lines of his hypothesis, by spurious pieces or passages; quoting several m aterial
things under the adm ired nam es of C yprian, A m brose, and A ustin, w hich
belonged not to them , but w ere som e of them  as late as the tw elfth century.
M any passages of A ustin and others stand only on the credit of G ratian, an
author of the tw elfth century. A nd it is know n. that the piece D e C oena, ascribed
to C yprian, belongs to A rnaldus, w ho w rote about A .D . 1162. U nder these
disadvantages, it is the less to be w ondered at, if the excellent author did not
everyw here hit that ancient truth w hich he sincerely sought for.

1. In the first place,* he appears to carry the notion of inherent virtues or
graces, as lodged in the elem ents them selves, m uch too far.** A nd he seem s to
m ake the conjunction of grace and elem ent absolute and physical.*** B y w hich
m eans, he found him self at length involved in insuperable perplexities upon the
point of adoration of the elem ents, [Page 107, etc.] and the com m union of the
unw orthy [Page 112.]: though he endeavoured to get off from  both, as
handsom ely as the thing w ould bear. O ur other m ore cautious D ivines of that
tim e, as C ranm er and Jew el, had no concern w ith those perplexities, any m ore
than the ancient Fathers had: for they avoided the m ain principle from  w hich
those difficulties arose; yea, and flatly contradicted it.****

*[[ñInvocatio illa D ei et benedictio non illigat Spiritum  pani, nec includit; sed
panem  sanctificat, ut posit ab eo qui fidem  habet, et m undus est, digne et cum  efficacia,
non solum  sacram entaliter, sed etiam  spiritaliter participari.ò Salm as. p. 428. ñN os non
dicim us Sacram enta conferre gratiam  per ullam  illis inditam  aut vim  aut qualitatem , sive
naturalem  sive supernaturalem , quod est gratiam  conferre per m odum  causae physicae:
sed dicuntur ex nostrae Ecclesiae sententia,ò etc. W ard, D eterm . p. 44. See below .  ñC um
patres haec conjuncta esse asserunt, et Sacram entum  a sua virtute m inim e sejungi dicunt,
non intelligunt eum  spiritum , sive spiritalem  gratiam , pani ipsi inseparabiliter adhaerere,
sed in ipso corde ipsius accipientis eam  unitatem  effici per fidem : quam  qui non praestat,
is non com m unicat corpori, sed sacram entum , hoc est, nudum  signum  accipit, non
virtutem  sacram enti: signum  non rem  signi percipit.ò Salm asius, 427. See above [and]
below , and Pfaffius, pp. 414, 431, 432, 446.]]

**[ñV im  vitae signis externis inditam ,ò p. 53. V irtutem  [veri corporis] vitalem
conjunctam  habet,ò p. 79. ñV irtus ipsius corporis efficax et vivifica ï cum  pane et vino
conjungitur,ò p. 83. ñIntus abditam  et latentem  naturalem  ejusdem  corporis proprietatem ,
hoc est, vivificam  virtutem , secum  trahat,ò p. 83.  ñV irtutem  veri corporis spiritualem
habet,ò p. 88. ñV irtus autem  interna quae vi D ivini V erbi accedit,ò p. 118. ñV irtute
benedictionis m ysticae vim  insitam ,ò p. 119.]

***[ñSi gratiam  et virtutem  veri corporis cum  pane et vino conjungi credam us,
nim ium  elem entis tribuere videbim ur,ò p. 107. ñD ivina virtus abesse a signo non potest,
qua Sacram entum  est,ò p. 112. ñSacram enta, quam  diu Sacram enta sint, suam  retinere
virtutem , nec ab ea posse separari,ò p. 114.]



****[See C ranm erôs Preface, cited in R eview , above, and com pare R eview .
B ishop Jew el w rites thus: ñW e are taught, not to seek that grace in the sign, but to assure
ourselves by receiving the sign, that it is given us by the thing signified. .... It is not the
creature of bread or w ater, but the soul of m an that receiveth the grace of G od. These
corruptible creatures need it not: w e have need of G odôs grace. B ut this is a phrase of
speaking. For the pow er of G od, the grace of G od, the presence of the Trinity, the H oly
G host, the gift of G od, are not in the w ater, but in us: and w e w ere not ordained because
of the Sacram ents; but the Sacram ents w ere m ade for our sake.ò Jew elôs Treatise of the
Sacram ents, p. 263. fol. ed. C om pare D ef. of A pol. pp. 208, 238. [C om pare C ranm er, pp.
34, 56, 58, 74, 141, 172, 192, 208, 211, 212, 327, 413.]
2. The very w orthy author appears not to have guarded sufficiently against

the notion of tw o true bodies of C hrist, natural above, and spiritual below , in the
Eucharist: w hich is w hat the m ild and m oderate C assander, very tenderly,
charged him  w ith; intim ating, that he had put the distinction w rong betw een
body and body (as if there w ere tw o true bodies), instead of distinguishing
betw een the different m anner of exhibiting or receiving one and the sam e natural
body.* A nd so far C assander judged very rightly, and conform ably to the
ancients: only as he chose to distinguish betw een a visible and invisible m anner,
he should rather have expressed it in the term s of literal and spiritual; w hich is
the true distinction.

*[[ñQ uae de duplici C hristi corpore (B ertram um  secutus) erudite disserit, facile
aliquos offendat, quibus ex verbis C hristi persuasum  est, et quidem  vere, non aliud corpus
in Sacram ento fidelibus dari, quam  quod a C hristo pro fidelium  salute in m ortem  traditum
fuit. Q uam vis autem  hic distinctione aliqua opus sit, m alim  tam en illam  ad m odum
praesentiae et exhibitionis quam  ad ipsam  rem  subjectam , hoc est, corpus C hristi,
adhiberi. C om m odius itaque, et ad docendum  accom m odatius, et C hristi instituto
convenientius, et ad conciliationem  aptius dici videtur, ipsum  C hristi corpus pro nobis
traditum , etiam  in Eucharistia tradi; adhibita A ugustini distinctione: óIpsum  quidem , et
non ipsum ; ipsum  invisibiliter, et non ipsum  visibiliter.ôò etc. C assander, Epist. p. 1084.
C p. R ivet. A nim adv. ad C onsult. p. 30. A pologet. p. 102. [D iscuss. D ialysis, p. 78.] G rotii
O pp. tom . iii. 621, 643, 660, 668. [ñH ere you grant that C hristôs body w as m ade of bread.
A nd then it m ust follow , that either C hrist had tw o bodies (the one m ade of flesh of the
V irgin M ary, the other of bread), or else that the selfsam e body w as m ade of tw o diverse
m atters, and at diverse and sondry tim es.ò C ranm er, 297.]]
B ishop C osin,* speaking of B ishop Poynet, represents him  (if there be not

som e error of the press) as m aking that very distinction w hich C assander w ished
he had m ade, or w hich he suggested, by w ay of correction, as preferable to
Poynetôs. I say, B ishop C osin represents Poynet as doing the very thing w hich
C assander required, and m ostly in C assanderôs ow n w ords, w ithout nam ing him .
Y et it is plain enough, that that distinction w hich C osin ascribes to Poynet w as
not his, but C assanderôs: w herefore I suspect som e error of the press or of the



editor (as m ight easily happen in a posthum ous piece), and that C osin really
w rote ñm alim ,ò not ñm aluit,ò m aking C assanderôs censure his ow n. B ut of this
let the considerate readers of both judge, as they see cause. C ertain how ever it is,
that B ishop eosin (w ith all our other learned and judicious D ivines) w as zealous
against the notion of tw o true bodies of C hrist, [[See C ranm er, p. 267.]] and very
strongly asserted, yea, and often inculcated, in that sm all treatise, w here he had
not m uch room  to spare, that the natural body is the thing signified, the thing
spiritually given and received by the faithful in the Eucharist. H e w as w ell
aw are, how  m uch depended upon that m om entous principle [[See R eview , above.]];
as w ell because it w as the safe, the only clue to lead serious C hristians through
all the labyrinths of contending parties, as also because it w as fixing the
econom y of m anôs salvation upon its true and firm  basis, w hich is this: that in
the Sacram ents w e are m ade and continued m em bers of C hristôs body, of his
flesh, and of his bones. [Ephes. 5:30.] O ur union w ith the D eity rests entirely in
our m ystical union w ith our Lordôs hum anity, w hich is personally united w ith
his D ivine nature, w hich is essentially united w ith G od the Father, the head and
fountain of all. So stands the econom y; w hich shew s the high im portance of the
principle before m entioned. A nd it is w ell that R om anists, and Lutherans, and
G reeks also, even the w hole East and W rest, have preserved it, and yet preserve
it: though som e of them  have m iserably corrupted it by the w ood, hay, and
stubble, w hich they have built upon it; nam ely, by a local presence, a literal
exhibition, and an oral m anducation, w ith other the like novel additions or
defalcations. B ut I return.

*[ñLicet discrim en ipse cum  Patribus agnoscat inter corpus C hristi form am
hum ani corporis naturalem  habens, et quod in Sacram ento est corpus m ysticum , rnaluit
tam en discrim en illud ad m odum  praesentiae et exhibitionis, quam  ad ipsam  rem
subjectam , hoc est, C hristi corpus verum , accom m odari; quum  certissim um  sit, non aliud
corpus in Sacram ento fidelibus dari nisi quod a C hristo pro fidelium  salute in m ortem
traditum  fuit.ò C osin. H ist. Transubst. p. 10.]
Tw enty years after Poynet, a very learned physician, a G erm an, building

upon the sam e principles, and being m uch m ore sanguine and self-confident,
pursued them  to far greater lengths in tw o several treatises,* bearing different
running titles.** H is nam e w as H archius. It w as a vast undertaking for that tim e.
H e set him self at once to oppose R om anists, Lutherans, and C alvinists (three
sects, as he called them  [H arch. Patr. C onsens. pp. 183, 230.]), condem ning them  all
as guilty of great errors in the article of the Eucharist, and proposing a fourth
system , w herein they should all unite. H e boasted highly of the Fathers, as full
and clear on his side [Ibid. idem , pp. 77, 127, 129, 270, 278.]: he filled his tw o books
w ith quotations of that kind: som e genuine and som e spurious, som e ancient and



som e m iddle-aged, som e G reek and som e Latin; m any of them  m isconstrued,
m ore m isapplied, but all m ade to serve the system *** w hich he had before
form ed in his m ind. [[ñPatrum  m ultitudine putavit H archius suum  illud com m entum  aperte
confirm ari; illis certe non dissim ilis quibus si specillis vindicibus utantur viridia om nia
apparent.ò B eza, 182. fol. edit.]]  A s the attem pt w as considerable in its w ay, and
com m endable for its good m eaning; and as it m ay be of use to know  w hat the
system  w as, and how  received, and how  confuted (for confuted it w as by a very
able hand), I shall here take the pains to draw  out the chief lines of it, and next to
exhibit a brief sum m ary of the answ er then m ade to it.

*[ñD e Eucharistiae M ysterio, D ignitate, et U su: ex unanim i prim itivae Ecclesiae
C onsensu, ad om nium  eorum  qui C hristi N om en profitentur sedandas C ontroversias.ò
Libri tres. 4to. Jodoco H archio, M ontense M edico, autore. W orm atiae. 1573.  
ñO rthodoxorum  Patrum  ... Fides de Eucharistia et Sacrificio universali Ecclesiae: ad
Pontificiorum  et Evangelicorum  cognoscendas, dirim endasque C ontroversias, pro C hristi
G loria, et Ecclesiarum  Pace. Per Jodocum  H archium , M ontensem  M edicum .ò A .D . 1576.
8vo.]

**[The running title of the first: ñC oncordia de C oena.ò  The running title of the
second: ñPatrum  C onsensus de Eucharistia.ò  N .B . H ospinian says, this last w as printed
A .D . 1577. H ospin. H istor. Sacram . part ii. p. 354. W hich m ay be true: for I take the date
1576, not from  the title page (w hich has no date), but from  the end of the preface, w ritten
in 1576.]

***[A  brief sum m ary of his system , in his ow n w ords, is as here follow s: ñPanis
Eucharistiae est corpus quoddam  sanctum , consecratione sacerdotum  factum  divinum ;
existens veluti im ago, repraesentatio, seu sacram entum  proprii et anim ati corporis C hristi
quod in caelo est; im pletum  a C hristo Spiritu Sancto et V erbo: ut offeratur (m ystice) D eo
Patri, per m inisterium  sacerdotum ; deinde ut sum atur ab om nibus fidelibus, etc. ... in fide
et charitate, ore et corde, ad rem issionem  peccatorum  ... in spem  resurrectionis et vitae
aeternae, sim ul et ad m em oriam  passionis C hristi, etc. H aec definitio vera est et catholica,
et a nobis in hoc libro probanda.ò H arch. Patr. C onsens. p. 93. cp. pp. 63, 79.]
1. H e pleads m uch for an invocation of the H oly G host in the C om m union

O ffices [H arch. Patr. C onsens. pp. 25, 96, 98, 100. C oncord. p. 146.]; and he speaks often
of som e illapse either of the second or third Person upon the elem ents, or else of
som e virtue of life, som e spiritual and eternal gift, sent dow n from  above, upon
the consecrated bread and w ine. [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 14, 45, 49, 79, 92. Patr. C onsens. pp.
56, 115, 151, 157, 168.]

2. H e asserts a spiritual and m arvelous change thereby m ade in the
elem ents, but not destroying either their substance or their figure: a change of
qualities, and a m elioration, as it w ere, of the substance itself, by the pow erful
operation of the H oly G host and the supervening of the Logos [Ibid. idem , pp. 30,
etc. 75, 82, 83, 86, 146. Patr. C onsens. pp. 54, 69, 100, 157, 185.]: on account of w hich
change, he talks frequently of the elem ents as passing into the virtue of C hristôs



body and blood. [Ibid. idem , pp. 32, 35, 39, 45, 47, 53, 74, 79, 105.] Som etim es he calls
it passing into the flesh of C hrist, or substance of his body: but then he interprets
it to m ean, not the personal body or substance, but another very like it, or near
akin to it in virtue; w hich he denom inates a spiritual body, to distinguish it from
the natural and personal body. [H arch. C oncord. pp. 33, 35, 39, 45, 53, 74, 105. Patr.
C onsens. p. 69.]

3. H e m akes this pretended spiritual body som etim es the body of the
D ivine Spirit, m eaning C hristôs ow n D ivine H ypostasis [H arch. C oncord. pp. 15, 16.
Patr. C onsens. pp. 28, 42, 47, 69.]; som etim es, the body of the W ord and Spirit
together [Ibid. Patr. C onsens. pp. 29, 42, 46, 48, 53, 69, 98, 114, 128, 180.]; and
som etim es of the D ivine essence, or w hole Trinity. [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 31, 48, 70, 74.
Patr. C onsens. pp. 91, 167, 172, 182, 183.]

4. B ut as he could not adm it of a personal union* betw een the D eity and
the bread body, w ithout calling it C hrist, and Lord, and G od, he w as content to
call it a creature, but a m ost noble creature [Ibid. idem , pp. 36, 37, 38, 75, 76, 82, 83.];
an im age of the natural body, but not full and adequate; extrem ely like it in
pow er and energy, but not perfectly equal [Ibid. idem , pp. 36, 38, 53, 54, 65, 94, 95.
Patr. C onsens. pp. 68, 79, 91, 117, 250.]: a true, and holy, and D ivine, but inanim ate
figure, w hile full of the W ord, and of the Spirit, and of grace, and of life. [Ibid.
Patr. C onsens. pp. 68, 76, 85, 90, 91, 92, 93, 112, 131, 147.]

*[[ñD at ergo nobis C hristus in hoc Sacram ento duplicem  spiritum  suum , existens
verus Elias. In pane quidem  spiritum  proprium  verbum  ipsum  et D ei sapientiam  in vino
spiritum  qui a Patre procedit et Filio: in utroque vero essentiam  totius heatae Trinitatis.ò
H arch. p. 182. Patr. C onsens.]]
5. H e supposed tw o true bodies of C hrist; one in heaven above, another in

the Eucharist below : one natural, and eaten by contem plation and faith at all
tim es; the other spiritual, and eaten in the Eucharist both w ith m ind and w ith
m outh. [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 27, 55, 70, 81.] H e conceived them  to be so nearly the
sam e thing, that they m ight be reckoned as one flesh, but yet considering that
there w as som e inequality, he rather chose to m ake them  tw o. [Ibid. Patr. C onsens.
pp. 215, 216.]

6. H e m aintained an infusion of the D ivine essence, [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 31, 48,
7o, 74. Patr. C onsens. pp. 74, 76.] or of C hrist, [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 28, 31, 39, 48. Patr.
C onsens. pp. 74, 77, 225.] or of som e virtue of C hristôs flesh, [Ibid. Patr. C onsens. pp.
128, 182, 209, 215.] into the elem ents: an inhabitation [H arch. C oncord. pp. 56, 57, 63,
68, 74. Patr. C onsens. pp. 50, 91.] also, and union, [Ibid. idem , pp. 15, 57, 71. Patr.
C onsens. pp. 46, 48, 50, 58, 68, 70, 71, 91, 121.] and m ixture [Ibid. Patr. C onsens. pp. 28,
126, 131, 134, 181, 193, 204.] w ith the sam e.

7. H e once supposed, that the spiritual body in the Eucharist is not so fully



or perfectly C hristôs body as every good C hristian is [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 25, 48, 60,
64.]; but he appears to have changed his m ind afterw ards, upon a supposal that
the fullness of the G odhead resides in the elem ents, and not ordinarily in good
m en. [Ibid. Patr. C onsens. pp. 91, 154.]

8. H e supposed the spiritual body to be the vicarious substitute of the
natural; not equal in pow er or virtue, but approxim ate. [Ibid. idem , pp. 85, 112, 173,
174, 176.]

9. The spiritual body, not being hypostatically united w ith the D ivinity,
[Ibid. C oncord. pp. 37, 63, 68, 86, 87, 105. Patr. C onsens. pp. 54, 91, 126, 173.] has no title
in his schem e (as he supposed) to form al adoration; but m ust be reverenced only,
or highly venerated. [Ibid. idem , pp. 59, 60, 106. Patr. C onsens. pp. 52, 53, 54, 65, 130,
213, 217, 262.]

10. H e supposed the elem ents to contain w ithin them  the grace of C hristôs
body, the nature of the w ord and Spirit, and the essential pow ers of C hristôs body
in a perm anent w ay, abiding as long as the elem ents m ay serve for food. [Ibid.
idem , p. 89. Patr. C onsens. pp. 64, 83, 102, 175, 209, 213, 228.]

11. H e im agined brutes, upon devouring the elem ents, to devour them
only: but unw orthy com m unicants are supposed to receive the D eity besides, but
as a judge and an avenger; as a burning coal, or a consum ing fire, not to save,
but to destroy them . [Ibid. idem , pp. 41, 56, 71, 72, 87, 88. Patr. C onsens. pp. 61, 139, 140,
141, 175, 212.]

12. H e m aintained an oral m anducation (as of course he m ust) of the
eternal W ord, of the D ivine substance, and of essential grace. [Ibid. idem , p. 15.
Patr. C onsens. pp. 82, 93, 138, 151, 154, 174, 201, 212.]

13. A s to the sacrifice, he w as reasonably m odest and cautious in his first
piece. H e lashed the R om anists on that head, all the w ay, and blam ed som e
Protestants, but w ith tenderness,* not denying them  or others their just
com m endations. [ñLegite, O  pontificii, Liturgiam  Justini, et putabitis institutam  fuisse a
C alvino. Legite et eam  quae fertur Jacobi, et quid, precor, differt ab ea quam  instituit
Lutherus?ò Ibid. p. 132.] H e speaks handsom ely of the first English Liturgy, as
com ing very near to the prim itive, and particularly adm ires their form  of
consecration, beseeching G od to sanctify the gifts w ith his H oly Spirit and
W ord. [H arch. C oncord. pp. 45, 146.] H e insisted m uch upon self-sacrifice, and the
sacrifice of alm s, and the m em orial of our Lordôs passion. [Ibid. idem , pp. 52, 120,
131, 132, 133, 138, 139, 143, 147, 148, 158, 161, 167, 168, 171, 176.] H e expressed som e
contem pt of a bread sacrifice, a sacrifice of signs and shadow s. [Ibid, idem , pp. 120,
139, 143, 147, 155, 157, 158.] H ad he said, signs and shadow s of a sacrifice, rather
than sacrifice of signs, he had said better. H ow ever, he observed, that a sacrifice
of bread and w ine is never m entioned in Scripture, no, nor in the Fathers; except



in such a qualified sense as Irenaeus speaks of.** H e had a particular fancy that
the elem ents should first be m ade food of and then sacrificed from  w ithin: for so
he hoped to avoid all extrinsic sacrifice (condem ned by Scripture), and to
account the better for the order of the w ords of institution. [Ibid. idem , pp. 171, 174,
175.] B esides, it w ould suit the m ore aptly w ith another fancy of his, viz. that
though the elem ents w ere the body of the Logos before m anducation, yet they
w ere not the body of C hrist, G od-m an, till eaten and converted into hum an
flesh.***

*[ñN e quis putet in posterum  in C oena D om ini nullum  esse sacrificium : quod ab
Evangelicis aliquot doleo nim is im pudenter negatum , aut om issum , neque in catechism is
explicatum .ò H arch. C oncord. p. 132.]

**[ñD e panis et vini hostia nusquam  leges in Scripturis, im o neque in Patribus;
nisi ea ratione offeram us panem  et ejusm odi visibilia, quae Irenaeus vocat creaturas, ut
non appaream us in conspectu D ei aut vacui aut ingrati.ò H arch. C oncord. p. 171.]

***[ñEtiam si panis Eucharistiae sit virtute caro C hristi, et realiter corpus V erbi
ante m anducationem , tam en ut fiat actu vera caro, debet prius m anducari, et nutritionis
lege in carnis form am  converti.ò H arch. C oncord. p. 80.]
14. In his second treatise he altered his notion of the sacrifice m ore w ays

than one: w hether disgusted w ith the Protestants for slighting his kind offices, or
w hether further instructed, it is certain, that he cam e m uch nearer to the Popish
sacrifice, and brought severer charges than before, both against Lutherans and
C alvinists, as casting off the visible sacrifice of the C hurch. [H arch. Patr. C onsens.
pp. 38, 39, 40, 234, 270, etc. 281, 282, 285.] H e forgot his form er speculations about
the sacrifice follow ing the m anducation; for now  he m ade it go before. [Ibid.
idem . pp. 79, 274, 275.] A nd w hereas form erly he had disow ned any propitiatory
sacrifice, [Ibid. C oncord. pp. 132, 143, 161.] content w ith gratulatory, after the
Protestant w ay, he now  m ade it properly propitiatory, inventing a colour for it,
viz. that C hrist him self consecrates by the m inister, fills the elem ents w ith the
Logos and Spirit, is present w ith them , and offered by him self in them  and w ith
them .*

*[Ibid. idem , pp. 240, 263. ñIn hoc pane praesens et oblatus,ò p. 264. ñH ostia
offertur, et grata est Patri, et sim ul propitiatoria: non ex se, sed oblata per C hristum ,ò p.
300.  [Y et he blam es the Papists in strong term s, p. 232 of the sam e treatise, of 1576.
ñV eritatem  ipsam  pro im agine praetendunt et signum  adorant sim pliciter pro signato. Et
cum  corpus C hristi (quod est ecclesia per eucharistiae panem  figurata) debuissent et
com m endasse et obtulisse D eo patri, per C hristum , ipsum  C hristum  D eo patri
com m endant, et eum  pro proprio et novo Ecclesiae sacrificio, se in m anibus tenere, hic in
terra vere carneum , cruentum , osseum que, et ore com edere persuadent: parum  m em ores
illius O rigenis in Leviticum  dicentis: jejunans debes adire pontificem  C hristum , qui
utique non in terra quaerendus est, sed in caelo, et per ipsum  debes offerre D eo hostiam .ò



H arch. Patr. C onsens. p. 232.  ñC hristus spiritualis offertur m ente et m anu re vera: at
C hristus hom o carneus et anim atus offertur sola m ente, per ipsius sym bola, panem  et
vinum .ò p. 240.  ñQ uem ve non reddet D eo Patri propitium  unigenitus D ei Filius in hoc
pane praesens et oblatus?ò p. 264.]]
15. A s to our Lordôs ow n sacrifice in the original Eucharist, he supposed

him  to have offered up that spiritual body there m ade, that com pound body of
spirit and elem ent: or else perhaps he offered up his ow n natural body to the
Father, as it w ere in effigy, under the sym bols of bread and w ine. [ñC hristus in
pane et vino accipiens, ut hom o, a Patre corpus et sanguinem ,V erbi scilicet aeterni et Spiritus,
obtulit illa eadem  D eo Patri ad gratiarum  actionem , agnoscens beneficium  vel in pane et vino
obtulit, tanquam  in sym bolis, corpus suum  proprium , sequenti die crucifigendum .ò H arch. Patr.
C onsens. pp. 273, 274.]

16. H is construction of the w ords of institution m ay be w orth the noting as
a particularity. H e interprets the w ords, ñThis is m y body given for you,ò as if
our Lord had said, ñThis is m y spiritual body, given m e by m y Father, for your
consolation and conservation.ò* A  construction scarce tolerable, if there had not
been w orse invented for the sam e w ords, to serve the like purposes.

*[ñA ccipite hoc m eum  corpus, D ivini m ei Spiritus, quod m ihi datur pro vobis a
Patre m eo, ad vestram  consolationem , justificationem , vivificationem , conservationem .ò
H arch. Patr. C onsens. p. 28. cp. p. 29]
I beg pardon, if I have been tedious in recounting the rovings of that

learned gentlem an; w hich m ay have their use, and w hich w ere not so m uch
ow ing to the w eakness of the w riter (for I m uch question w hether any one else
could have perform ed better in that w ay), as to the w eakness of the principle
w hich he had the m isfortune to set out w ith. W hoever else should take in hand to
enrich the elem ents, either w ith w hat belongs to us, or w ith w hat belongs to G od
only, could not reasonably expect to succeed any better than that ingenious
w riter did. H e is to be com m ended how ever for adhering to the sacrifice of the
cross, [H arch. C oncord. p. 133.] and for allow ing that the faithful partake of C hristôs
body ñextra coenam ,ò [Ibid. idem , pp. 31, 80, 82, 91.  Patr. C onsens. pp. 142, 228, 229.]
and that the ancient Patriarchs feasted upon the sam e spiritual food that w e do
now . [Ibid. Patr. C onsens. pp. 200, 201, 202.] In other points w here he judged ill, he
appears to have intended w ell: for he certainly had a w arm  zeal for G od, loved
religion (or w hat he esteem ed such), and had firm ness enough to subm it to a
kind of voluntary exile for it; as he has left upon record.*

*[H arch. C oncord. in dedicatione. M ention also is m ade of a piece of his, printed
in 1573, w ith this title: ñD e C ausis H aeresis, proque ejus Exilio, et C oncordia
C ontroversiarum  in R eligione, H aereticorum , Pontificiorum , et Poenitentium , O ratio ad
D eum  Patrem .ò G esner, Epit. p. 515. This I have at second hand from  M r. B ayle, in the
French Supplem ent to his D ictionary, in the article ñH archiusò.]



W hat the Protestants, in general, thought of his first perform ance, and how
coldly they received his reconciling schem e,* he has him self declared in his
preface to the second. They w ere offended, it seem s, w ith him , for m istaking his
talents, and m eddling out of his sphere; they approved not of his interposing,
w ithout judgm ent, in theological debates, and adm onished him  to return to the
business of his ow n profession. The R om anists w ere either silent, or m ore
favourable in their censures, so far as appears: and he w as suspected, by som e of
the Lutheran w ay, to incline m ore to the Popish than to the Protestant
interests.** H e w as very im patient for som e answ er, thinking it a tribute of
respect due to him self or to the subject: but he lived not to see any. B eza w as
preparing one,*** w hich appeared at length in the year 1580, som e tim e after
H archiusôs decease. B eza had been dilatory in that m atter, under a serious
persuasion that such rem ote and fanciful speculations m ight best be left to die of
them selves. B ut being at last overruled by friends, he subm itted to undertake the
w ork; as he tells us him self. [B eza contr. H arch. p. 4. 8vo. ed. alias p. 148. fol. ed.] H e
com plains frequently of the authorôs laboured obscurity, and of the difficulty of
ascertaining his true and full m eaning. [Ibid. pp. 5, 49, 60, 147, 148. edit. prim a.] B ut
to prevent any suspicion of unfairness, and to enable the readers to judge for
them selves, he collected a com petent num ber of passages out of H archiusôs first
treatise, and prefixed them  to his ow n, filling m ore than forty pages w ith them .

*[ñC onabar dissentientes inter se Evangelicos appellatos (Lutheranos inquam ), et
C alvinistas, sive Zuinglianos, conciliare. ... Sed tantum  abest ut ex m eis bus ullam
reportorim  gratiam , ut am bobus in sua opinione licet dissim illim a haerentibus, am bo m e
veluti risui et contem ptui habentes, ad m edicae m eae professionis arenam  indignabundi
relegarint.ò H arch. Patr. C onsens. in praefat.]

**[ñQ uom odo pontificii m e exceperint, vix possum  conjecturis assequi, contra
quos tam en potissim um  om nia argum entorum  m eorum  tela dirigebantur. ... V erum
quom odocunque in ea re m ecum  sentiant aut dissentiant pontificii, relatione tam en
postm odum  accepi, m e potius pontificium  quam  Evangelicum , ab Evangelicis aliquot
esse judicatum .ò H arch. ibid.]

***[ñD e C oena D om ini, adversus Jodoci H archii M ontensis D ogm ata, Theodori
B ezae R esponsio.ò G enevae. 1580. pages 8vo. 160. R eprinted in folio, am ong the
Tractatus Theologici (tw o volum es) A .D . 1582. G enevae. From  p. 148 to p. 186.]
A fter these prelim inaries, he fell directly upon the leading error of the

w hole system : w hich w as the m aking the elem ents receptacles either of the
eternal W ord or Spirit, or of som e D ivine pow er or grace, supposed to be infused
into them , inherent in them , intrinsic to them , and perm anent w ith them . H e calls
it a m ost grievous error, full of im piety:* a notion altogether unscriptural and
absurd [B eza, p. 66.]; yea, and w ilder than either consubstantiation or
transubstantiation, w hich it aim ed to correct.** H e proceeds to confute it at



large, in a strong, m asterly w ay, w orthy of his great abilities. I shall endeavour to
give you a taste of his perform ance, in a few  particulars; though it m ust be a
great disadvantage to it, to appear as it w ere in m iniature, w hen the w hole is so
close and concise: but it is necessary, in a m anner, to give som e kind of
sum m ary view  of it.

*[ñTeterrim um , et plane cum  m anifesta im pietate conjunctum  errorem ,ò p. 52.
ñN ego igitur et pernego D eitatem , aut vim  ullam  D ivinam  in ipsa signa infundi: et
im pium  esse hoc dogm a rursum  dico, eo sensu quo loquitur et scribit H archius; non quo
locuti sunt Patres, quorum  sententiam  penitus depravat.ò B eza, p. 71.]

**[ñH archius m agis etiam  ineptam  sententiam  tuetur: qui ut corporis naturalis
localem  praesentiam  excluclat, D eitatem  ipsius V erbi ex carne assnm pta in panem
illapsam , velit intra ipisum  panem  habitare, adeoque ipsi re ipsa uniri et perm isceri,ò pp.
66, 67.]
1. H e observes, that the system  proposed, under colour of m agnifying the

signs one w ay, really lessened and depreciated them  another w ay, as m aking
them  bare m em orials of w hat they ought spiritually to exhibit, nam ely, of the
natural body, being in that respect m ade m ere signs (as any picture m ight be),*
rather than exhibitive signs. A nd though he endeavoured, another w ay, to give
m ore honour to the signs than really belonged to them , yet he destroyed the very
nature of signs by doing it, and m ade quite another thing of them , viz.
receptacles of the D ivinity, not exhibitive signs or sym bols of the hum anity:**
w hich, in effect, w as excluding the thing signified out of the Sacram ent, and
seeking salvation independently on C hristôs hum anity;*** thereby subverting the
econom y of m anôs redem ption, w hich stands in our m ystical union w ith the
hum an nature of C hrist. [V id. B eza, pp. 96, 97, 123, etc.]

*[ñD ocem us Sacram entorum  significationem , diviuitus institutam , neque nudam
esse, qualis est pictarum  im aginum  et aliorum  ejusm odi vulgarium  signorum , sed cum
ipsa rerum  significatarum  praebitione conjunctam .ò B eza, p. 50.  ñN im ium  profecto,
parce et jejune de isto signorum  genere loquitur, cum  ea ɛɜɖɛɧůɡɜŬ tantum  vocat, quod
quam  pictis im aginibus convenit.ò B eza, p. 51.]

**[ñQ uam vis enim  postea plus etiam  illis quam  nos tribuere videatur, nedum  ut
illa extenuet: si quis tam en rem  totam  propius inspiciat, com periet om nem  signorum
rationem  ab ipso aboleri: ut qui panem  illum  et vinum  illud, non corporis illius pro nobis
traditi, et sanguinis illius pro nobis effusi signa, sed ipsius essentialis aeterni Filii D ei
conceptacula esse contendat.ò B eza, p. 51.]

***[ñN eque enim  m ine quaerim us, plus an m inus in his vel illis detur, sed an
idem  detur, id est, illa ipsa C hristi hum anitas. Si hoc negatis, ergo extra C hristi
hum anitatem  salutem  quaeritis.ò B eza, p. 95.]
2. B eza observes further, at large, that it is m anifestly w rong to interpret

ñbody given for you,ò and ñblood shed,ò of anything but the natural body and



blood signified in the Eucharist, and therein also m ystically or spiritually given
and received. [B eza, pp. 67, 68, 69, 70, 89, 90.]

3. A gainst inherent graces, virtues, pow ers, etc. he pleads, that to suppose
pardon-giving, grace-giving, life-giving pow ers to be lodged in the elem ents, is
transferring D ivine pow ers from  their proper seat, w here only they can reside, to
things altogether incapable of sustaining them  or receiving them : in short, it is
com m unicating to inanim ate creatures the incom m unicable attributes, properties,
or pow ers of G od.*

*[ñSpiritualia ac diviva (cujusm odi incorporatio in C hristum , et in eodem  collatum
justificationis, sanctificationis, et tandem  glorificationis, seu vitae aeternae donum ) per
alium , ut ullo m odo efficientem  causam , si quis nobis tribui existim et; aut rerum
D ivinarum  prorsus est im peritus, aut plane im pius ut qui quod unius D el est
incom m unicabiliter, tam  proprium  quam  ipsa D eitas, ad panem  et vinum , res inanim atas,
transferat, aut certe cum  illis com m unicet.ò B eza, pp. 70, 71: conf. 114, 115, 130ï136.
[C ham ier, Panstrat. vol. iv. pp. 91, 93. H ooker, book v. n. 57, 67.]]
4. H e enforces his plea by observing, that it is attributing m ore to the signs,

than to the W ord of G od w hich m akes them  signs, and of w hich as high things
are predicated in Scripture, but w ithout any supposal of an inherent or intrinsic
pow er infused into, or lodged in the sounds or syllables. [B eza, pp. 133, 134, 135.]

5. H e enforces it still further by observing, that it is attributing m ore to the
inanim ate elem ents than could be justly ascribed to the A postles or others w ho
w rought m iracles; not by any inherent or intrinsic pow ers infused into them , but
by the sole pow er of G od extrinsic to them . [Ibid. pp. 75, 76, 77, 132, 133, 134.]

6. H e adds, that it is ascribing m ore to the bread and w ine, the sacram ental
body, than could be justly ascribed even to our Lordôs ow n natural body
considered in itself, or abstracted from  his D ivinity, the only proper seat or
subject of such pow ers. [Ibid. pp. 77, 78, 79, 134.] H e dw ells upon this topic, as w ell
to guard it from  cavil and m isconstruction, as to im print it the deeper on the
m inds of his readers, being indeed singly sufficient and unansw erable, w hen
rightly understood. For if even a personal union m akes not the hum anity of
C hrist life-giving in itself, or so as to becom e the proper seat or subject of such
pow ers,* m uch less can any supposed union of the Logos or of the Spirit w ith
the elem ents m ake them  the subject or seat of life-giving pow ers.** If it should
be pleaded, that a healing virtue w ent out of C hristôs body, [See M ark 5:30. Luke
6:19, 8:46.] even that w ould not reach the case, w ere it really fact; since healing
virtues and grace-giving pow ers are w idely different. B ut the texts say not that
virtue w ent out of his body, but out of him , or from  him : neither is it said, that he
felt in his body, but that he knew  in him self; knew  that a m iraculous operation
[ŭɨɜŬɛɘɠ] had gone forth from  him ; w hich w as said, to intim ate that a m iraculous



virtue or pow er really resided in him , as G od-m an, but in no m an else.
[ñC ognoscens divinum  opus a se patratum .ò V id. O learius in M att. pp. 275, 276. W olfius, C ur.
C rit. in loc.]

*[ȹɘŬ Űɖɜ ɖɜɤ ɛɏɜɖɜ ŬɡŰɖ ɕɤ ɐɜ, ŬɡŰɖ [ůŬɟɝ] ɕɤ ɞˊɞɘɧɠ. Theod. D ial. p. 184.  
ñC aro C hristi per se vivifica non est, sed vivificandi vim  a Spiritu cui juncta est, id est, a
D ivinitate m utuatur.ò  A lbertinus, p. 341: cp. 758.  [Sadeel, pp. 145, 203, 421.]]

**[N .B . The m an C hrist (according to the rule of ñcom m unicatio idiom atum ,ò and
after the personal w ay of speaking) m ay be said to be G od, Life-giver, etc. B ut as the
hum an nature cannot be said to be the D ivine nature, so neither can it be said to be
efficiently or properly life-giving. M uch less can it be said of the elem ents, w hich are not
so m uch as hypostatically united, nor can claim  any benefit from  the rule of
ñcom m unicatio idiom atum ,ò or from  the use of personal phrases.]
I return to B eza.
7. H e takes occasion to expose the doctrine of an oral m anducation of

C hrist, or of the Spirit, as palpably absurd. [B eza, pp. 86, etc., 100.]
8. H e m ore particularly exposes the notion of the unw orthyôs receiving the

ñres Sacram enti,ò the grace of the Sacram ent, and not w ith any benefit, but to
certain destruction. A  contradiction to all the Scripture phrases in that article,
phrases of a kind and gracious im port, w ords of favour, and blessing, and
com fort; and such as w ill no m ore adm it of a destructive m eaning, than light, or
life, or health, or peace, or im m ortality can adm it of it. [Ibid. pp. 99, 100, 101, 102,
103, [172. R ivet. t. ii. 136. H ooker, book v. n. 67. Tow erson, 245.]] Indeed, C hrist is
offered both to w orthy and unw orthy in the holy C om m union: and to the form er,
w ho receive him , he is a life-giver and preserver, w hile to the latter, w ho reject
him , he is a judge and avenger. Still C hrist received is alw ays health, and life,
and blessing to the receiver:* and it, is C hrist rejected, not C hrist received, w ho
becom es to every unw orthy com m unicant both a judge and a revenger.** This
reasoning appears to be just and solid: and it is w orth observing, that, after the
latest refinem ents in this article, by the help of a distinction betw een external and
internal eating [[The sam e distinction w as observed for the sam e purpose. G . Paschat.
R adhert, p. 1568.]] of the sam e enriched body, [See U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. pp. 208,
351ï356.] yet the difficulty rem ains as before, and cannot be evaded. For unless
the unw orthy (w ho are the external eaters) are supposed externally and orally to
eat both the bread and the grace, they cannot he said to eat the body, w hich is
supposed to m ean and to consist of both, and is not the enriched body, if either
be w anting. A ll that can be m ade out, in that w ay, is, that the unw orthy eat one
part of the pretended spiritual body, and not the other part; they eat the gross
part, viz. the bread, not the finer, viz., the grace: w hich, in other w ords, is saying,
that they eat not the body; and therefore the distinction so applied destroys itself.



The plain truth is, that nothing but the sign is externally eaten, and nothing but
the thing signified is eaten internally: therefore to im agine an external or an
internal eating both of sign and thing, confounded in one, and called a spiritual
body, is joining together incom patible ideas.*** B ut I pass on.

*[ñO m nes quidem  m anum  et os afferentes sym bola recipiunt, m ens vero vera fide
non praedita rem  Sacram enti repudiat: ac proinde reus non fit talis quispiam  indigne
sum pti corporis et sanguinis D om ini, (nisi per corpus et sanguinem  ipsa illorum  sym bola
m etonym ia sacram entali intelligas,) sed corporis et sanguinis D om ini contem pti, et per
incredulitatem  repudiati. ... U sque adeo conjuncta sunt et connexa vita et caro C hristi,
quoniam  caro Filii D ei est, ut neque vitae particeps esse quisquam  extra illius carnis, unici
vinculi nostrae cum  vita colligationis, participationem  possit, neque quisquam  illius esse
particeps, sive in V erbo, sive in Sacram entis, qui ex ea non vivificetur: et qui contrarium
statuunt, C hristum  dividant: de quibus quid statuendum  sit, docet Spiritus Sanctus, 1 John
4:3.ò B eza, ibid. p. 103. C p. B eza contr. Pappum  de U nione hypostatica, pp. 138, 139,
140.]

**[ñC hristus igitur ipse, tum  in V erbo, tum  in Sacram entis, eos quidem  a quibus
sum itur, id est, fideles, vivificat: incredulos autern non receptus, sed repudiatus judicat.ò
B eza contr. Papp. p. 140.]

***[[ñD uplex est hom o, qui com edit, externus et internus: duplex m anducatio,
qua com editur, externa et interna,: duplex etiam  cibus qui com editur, externus et internus:
externus cibus ab externo hom ine, externa, m anducatione com editur: internus ab interno
interna m anducatione participatur.ò Salm asius, p. 426.]]
9. B eza takes notice how  H archiusôs system  m ight lay a foundation for

bread w orship, stronger and firm er than even the Popish one does, because of the
union or m ixture of essential D ivinity w ith the elem ents, w hich it introduces and
rests upon. [B eza, pp. 146, 147.] H e adds, that it w ould go near to destroy the
ñsursum  corda,ò the lifting up of the heart, so m uch and so justly celebrated by
the ancients. For if the elem ents really contain such im m ense treasures, w hat
need have w e to look up to the natural body above? O r w hat have w e to do but to
look dow n to those im panated riches, to the elem ents ennobled w ith all graces
and virtues, and replenished w ith that very D ivinity w hich m akes the hum anity
so considerable? [B eza, p. 147.]

10. W hen B eza cam e to answ er on the head of sacrifice, he appeared to be
m uch concerned at H archiusôs unfair and ungenerous dealing, in reviving stale
accusations against Protestants, w ithout so m uch as taking notice of the strong
and repeated replies. [Ibid. p. 152.] H e avers solem nly, that the reform ed had been
so far from  discarding the eucharistic sacrifice, that they only had m ost strictly
preserved it, or rather retrieved it, fixing it upon its true and ancient basis.
Therefore he resented H archiusôs m isreport, in this article, as a grievous
calum ny [ñC um  totidem  illa constet a nobis diligenter fieri, calum niator in eo deprehendetur,



quod sacrificium  a nobis sublatum  esse dicat.ò B eza, p. 153.] upon the Protestant nam e,
since the Protestants had not rejected all sacrifice, no nor so m uch as a visible
sacrifice in the Eucharist.*

*[ñQ uo sensu veteres C oenam  D om ini sacrificium  vocarint, apertissim e liquet.
O stendat autem  H archius ecquid tandem  istorum  in nostris ecclesiis praeterm ittatur; et
tunc a nobis visibile sacrificium  abolitum  esse B eza, p. 155.]
This w as the turn that B eza gave to that m atter; and it w as the right turn,

m ade use of before by B ucer in 1546. For B ucer w as so far from  subm itting to
the injurious charge of discarding the sacrifice, that he retorted that very charge,
and justly, upon the accusers them selves: not m erely pleading, in behalf of the
Protestants against the R om anists, that w e have a sacrifice as w ell as they, but
that w e only had kept it, and that they had lost it, or how ever had so lam entably
depraved or sm othered it, that w hat rem ained of it w as next to none.* This he
said, and this he proved, beyond all reasonable contradiction. They m ust be very
little acquainted w ith those tw o excellent m en, B ucer and B eza, w ho can suspect
that they adm itted of no sacrifice but m ental or vocal only: for they w ere firm
and constant friends to the C hristian sacrifice, rightly understood; to external
sacrifice,** and that principally in the Eucharist, as all the Fathers w ere. H ad but
the Protestant D ivines, as m any as cam e after them , been as careful and accurate
as they w ere in the stating the m ain question, and as constant in abiding by it,
m any intricate disputes w hich have since risen m ight have been happily
prevented. For, indeed, the great question betw een the R om anists and us,*** is
not w hether the Eucharist be a proper, or a visible, or an external sacrifice, but
w hether it be an extrinsic sacrifice or no; and w hether their Eucharist or ours is
that G ospel sacrifice w hich our Lord instituted, and w hich all antiquity
acknow ledged. It w ill be found, upon just inquiry, that our eucharistic sacrifice
is the true one, and that their bread sacrifice (for it is really no better, fiction set
aside) is as m uch a corruption, though not altogether so novel or so dangerous a
corruption, as their bread w orship. B ut I return.

*[ñD em onstrabo haec ipsa veteris Ecclesiae, et S. Patrum  sacrificia nos vere
offerre et sacrificare: vestros vero sacrificulos illa cuncta a m issis suis om nique sua
adininistratione aut prorsus rem ovisse, aut certe pervertisse, ut auctoritatibus om nibus S.
Patrum  extrem ae im pietatis convincantur et condem nentur.ò B ucer contr. Latom . lib. ii. p.
146.  ñPlanum  faciam  in nostris ecclesiis restituta esse cum  genera om nia sacrificiorum  et
oblationum  quae offerre vetus Ecclesia solita est ... deinde ostendam  Ecclesiae veteris
sacrificia et oblationes per vestros sacrificos aut esse om nino sublata, aut penitus
perversa.ò B ucer, ibid. p. 246. C p. pp. 144, 261.]

**[External sacrifice has been ow ned, not only by B ucer and B eza, but by
H ooper, Jew el, B ilson, Fulke, Zanchius, C hrastovius, M ornaeus, Scharpius, Field,



Spalatensis, M ontague, Lany, Patrick, and m any m ore, w ho yet adm itted none but
spiritual sacrifice: neither do I know  that any of the old Protestant D ivines ever rejected
external sacrifice, but in the sense of extrinsic, in w hich both Scripture and Fathers reject
it.  N .B . Extrinsic sacrifice m eans som ething ñab extra,ò as a goat, a lam b, a loaf, all
extrinsic to us: intrinsic is w hat proceeds ñab intus,ò from  w ithin ourselves; as all our true
services do, w hether internal and invisible, or external and visible: and therefore if all true
services are properly sacrifices, there m ust of consequence be som e visible, external
sacrifices. B ut w e ought carefully to note how  the ancient w riters used w ords or phrases.
If I m istake not, Lactantius and A ustin rejected all visible sacrifice, adm itting none but
invisible, under the G ospel: but then they m eant by invisible, the sam e w ith intrinsic; and
they call it invisible w ith respect to its invisible source, as it com es from  w ithin.]

***[[ñM issa, sicubi a sacerdote celebrari solet, neque sacrificium  propitians est,
neque laudis aut gratiarum  actionis, neque D eo accepta aut probata, sed horribilis et
detestabilis res, de qua Servatoris illud verissim e dici poterit. Q uod celsum  est coram
hom inibus, id abom inandum  est coram  D eo.ò C ranm er, D efens. D octrin. de Sacram ento,
p. 150.]]
From  the tim e of B ezaôs answ er, H archius and his system  have been very

little m entioned: both seem  to have been alm ost buried in oblivion for a hundred
and tw enty years or m ore. O nly M r. B ale takes notice [In the Supplem ent to B ayleôs
D ictionary, or in the last French edition, in the article H archius.] of som e slight m ention
m ade of H archius, by R ivet, in som e letters to M ilitī re, alias B rachet, in the last
century. Indeed the R om anists, since that tim e, have som etim es invidiously and
insidiously charged the Protestants as interpreting the w ords of institution to
such a sense as either to m ake tw o personal bodies of C hrist, or to im agine som e
other fictitious body, substituted as the ñres sacram enti,ò instead of the natural.
The Protestants rejected the injurious aspersion w ith disdain, resenting it as a
great reproach, to be so m uch as suspected of any such thing [V id. C liam ier,
Panstrat. tom . iv. pp. 528, 529.]; but insisting upon it, in the strongest m anner, that
the w ords, ñthis is m y body,ò and ñthis is m y blood,ò could not reasonably be
interpreted of anything else but the natural body and blood, represented, and
sacram entally exhibited, in the holy C om m union.*

[ñQ uaeritur ergo, quid sit corpus m eum , sanguis m eus. N os candide, et libere, ac
libenter respondem us, əŬŰŬ Űɞ ɟɖŰɧɜ interpretandum , cum  H esychio in Levitici xxii ... est
igitur corpus illud; id est, solida substantia hum anae naturae, quam  assum ptam  in utero
V irginis circum tulit in hypostasi sua V erbum ; quam  cruci affixam , et in sepulchro
depositam  suscitavit a m ortuis ... quam  denique transtulit in caelos, inde reddendam  terris
postrem o adventu.ò C ham ier, Panstrat. tom . iv. p. 528.]
From  the accounts now  laid before you, m y R everend B rethren, I take the

liberty to observe, that som e late notions of the Eucharist appear to be little else
but the rem ains of that confusion w hich first began in the decline of the seventh
century: and the fundam ental error of all lies in the w ant of a right notion of



sym bolical language, as before hinted. H ence it is that signs have been supposed
either literally to be, or literally to enclose, the very things signified, viz. the
D ivine body, or the D ivine graces, virtues, or pow ers. B eza cleared up w hat
concerned the latter w ith great acum en and force: and the w hole question has
been. m ore m inutely discussed since by several able hands;* but m ore especially
by the very acute and learned C ham ier, w ho has in reality exhausted the
question, both historically and argum entatively, in his disputes against the
R om anists. [C ham ier, Panstrat. tom . iv. pp. 51ï96.]

*[H ooker, book v. chap. 57, 60, 67. G asp. Laurentius, D efens. Sadeelis, p. 382,
etc. R ivet. C athol. O rth. tom . ii. p. 5, etc. V ossius de Sacram . V i et Efficacia. Le B lanc,
Thes. p. 253. Preservative against Popery, vol. ii. tit. 7. p. 32. A lbertinus, p. 503.
[D avenant, D eterm . p. 108. Salm asius, p. 249, etc. W ard, D eterm . p. 62. Spalatensis,
910.]]
I m ay note by the w ay, that the R om anists, from  the tim e of the Trent

C ouncil, [ñSi quis dixerit Sacram enta novae legis non continere gratiam  quam  significant, ...
anathem a sit.ò C oncil. Trident. sess. vii. can. 6.] have com m only m aintained som e kind
of physical efficiency in the outw ard sacram ents, together w ith inherent graces
as infused into the elem ents: though som e of their ablest D ivines have scarce
know n w hat to m ake of the Trent doctrine on that head, but have in a m anner
given up the thing, contending m erely for w ords or nam es. C ardinal A llen, one
of the shrew dest of them , saw  the absurdity of the notion, and exposed it: being
aw are how  ridiculous it w ould be, to im agine any inherent or intrinsic pow ers to
have been infused into clay and spittle, into handkerchiefs and aprons, or into St.
Peterôs shadow :* neither durst B ellarm ine afterw ards be at all positive on that
head. [ñN on esse controversiam  de m odo quo Sacram enta sunt causae, an physice, etc. ... et
rursum  si physice, an per aliquam  qualitatem  inhaerentem , an per solam  D ei m otionem .ò
B ellarm . lib. ii. cap. 1. p. 30.] B ut yet both of them  w ere m inded to contrive som e
verbal evasion, w hereby to m ake a show  of m aintaining w hat in reality they had
yielded up. They pretended I know  not w hat D ivine m ovem ent, raising or
enabling the elem ents to produce the effect: w hich w as som ew hat like the
subtlety of those w ho, not know ing how  to ascribe thought to m atter, as such,
either added m otion to m atter, or had recourse to D ivine om nipotence, to salve
the hypothesis. O nly there is this difference betw een the tw o cases that thought
is a com m unicable attribute, w hich a creature m ay have; but a grace-giving
pow er is incom m unicable, and can reside only in a D ivine B eing. G erard
V ossius has w ell observed,** that the evasion before m entioned w as a m ere
evasion: and indeed it am ounts only to so m any unm eaning w ords, artfully
throw n together as a fine-spun covering, to hide the flaw s of a false hypothesis.
B e the D ivine m ovem ent w hat it w ill, it can never shake G odôs attributes from



his essence, or his incom m unicable pow ers from  his nature, so as to transfer or
im part them  to a foreign subject. G od m ay cooperate w ith the elem ents, so as to
affect the soul, w hile they affect the body: but his operations and pow ers, though
assistant or concurrent, are not inherent or interm ingled, but are entirely distinct;
and are as truly extrinsic to the elem ents, as the D eity is to the creature. W hen
and w here the elem ents are duly adm inistered and received, G od does then and
there w ork the effect, pursuant to his prom ise and covenant.*** The elem ents
are the occasional causes, as it w ere, and he the efficient: this is the w hole of that
m atter.

*[ñN oli putare id Patres dicere, quasi sit aliqua perm anens qualitas a D eo infusa
Sacram ento, aut ejus m ateriae, cum  ea qualitas neque spiritualis, neque corporalis esse
possit. N am  si corporalis esset, nihil adjuvaret ad spiritualem  effectum  m axis quam  ipsa
natura aquae: et spiritualis qualitas non potest inesse in corpore tanquam  in subjecto. Sed
id volunt, hanc esse virtutem  Sacram entorum , ordinari, m overi, applicari, elevari a D eo ad
effectum  spiritualem  ... C hristus accipiendo lutum  aut salivam , non im pressit illis, m ulto
m inus um brae Petri, aliquam  qualitatem  m edicam ; sed utendo, ac applicando, elevavit
eas, ad quascunque sanitates producendas: cum  ipsae qualitates sanativas actu inhaerentes
atque stabiles non haberent.ò A lanus de Euchar. p. 130. C om pare m y R eview , above.]

**[ñC om m entum  hoc de effectu ab actionis vi orto, nec tam en a vi interna ejus,
cujus actio est, profecto m erum  əɟɖůűɨɔŮŰɞɜ est, eadem que facilitate, qua citra
probationem  ullam  affertur, etiam  rejici debet.ò V ossius de Sacram . V i et Efficacia, p.
253. [C p. D avenant, D eterm in. 23. pp. 108, 109. W ard, D eterm . pp. 62, 44.]]

***[ñEffectum  non attingunt proprie, sed operari dicuntur, quia ubi sunt, D eus
juxta prom issionem  suam  operatur, et concurrit ad productionem  effectus supernaturalis.ò
A lbertinus, p. 503. ñR es ipsa quae unitur nobiscum  in conjunctione spirituali, nequaquam
cum  illis signis unitur: alioqui sacram entalis etiam  haec unio [unio pacti] esset dicenda
spiritualis; quae ipsa quoque signa vivificaret; et signa ipsa sacram entalia non am plius
essent instrum enta, sed ipsa forent causa efficiens et form alis: quod est ŬɗŮɧɚɞɔɞɜ, et
naturae Sacram entorum , atque Spiritus Sancti energiae, fideique proprietati om nino
repugnans.ò G asp. Laurent. Index. Error. G reg. de V alent. in O pp. Sadeel. p. 382. [ñN os
non dicim us sacram enta, conferre gratiam  per unam  illis inditam  aut vim  aut qualitatem
(sive naturalem , sive supernaturalem ) quod est gratiam  conferre per m odum  causae
physicae: sed dicuntur, ex nostrae Ecclesiae sententia, efficacia gratiae signa, quia divina
virtus hisce sacram entis ad producendum  gratiae effectum , certo et infallibiliter ex tenore
foederis et C hristi prom issione, assistit, ut viz. rationem  habeant causae sine qua non, vel
potius causae instrum entalis, generaliter dictae, instrum entum  m orale vocant.ò Sam .
W ard, D eterm . p. 44.]]
If w hat hath been said m ay be thought sufficient to vindicate the received

doctrine of this Sacram ent, as a sacram ent, then the other notion of it, together
w ith the bread sacrifice built upon it, m ust fall of course: and w e m ay reasonably
rest contented w ith w hat our excellent C hurch has all along taught us, both of the



sacram ent and sacrifice: w hich in truth is no other doctrine but w hat the N ew
Testam ent, and the Fathers of the C hurch from  the beginning, and dow nw ards
for six w hole centuries, have delivered: here fix w e, and abide. A nd that the
reasonableness of our so abiding m ay yet m ore clearly and m ore succinctly
appear, I beg leave here to throw  in a few  pertinent considerations, for a kind of
recapitulation of w hat I have before said.

1. Let it be considered w hat pains have been taken som e w ay or other to
enrich and ennoble a bread sacrifice, in order to m ake it bear, or to suit it to a
G ospel state, and yet none of the w ays w ill answ er upon a strict trial; unless w e
could be content to rest in w ords w hich have no consistent or no determ ined
ideas. Shall w e fill the elem ents w ith D ivinity, like as our Lordôs personal body
is filled?* A  vain thought! B ut supposing it w ere fact, yet shall w e sacrifice the
D ivine essence, or any of the D ivine persons? G od forbid. Y et H archius, in his
w ay, w as forced to adm it of that absurdity, in order to m ake out his pure and
unbloody, and propitiatory sacrifice [H archius, Patr. C onsens. pp. 240, 263, 273, 275,
280, 299, 300.]: and so m ust all they w ho build upon the sam e general principles,
if they m ean to be consistent w ith them selves.

*[The sim ilitudes m ade use of for m agnifying the consecrated elem ents (chiefly
since the seventh century) are these five: 1. A s the ȿ ɧɔɞɠ deified, in a m anner, the natural
body; so, etc.  2. A s the fullness of the G odhead dw elt in C hristôs body; so, etc.  3. A s the
H oly G host form ed the body in the w om b; so. etc.  4. A s the H oly G host inhabited the
than Jesus; so, etc.  5. A s the burning bush w as a shechinah of G od; so, etc.  A ll of them
novel, and foreign; and betraying great forgetfulness of sym bolical language, or
sacram ental phrases.]
O r shall w e, to avoid the form er absurdity, endeavour only to enrich the

elem ents w ith grace-giving or life-giving pow ers?* That w ould be sacrificing the
D ivine attributes, as before, only w ith the additional absurdity of abstracting
them  from  the essence, and placing them  in a creature, an inanim ate creature.

*[[ñEa igitur com m ixtio spiritus et panis quam  patres in his sacram entis fieri
dicunt, non in ipso pane fit, neque in ipso calice, sed in corde sum entis per fidem .ò 
 Salm as. 429. See above. C om pare Pfaffius, 414, 431, 432, 446. ñN either the bread nor
the w ater giveth life ï but only the m ight and pow er of C hrist that is in them : and yet not
in them  reserved, but in the action and m inistration: as is m anifest from  his (Epiphaniusôs)
w ords.ò C ranm er, p. 327.]]
O r shall w e call it only the sacrificing of grace and pardon, first lodged in

the elem ents, and next transferred from  them  to us? B ut how  shall w e m ake
sense of it:* and if w e could, how  w ould it answ er the purposes intended by it? It
is very certain, that good C hristians are endow ed w ith infused and inherent
graces. N ow , supposing that the elem ents have the sam e (w hich how ever is a



w ild supposition), yet that could only m ake the elem ents, so far, equal to every
good C hristian: and still the good C hristian, though equal only in that view , w ill
be as m uch a nobler sacrifice than the elem ents, as m an, the living im age of G od,
is better than a dead loaf. W hy then so m uch earnestness for a dead sacrifice
(w ere it really any) in preference to so m any better living ones? O r w hat sense or
consistency can there be in proclaim ing that such dead sacrifice, and offered by
m an, is the m ost sublim e and D ivine sacrifice that m en or angels can offer
[U nbloody Sacrifice, part ii. pp. 60, 67, 141. C om pare m y A ppendix to C hristian Sacrifice
Explained, this volum e.]; especially considering, that the value of the sacrifice can
never rise higher than the value of the sacrificer?**

*[N .B . W hatever the Fathers m ay be conceived to have, looking at all that w ay, is
either to be understood of w hat is concurrent w ith the elem ents, not inhering in them ; or
else, it is to be interpreted of the w hole sacram ental solem nity, in w hich G od bears his
part: and then it is no m ore than saying, that G od is in the Sacram ents, as he really is, and
operates in both, as he really does. It m ay be justly said, that the abiding virtue of B aptism
(not the inherent virtue of w ater, w hich is none) operates as long as a m an lives. See
R eview , above. That is, G od applies and continues the graces and privileges of that seal,
and his w ork is sure and lasting. A nd if G od operated w ith the consecrated elem ents
reserved in the C hurch, or in private houses, for m any days or w eeks after; it w as not
because the elem ents retained any inherent virtues, but because G od is true and constant
to his ow n covenants or ordinances.]

*[See m y C hristian Sacrifice Explained, p. 441. Peter M artyr. C om m ent. ad 1 C or.
pp. 48, 65. Zanchius, tom . vi. pp. 212, 215, alias ad Ephes. p. 424. B enedict. A retius, Loc.
C om m . p. 394. Pet. du M oulin, B uckler of Faith, p. 416. A natom e M issae, p. 168. R ivet.
Sum m . C ontrov. tom . ii. p. 108. A nim adv. ad C assand. p. 28.]
Shall w e at length say (w hich appears to be the last refuge) that the sacred

elem ents are the m ost perfect and consum m ate representatives of the natural
body and blood, answ ering to the originals as com pletely, as exem plified copies
do to charters, or to letters patents? Such w ords are easily throw n out: but w hat
sense do they bear, or w hat Scripture or Fathers have ever used them ?*  O r to 
w hat purpose can it be, to m ake use of sw elling and m agnificent phrases,
w ithout any coherent or determ inate ideas! B esides that even the original body
and blood do not operate efficiently, as the elem ents are supposed to do, but
m eritoriously, [ñA gnoscim us carnem  vere vivificare, quatenus oblata fuit D eo ... tanquam
causa m eritoria, sed non vivificare corporibus nostris receptam .ò R ivet. tom . ii. p. 138.] and
that by m eans of the D ivinity w hich personally resided and resides in them :
therefore, unless the elem ents have the sam e D ivinity personally united w ith
them , they can be no such consum m ate proxy as hath been pretended. U pon the
w hole, this account m ust either at length resolve into a personal union of the
elem ents w ith the Logos, or am ount to nothing. I have endeavoured to turn and



try this m atter every w ay, in order to guard the m ore strongly against a com m on
failing, viz. the resting in a string of unm eaning w ords, w hich really carry in
them  no certain or no consistent ideas. For so it is, that false system s generally
have been kept up by such as intend not to deceive others, but are really
deceived them selves: and it is difficult to persuade them  to call over their ideas,
or to exam ine their term s w ith due care.

*[C ardinal Perron m ade use of that vaunting plea, that affected and foreign
sim ilitude, and w as thus answ ered: ï ñStupenda prorsus est hom inis audacia, veteribus
tribuentis id de quo ne per som nium  quidem  cogitarunt. Q uis enim  illorum  unquam
observavit, aut tantillum  subinnuit, eucharistiam  hoc sensu antitypum  appellari?  N ullus, 
nem o.ò A lbertinus, p. 277: cp. pp. 437, 443, 471. [C p. Salm as. pp. 26, 27.]]
2. To w hat has been said I shall only add that it is w orth considering that

m any true and sound principles of our ow n C hurch, and of the ancient churches
also (as m ay be understood from  w hat has been hinted) m ust be given up, before
w e could adm it the bread sacrifice; and that w hen it is brought in, it can never
find rest, till it thrusts out the sacrifice of the cross, as I have shew n elsew here.
[A ppendix, chap. iv. p. 518, etc.] Som e perhaps m ight m odestly resolve to stop in the
m idw ay; but they w ould be the less consistent in doing it: for the natural,
necessary, unavoidable consequence of the other principle, regularly pursued,
m ust at length term inate in rejecting the cross sacrifice. If our Eucharist is a
sacrifice of the elem ents, so w as our Lordôs also; or else ours and his w ill not
tally: and he m ust have sacrificed him self at the sam e tim e; or else other
accounts w ill not answ er. [A ppendix, chap. iv. p. 528.] A nd if such w as the case, the
sacrifice of the cross w as effectually precluded, since our Lord w as to m ake a
sacrifice of him self but once. [Ibid. pp. 524, 527.] The sacrifice of the cross cannot,
in this w ay, be considered as a continuation of the sacrifice of the original
Eucharist, for these reasons: 1. The subject m atter could not be the sam e: for
neither bread nor w ine could have any place in the oblation of the cross. 2. The
num ber could not be one; for in the original Eucharist are supposed tw o
sacrifices, the elem ental and personal, w hereas upon the cross there could be no
m ore than the personal. 3. The form  of the sacrifice could not be the sam e, but
different as bloody and unbloody. 4. The priesthood (w hich is m ost m aterial)
could not be the sam e: for it is denied that C hrist offered at the cross a
M elchizedekian sacrifice,* or offered as a M elchizedekian priest. [See A ppendix,
above.] 5. Lastly, the value could not be the sam e: for tw o m ust be supposed
better than one, if each of them  has its respective value; or if not, w hy w as not
one of them  spared? A nd a M elchizedekian sacrifice m ust be supposed the m ost
honourable and the m ost valuable of any, and so of course m ust supersede all
other. In short, the cross sacrifice in this w ay m ust either be excluded, or else



grievously disparaged, by being brought in as second, and inferior to the higher
sacrifice before m ade in the Eucharist. Som e learned persons, ancient and
m odern, have reasonably conceived three several parts or view s of one continued
oblation of C hrist our Lord [See R eview  above.]: but then they have conceived it in
quite another sense, and upon very different principles, nothing at all akin to the
notion of the bread sacrifice. They m ight, in their w ay, consistently m aintain one
continued oblation; w hich others cannot, for the reasons just m entioned.
Therefore, though it is a very great error to reject the sacrifice of the cross, yet
since it is but the necessary consequence of the principle before m entioned, and
is no m ore than arguing right from  w rong prem ises; it seem s that the first or
greatest fault lies in retaining the principle, after it is clearly seen w hat com pany
it m ust go w ith, and w hat precipices it leads to. I forbear to press these m atters
further, and should have been glad to have had no occasion for pressing them  so
far. M ay G od give a blessing to w hat is sincerely intended for the service of truth
and godliness: and m ay that D ivine Spirit w hich accom panies the w ord and
sacram ents, and dw ells in all the faithful, grant us a sound judgm ent and a right
understanding in all things.

*[[ñSi fuit in coena sacerdos, ut volunt, juxta ordinem  M elchisedech, in cruentum
offerendo sacrificium , qualis in cruce sacerdos fuit, ubi sanguis est effusus? N il deest ad
illorum  stultitiam  ecclesiae propinandam , nisi ut dicant (quem adm odum  insipidissim us
rabula Sm ythaeus aliquando scripsit, et postea publice Londini A .D . 1549, ad crucem  D .
Pauli recantavit) C hristum  in cruce tantum  fuisse sacerdotem  secundum  ordinem
A aronis.ò Peter M art. contr. G ardin. p. 60. C p. Fulke in H eb. 7. pp. 748, 749. H eskyns
(1566), b. i. c. 13. p. 28. c. 28; p. 70. V asquez. 533. A lanus, 534. A ppendix, above.]

 
 

Distinctions O f Sacrifice Set Forth In A Charge Delivered In Part
To The Clergy O f M iddlesex, At the Easter Visitation, 1740.

N os panem  et vinum , in usu sacrae C oenae, sanctificari concedim us: sacrificari nunquam
dabim us. M ason. de M inister. A nglican. p. 575.
 
R everend B rethren,

Though I have dw elt som e tim e upon the C hristian sacrifice, perhaps even
to a degree of tediousness; yet considering the great im portance of the subject, I
am  not w illing to dism iss it, w hile I see room  left for throw ing in any further
light upon it. This m ay be done, as I conceive, by a m ore m inute consideration of
the several distinctions, or nam es of distinction, w hich sacrifice, of one kind or
other, has passed under, in C hurch w riters; those especially of the earlier tim es,
not neglecting others of later date.

M y design therefore, at present, is to bring together into one sum m ary



view  the m ost noted distinctions, or nam es of distinction; and to explain them
one by one, taking in the authorities proper to illustrate their m eaning, or to
signify their use.
I.  The first and m ost com prehensive division, or distinction of sacrifice, is into
four several kinds, denom inated from  so m any several kinds of religion;
Patriarchal, Pagan, M osaic, and C hristian.

1. The Patriarchal sacrifices com m enced, very probably, soon after the fall,
and consisted of slain beasts,[ This hath been probably collected from  G en. 3:21. See
Patrick and other com m entators.] prefiguring C hrist to be slain, pursuant to som e
D ivine appointm ent. [See m y first C harge of 1731, W orks, vol. v. p. 20. C p. Eusebius,
D em onstr. Evang. lib. i. cap. 10. p. 35.] C ertain it is, that C ain and A bel offered
sacrifices, and that very early [A .M . 130. B edfordôs Scripture C hronol. p.126.]; one, of
the fruits of the earth; and the other of cattle. [G en. 4:3ï4.] Such w ere the
patriarchal sacrifices strictly so called, of the m aterial and extrinsic kind. N o
doubt but the good Patriarchs offered spiritual sacrifices besides: but those w ere
G ospel sacrifices (as the G ospel, in som e sense, obtained even from  the tim e of
the fall [See m y R eview , above.]), and therefore I reckon not them  as purely
patriarchal.

2. The second branch of this division concerns the Pagan. sacrifices; w hich
appear to have been little else but the patriarchal, variously corrupted, at
different tim es, and in different degrees, by superstitious additions or
m utilations. [ñTantum  interest inter sacrificia Paganorum  et H ebraeorum , quantum , interest
inter im itationem  errantem , et praefigurationem  praenuntiantem .ò A ugustin. contr. Faust. lib.
xxi. cap. 21. p. 348. C p. lib. xxii. cap. 17. p. 370. ed. B ened.]

3. The M osaic sacrifices w ere the patriarchal augm ented, regulated, and
very m inutely diversified, by D ivine authority.

4. The C hristian sacrifices are w hat both the patriarchal and M osaic,
strictly so called, pointed to: they are the things signified, the truth, the
substance, the antitypes or archetypes of those types, signs, figures, shadow s.
C hristians have a sacrifice of w hich they participate, and w hereupon they feast,
w hich is no other than the grand sacrifice itself, w hereof the patriarchal and
Jew ish sacrifices w ere types, or prefigurations: and C hristians have sacrifices,
w hich they devoutly offer up as presents* to the D ivine M ajesty: those are their
spiritual sacrifices (all reducible to one, nam ely, self-sacrifice), w hereof the
patriarchal sacrifices w ere signs or sym bols.** So m uch, in the general, of the
first distinction, or fourfold division: som e particulars just hinted shall be
explained in the sequel, in the places proper. I proceed to a second distinction.

*[N ote, That the tw o oldest nam es of sacrifice are ñm inchaò (G en. 4:3) and



ñcorbanò (Levit. 1:2), both signifying a gift, or present; and in that case, a gift to G od.
This observation m ay be of use to cut off all fruitless speculations upon the critical
m eaning of the younger nam e ɗɡůɑŬ, in the G reek, and to vindicate the propriety of the
appellation, as to spiritual services, the noblest of all presents to a spiritual B eing.]

**[O f the difference betw een a type and a sym bol, see O utram  de Sacrificiis, p.
203. A  type, strictly, is an im age or figure of things future: but a sym bol is an im age or
figure of things at large, w hether past, present, or to com e. So that ñsym bolò is a m ore
general nam e than ñtypeò; though they are som etim es used prom iscuously in ancient
w riters.]

II.  Sacrifices m ay be considered either in an active view  as offered, or in a
passive view  as participated. The Jew ish Passover, or paschal lam b, for instance,
m ight be considered as a sacrifice offered up to G od by the priests, or as a
sacrifice participated by the people w ho feasted upon it. The case is the sam e, so
far, w ith our Lordôs sacrifice: for he is our Passover, sacrificed for us. [1 C or. 5:7.]
H e is the Lam b of G od, as he offered him self up a sacrifice to G od: he is our
Paschal Lam b, as w e participate of him , and feed upon him .* This distinction of
active and passive sacrifice is not m et w ith am ong the ancients, in term s: but it is
sufficiently w arranted by the ideas of the N ew  Testam ent, and by the doctrine of
the prim itive C hurches; and it is founded in the very reason and nature of things.
To explain this m atter, let it be observed, that our Lordôs sacrifice, actively
considered, as a proper act of sacrificing, w as perform ed once for all, w as one
transient act: but the subject m atter of it, viz. C hrist him self, and the virtue of
that sacrifice, are perm anent things, to be for ever com m em orated, exhibited,
participated. C hrist entered into heaven w ith ñhis ow n blood;ò [H eb. 9:12.] and in
virtue of the cross sacrifice, he ñabideth a priest continually, ever living to m ake
intercession for us.ò [H eb. 7:3, 25.] In such a sense his sacrifice abides, and w e
perpetually participate of it; som etim es sym bolically, as in the tw o Sacram ents;
and at other tim es w ithout sym bols, by faith only and good life. In this sense it is
that C hristians are said to ñhave an altar w hereof to eatò [H eb. 13:10. See m y
R eview , above.]: and if an altar, they m ust have a sacrifice, for the sam e reason,
and in the like sense. The sam e thing is intim ated by St. Paul, in the com parison
w hich he draw s betw een the partakers of the Jew ish altar and the C hristian
com m unicants [1 C or. 10:16ï21.]: for as the Jew s literally feasted upon the typical
sacrifices, so C hristians spiritually feast upon the body and blood of C hrist, the
true and grand sacrifice. Therefore C hristôs sacrifice is our sacrifice, but in the
passive sense, for us to partake of, not to give unto G od. C hrist once gave
him self to G od for us, and now  gives him self to us, to feast upon, not to
sacrifice. This distinction is w orth the noting, for the explaining num erous
passages of the Fathers; either, w here they speak of C hrist him self as the



C hurchôs sacrifice, [See C hristian Sacrifice Explained, pp. 460, 461.] or w here they
consider the grand sacrifice as dispensed or com m unicated** in the Eucharist,
by and through the sym bols, to as m any as are w orthy.

*[Ferus, a learned and m oderate R om anist, w ho died A .D . 1554, expressed this
m atter very justly, and after the Protestant w ay.  ñIn Ecclesia autem , sacrificium  nostrum
est C hristus: qui sem el quidem  seipsum  obtulit, m em oria tam en et repraesentatio ejus
sacrificii quotidie in Ecclesia fit. Juxta hoc, offerre debem us sacrificium  laudis, item
sacrificium  justitiae, im o nos ipsos.ò Joan. Fer. in G enes. cap. viii. p. 248. A .D . 1550.]

**[ñM em oriam  sui ad altare tuum , D eus, fieri desideravit [M onica] cui nullius
diei interm issione servierat, unde sciret dispensari victim am  sacram , qua deletum  est
chirographum  quod erat contrarium  nobis.ò A ugustin. C onfess. lib. ix. cap. 13. p. 170.
tom . i. edit. B ened.  ñU t jam  de cruce com m endaretur nobis caro et sanguis D om ini,
novum  sacrificium .ò A ugustin. in Ps. 33. p. 211. tom . iv.  ñQ uod addidit, m anducare
panem , etiam  ipsum  sacrificii genus eleganter expressit, de quo dicit sacerdos ipse, panis
quem  ego dedero, caro m ea pro saeculi vita. Ipsum  est sacrificium , non secundum  A aron,
sed secundum  M elchizedech.ò A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. xviii. cap. 5. p. 466. tom . vii.]
B ut w hile Scripture and Fathers thus speak of C hrist him self, or of his

body and blood, as the sacrifice w hereof C hristians partake, that is, of sacrifice
in the passive sense, or passive view , w ith respect to us the receivers of it; yet
the sam e Scripture and Fathers do as plainly and as frequently speak of other
sacrifices belonging to C hristians, such as they actively offer up to G od, and
present as their ow n sacrifices, the best they have to give; and those are their
spiritual sacrifices, of w hich I shall say m ore under a distinct head, in its place.
Enough, I hope, hath been said for the explaining both the m eaning and the use
of the distinction betw een active and passive sacrifice, betw een perform ing a
sacrifice, and participating of w hat has been sacrificed. O ur religious duties or
services are our only sacrifices in the active view ; and C hrist once offered is our
only sacrifice in the passive or receptive view ; as w as form erly w ell
distinguished by a m oderate R om an C atholic,* w ho m et w ith hard usage for so
freely speaking the truth. B ut I pass on.

*[ñR ite in m issa dicitur a sanctis Patribus offerri et sacrificari corpus C hristi. 1. Eo
sensu quo asserunt Ecclesiam  offerre in m issa sem etipsam  et preces. 2. Q uia in m issa
repraesentatur et com m em oratur sacrificium  crucis et passionis C hristi, nuncupatur
sacrificium  com m em orativum . 3. C apiendo sacrificium  passive, pro sacrificato, noviter
applicato nobis, asseritur rite sacrificium  m issae; quia in ea continetur corpus C hristi quod
fuit vere sacrificatum  in unico illo sacrificio crucis.ò Joan. B arnes. C atholico R om an.
Pacific. in B row n. Fascic. tom . ii. p. 849.]

III.  A nother very noted and necessary distinction is betw een sacrifice extrinsic
and intrinsic. C hristians have no extrinsic sacrifice but C hrist; and that w ith
regard to participation only, as before hinted: all their other sacrifices, w herein



they them selves are the sacrificers, are of the intrinsic kind, are ñab intus,ò from
w ithin the persons them selves; being either good thoughts, good w ords, or good
w ays, all of them  issues of the heart. [Prov. 4:23.] This is ancient and catholic
doctrine: for thus did the prim itive Fathers distinguish the C hristian sacrifices
from  the sacrifices of Jew s and Pagans; w hich w ere of the extrinsic kind, w ere
extraneous to the m an, such as sheep, goats, beeves, fruits, cakes, or the like.
W hat B arnabas says of G odôs now  requiring an hum an oblation, instead of the
old legal sacrifices,* m ay best be interpreted by this key: it is the m an that G od
requires as his sacrifice; and he is to give to G od, not things extrinsic, but his
w hole self; his soul and body, his m ind and heart.**

*[ñH aec ergo [sacrificia] vacua fecit, ut nova lex D om ini nostri Jesu C hristi, quae
sine jugo necessitatis est, hum anam  habeat oblationem . ... N obis enim  dicit, sacrificium
D eo cor tribulatum ,ò etc. B arnab. Epist. c. ii. p. 55. C om pare m y R eview , above, p. 347.]

**[ñD eus non pecudis sanguine, sed hom inis pietate placatur.ò Lactant. Epist. p.
204.  ñN on vult ergo sacrificium  trucidati pecoris, sed vult sacrificium  contriti cordis.ò
A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 5. p. 241. tom . vii.]
O rigen expresses the distinction in plain and broad term s, observing that

every good m an has his sacrifice in him self [ñU nusquisque nostrum  habet in se
holocaustum  suum , et holocausti sui ipse succendit altare, ut sem per ardeat.ò O rigen. in Levit.
H om . ix. p. 243.]: that he sends it up to G od from  w ithin, from  his ow n self: that
sons, or daughters, or farm s, or cattle, are all of them  extraneous, or extrinsic, to
the m an: that self-sacrifice is beyond all other, as it is copying after the exam ple
of C hrist.* O rigen w as not singular in thus com m ending self-sacrifice, as the
best of any, and the sum  total of all: other ancient Fathers of the C hurch have
done the like. [See references to them  in C hristian Sacrifice Explained, A ppend. above.] It
is a m axim  of truth, and of com m on sense, that self-sacrifice is alw ays the best
that any person or persons can offer, because it com prehends them  and all theirs.
A n angelôs self-sacrifice is the m ost that such angel can offer, and our Lordôs
self-sacrifice w as the m ost that he could offer, and every m anôs self-sacrifice is
the m ost that such m an can offer. There is a seem ing objection to this truth,
draw n from  the consideration of an authorized m inisterôs offering up to G od his
ow n people; w ho, collectively at least, m ust be ow ned to be better than he. B ut
then it is to be rem em bered, that such authorized m inister therein acts ñin
persona ecclesiae,ò in a public capacity, as an officer of the church;** and so it
is the w hole church w hich offers w hat is offered in and through him . B ut I
return.

*[ñV ota autem  D om ino offerre nem o potest, nisi qui habet aliquid in sem etipso, et
in substantia sua, quod offerat D eo. ... Filium  offerre, vel filiam , aut pecus, aut praedium ,
hoc totum  extra nos est. Sem etipsum  D eo offerre, et non alieno labore, sed proprio



placere, hoc est perfectius et em inentius om nibus votis: quod qui facit, im itator est
C hristi.ò O rigen. in N um . H om . xxiv. p. 364. ed. B ened.]

**[See C hristian Sacrifice Explained, A ppend. above.  O bject. 1. M ay not the
value of an offering, by D ivine institution, be m ade to rise higher than the value of the
m an? N o: for if it is m ade the m anôs property (and otherw ise he cannot give or sacrifice
it), the proprietor is still m ore valuable than the property, as containing it. O bject. 2. Is not
the offering C hrist to view , m ore valuable than offering ourselves? N o: because it is
service only, and no service is m ore valuable than the servant him self: besides, such
offering to view  is not sacrificing C hrist: so the objection runs w ide of the point.]
To O rigen I m ay subjoin Lactantius, w ho rejects all extrinsic sacrifice,

everything extraneous to the m an; alleging that G od requires only w hat com es
from  w ithin; from  the heart, not from  the chest; offered up by the m ind, not by
the hand.* This is not excluding good services, w hether external or internal,
w hether m ental, vocal, or m anual: for they are intrinsic to the person, are as the
m an him self, am ounting to, or resolving into self-sacrifice. W hat our Lord says
of evil thoughts, w ords, and deeds, that they com e from  w ithin, and out of the
heart, [M att. 15:18ï19. M ark 7:15, 23.] m ust be equally true of all good services; for
the reason is the sam e in both. This I hint, lest any one should interpret intrinsic
sacrifice of m ental service only, exclusive of vocal or m anual, confounding
intrinsic sacrifice w ith internal, w hich is of different consideration, and belongs
to another head of division, as w ill be seen in the sequel. B ut I proceed to other
authorities.

*[ñQ uid igitur ab hom ine desiderat D eus, nisi cultum  m entis, qui est purus et
sanctus? N am  illa quae aut digitis fiunt, aut extra hom inem  sunt, inepta, fragilia, ingrata
sunt. H oc est sacrificium  verum , non quod ex area, sed quod ex corde profertur; non quod
m anu, sed quod m ente libatur. H aec acceptabilis victim a, quam  de seipso anim us
im m olaverit.ò Lactant. Epist. cap. p. 172. C p. Zen. V eron. in Psal. 49.]
C hrysostom  understood the distinction betw een extrinsic and intrinsic

sacrifice, rejecting the one as Jew ish, and recom m ending the other as proper to
the G ospel: those he says w ere from  w ithout, these from  w ithin. [ȺəŮɘɜŬɘ ɛŮɜ ɔŬɟ
ˊɚɞɨŰɞɡ əŬɘ Űɤ ɜ ŮɢɧɜŰɤ ɜ Ůɘůɑɜ, ŬɡŰŬɘ ŭŮ ŬɟŮŰɖɠ.  ȺəŮɘɜŬɘ ɏɝɤ ɗŮɜ, ŬɡŰŬɘ ɏɜŭɞɗŮɜ.  C hrysost. in 
H eb. cap. vi. H om . 11. p. 115. tom . xii. B ened. ed.] H is disciple Isidore fell in w ith the
like sentim ents, in his reflections on R om . 12:1, ñPresent your bodies a living
sacrifice,ò [Isidor. Pelusiot. lib. iii. Epist. 75. p. 284.] etc. St. A ustin is very clear and
expressive on the sam e head: for after rejecting all extrinsic sacrifice (actively
considered), he then asks the question, ñW hat? have w e therefore nothing to
offer? Shall w e so com e before G od? So hope to appease him ?ò  H e answ ers:
ñB y all m eans offer: you have w ithin you w hat you are to offer. Look not abroad
for frankincense, but say, In m e are thy sacrifices of praise, O  G od, w hich I am
to render thee. Seek not abroad for cattle to slay; you have w ithin yourself w hat



you should slay. The sacrifice of G od is a troubled spirit.ò* I m ay hereupon
rem ark that St. A ustin w ould not say in this case, O ffer C hrist: for though C hrist
is our sacrifice to com m em orate, or to feast upon, he is not our sacrifice to offer
up in a proper sacrificial sense. M uch less w ould he say, Sacrifice bread and
w ine; for they are things extrinsic, as m uch as cattle or frankincense, and cannot
be the subject m atter of a G ospel sacrifice, any m ore than the other. W hat then
w as the only sacrifice left for a C hristian actively and properly to offer? The m an
him self (or his services, w hich am ount to the sam e thing) that w as still left: and
there St. A ustin very justly and very consistently fixed the C hristian sacrifice
(actively considered), as he alw ays does.

*[ñN ihil ergo offerem us? Sic veniem us ad D eum ? Et unde ilium  placabim us?
O ffer sane: in te habes quod offeras. N oli extrinsecus thura com parare, sed die, In m e
sunt, D eus, vota tua, quae reddam  laudis tibi. N oli extrinsecus pecus quod m actes
inquirere: habes in te quod occidas.  Sacrificium  D eo spiritus contribulatus,ò etc. 
 A ugustin. in Psalm  50. p. 473. tom . iv. C p., pp. 14, 364, 527ï529.]

IV.  I pass on to another ancient and useful distinction of sacrifice, into visible
and invisible. A  distinction near akin to the form er, or rather resolving into it.
Pagan and Jew ish sacrifices w ere visible; but the C hristian sacrifices w ere
deem ed invisible; not every w ay, but in respect of their invisible source, as
arising from  w ithin, from  the heart or m ind, w hich is seen to G od only.
Lactantius argues, that our sacrifices ought to be invisible, that so they m ay suit
the better w ith an invisible D eity. [ñSi enim  D eus non videtur, ergo his rebus coli debet
quae non videntur.ò Lactant. de V er. C ult. lib. vi. cap. 25.] St. A ustin has the sam e
distinction betw een visible and invisible sacrifices, m eaning by the visible the
noted sacrifices of Jew s and Pagans, and by the invisible, the sacrifices m ade by
good C hristians only, the G ospel sacrifices. In one place he observes, that the
Jew ish sacrifices, w hich G odôs people now  read of only, and do not use, w ere
signs of the evangelical; and thereupon he says, that ña visible sacrifice is a
Sacram ent, or holy sign, of an invisible sacrifice.ò* In another place, arguing,
ñex hypothesi,ò against Porphyrius and other Pagans (w hose principle it w as, to
offer w hat they called invisible sacrifices to G od suprem e, and w hat they called
visible, to inferior deities), he pleads, that both the visible and invisible ought to
go to the suprem e only; those being signs of these, and requiring the sam e
direction, to the sam e D eity: and hereupon he observes, that the persons
them selves are, or ought to be, that invisible sacrifice, w hereof the visible are the
signs.** St. A ustin here builds upon this C hristian m axim , that w hat som e call
visible sacrifice, is really no better than the sign, shell, shadow , of true sacrifice;
and that it is no m ore true sacrifice, than articulate sounds are sense, or w ords
are ideas. N othing w ith him  is true sacrifice, or acceptable sacrifice, or



evangelical sacrifice (for those are so m any phrases reciprocal and tantam ount),
but the invisible sacrifice, the sacrifice of the heart, of the m ind, of the m an, for
the m ind is the m an.

*[ñN ec quod ab antiquis Patribus talia sacrificia facta sunt in victim is pecorum
(quae nunc D ei populus legit, non facit) aliud intelligendum  est, nisi rebus illis eas res
fuisse significatas quae aguntur in nobis, ad hoc ut inhaeream us D eo, et ad eundem  finem
proxim o consulam us. Sacrificium  ergo visibile invisibilis sacrificii Sacram entum , id est,
sacrum  signum  est.ò A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 5. p. 241. tom . vii.]

**[ñQ ui autem  putant haec visibilia sacrificia D iis aliis congruere, illi vero
tanquam  invisibili invisibilia, et m ajori m ajora, m eliorique m eliora, qualia sunt purae
m entis, et bonae voluntatis officia; profecto nesciunt haec ita esse signa, eorum , sicut
verba sonantia, signa sunt rerum . Q uocirca, sicut orantes atque laudantes, ad eum
dirigim us significantes voces, cui res ipsas in corde, quas significam us, offerim us, ita
sacrificantes non alteri visibile sacrificium  offerendum  esse noverim us, quam  illi cujus in
cordibus nostris invisibile sacrificium  nos ipsi esse debem us.ò A ugustin. ibid. lib. x. cap.
19. p. 255.]
O ne m ay justly w onder w hat som e D ivines, am ong the R om anists, have

m eant, w ho, in order to m aintain an extrinsic sacrifice in the Eucharist, have laid
hold of A ustinôs account of a visible sacrifice (that is, of a sign, shell, shadow ),
as am ounting to a definition of true or proper sacrifice. [ñSacrificium , proprie
dictum , est sacrum  signum .ò Sylvius, tom . iv. p. 624. ñSacrificium  est invisibilis sacrificii
visibile Sacram entum .ò B ayus, lib. iii. cap. 2. p. 210.] They could not have contrived a
shorter or surer w ay to depreciate the eucharistic sacrifice. For since it is
m anifest, that St. A ustin rejected those called visible sacrifices, as w hat never
w ere true sacrifices (in his sense of true), even w hen required under the law , and
are not required at all, under the notion of sacrifice, by the G ospel,* the
advancing of signs now  into proper sacrifices is but a kind of w ill w orship, or
sacrilegious usurpation. The sacram ental elem ents are not that true sacrifice
w hich St. A ustin so often speaks of, but the signs of it [ñQ uod ab om nibus appellatur
sacrificium , signum  est yeti sacrificii.ò A ugustin. de C ivit. D el, lib. x. cap. 5. p. 242.]; not
that true eucharistic sacrifice w hich that Father so m agnificently sets forth, but
the shadow s of it.** A nd w hat can give a m an a m eaner idea of the eucharistic
oblation and sacerdotal sacrifice, than the placing it in the signs of true sacrifice,
and thereby setting it m uch low er than the private but true sacrifice of every
single laic of the C hurch? In short, St. A ustinôs true sacrifice w as really self-
sacrifice, [A ugustin. tom . v. p. 268; tom . vii. pp. 242ï244, 256, 260, 569, 609, 674; tom . viii.
pp. 349, 568; tom . x. p. 94. ed. B ened.] the sam e w ith his invisible sacrifice: and his
eucharistic sacrifice w as the offering up the collective body of C hristians, the
w hole C hurch or city of G od. [V id. tom . vii. pp. 243, 244, 256, 260, 569, 674.] B ut of
this I m ay say m ore in a proper place. A ll that I shall observe further here is, that



St. A ustin never once gives (so far as appears) the nam e of visible sacrifice to
anything w hich he esteem ed true sacrifice, or G ospel sacrifice, justly so called.
W hat he said of visible sacrifice, in the tw o passages before cited, related purely
to the Jew ish and Pagan sacrifices, w hich he opposed to the invisible, that is, to
the C hristian sacrifices. H e does indeed som etim es speak of the C hristian
sacrifices, as appearing,*** or being seen; that is, in such a sense as things
invisible m ay be said to be seen by their signs, or reasonably collected and
inferred from  w hat appears outw ardly. G ood w orks are seen by m en, and they
are sacrifices: but they are not seen as good, or as sacrifices, except to G od only,
w ho alone sees the heart. G ood C hristians are a sacrifice to G od in St. A ustinôs
account, and they are visible, as m en: nevertheless, he calls them  an invisible
sacrifice, because in their sacrificial capacity they are seen to G od only, the
searcher of hearts. H e w ould not allow  that Satan him self could see w hat Job
did, w hen he sacrificed unto G od: Job w as visible, but his sacrifice w as
invisible; because it w as true sacrifice, arising from  the heart.**** From  w hat
hath been noted under this article, it m ay sufficiently appear that the G ospel
sacrifices are of the invisible kind, as contradistinguished from  the visible
sacrifices of Jew s and Pagans; and that they have had the nam e of invisible, on
the sam e account as they had the nam e of intrinsic; and so both the nam es
resolve into one and the sam e notion. B y these accounts, the bread and w ine of
the Eucharist could not be considered as G ospel sacrifices, being that they are
ñab extra,ò and open to view ; and as they are not intrinsic, so neither are they
invisible, either in them selves or in their source.

*[ñIn hujus prophetae verbis utrum que distinctum  est, satisque declaratum , illa
sacrificia per seipsa non requirere D eum , quibus significantur haec sacrificia quae requirit
D eus.ò A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. x. cap. 5. p. 242.]

**[N azianzen expressly teaches the sam e thing, w here he declares that the
outw ard oblation is but as shadow  to truth, in respect of the true and spiritual sacrifices. 
 Ƀ ɘŭŬ əŬɘ Ɏɚɚɞ ɗɡůɘŬůŰɐɟɘɞɜ, ɞɡ Űɨˊɞɠ ŰŬ ɜɡɜ ɞɟɩ ɛŮɜŬ ... ŰɞɨŰɤ  ́ ŬɟŬůŰɐůɞɛŬɘ, ŰɞɨŰɤ
ɗɨůɤ  ŭŮəŰŬ, ɗɡůɑŬɜ, əŬɘ ˊɟɞůűɞɟɎɜ, əŬɘ ɞɚɞəŬɡŰɩ ɛŬŰŬ, əɟŮɑŰŰɞɜŬ Űɤ ɜ ɜɡɜ
ˊɟɞůŬɔɞɛɏɜɤ ɜ, ɧůɤ  əɟŮɘŰŰɞɜ ůəɘŬɠ ɖ ŬɚɐɗŮɘŬ.  N azianz. O rat. xxviii. p. 484.  See m y
R eview , above.  ñG regorius affirrnat oblationern illam  quae fit in Eucharistia, esse
um bram  ac im aginem  oblationum  nostrarum  spiritualium , ac iis longe inferiorem .ò  
A lbertinus, p. 474. The reader m ay com pare U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 32, if disposed
to observe w hat m ay be said, w here no just answ er can be given. A lbertinus had
foreclosed all evasions: and yet no notice w as taken of him .]

***[ñIbi quippe prim um  apparuit sacrificium  quod nunc a C hristianis offertur
D eo, toto orbe terrarum ,ò etc. A ugustin. de C ivit. D ei, lib. xvi. cap. 22. p. 435. tom . vii.  
ñC um  videt sacrificium  C hristianorum  toto orbe terrarum ,ò etc. Ibid. lib. xvii. cap. 5. p.
465.]



****[ñA blatis om nibus, solus rem ansit Job: sed in illo erant vota laudis quae
redderet D eo. In illo plane erant: arcam  pectoris sui fur diabolus non invaserat. Plenus
erat unde sacrificaret. D eus videbat in corde servi sui cultum  suum  gratuitum : placebat
illud cor in conspectu D om ini, in luce viventium . D iabolum  latebat, quia in tenebris erat.ò
A ugust. in Psalm  56. pp. 528, 529, tom . iv.]

V.  A nother, m ore ancient and m ore fam ed distinction of sacrifice, w as into
m aterial and im m aterial, or corporeal and incorporeal: the C hristian sacrifices
w ere of the im m aterial and incorporeal kind, and as such distinguished from  the
Jew ish and Pagan sacrifices, w hich w ere m aterial and corporeal. This distinction
is as old as Justin M artyr, w ho rejected the sacrifices of Jew s or Pagans, as
m aterial sacrifices. Such m aterial things, he says, G od has no need to receive of
us, but that he accepts only of the m en them selves, w hile copying after the
D ivine perfections, purity, righteousness, philanthropy, and the like.* This w as
pleaded in answ er to the Pagan charge of im piety, throw n upon C hristians for
not using m aterial sacrifices. Justin tacitly adm its the charge as to fact that the
C hristians did not use such sacrifices; but in vindication of their conduct in that
article, he pleads that G od had no need of m aterial sacrifices: w hich in his
phraseology, as circum stances shew , am ounted to saying, that G od did not
require them , but indeed rejected them . This appears very plainly by his use of
the like phrase soon after, w ith respect to blood, libations, and incense, w hich,
w ithout all question, Justin understood to have been absolutely rejected: yet
Justin, even in that case also, pleaded that G od had no need of them . [ȷ ɜŮɜŭŮɖ
ŬɘɛɎŰɤ ɜ, əŬɘ ůˊɞɜŭɤ ɜ, əŬɘ ɗɡɛɘŬɛɎŰɤ ɜ.  Just. M art. A pol. p. 19. See R eview , above, and
D odw ell, of Incense, p. 46.] H e chose, very probably, that form  of speaking, by w ay
of oblique reproof to the Pagans, for their gross sentim ents, in conceiving that
the D eity had need of such offerings. O ther Fathers, in the sam e cause, m ade use
of the phrase of ñno need,ò exactly in the sam e w ay; so as not barely to teach
that G od is all-sufficient, but intim ating w ithal, that G od had really rejected w hat
he is there said to have no need of [A thenagoras, pp. 48, 49.  C lem . A lex. pp. 836, 848.
Tertullian ad Scap. c. ii. p. 69. A rnobius, lib. vi. pp. 190, 191. Lactantius, Epit. c. lviii. pp. 171,
172.]: otherw ise their argum ents on that head w ould have been of no force to
justify the conduct of C hristians in their not adm itting such or such sacrifices. It
is observable that in both the places w here Justin speaks of the sacrifices w hich
G od has no need of, he uses the phrase in direct opposition to such sacrifices as
G od accepts of; w hich m akes it still plainer that that phrase, as it there stands, is
used as equivalent to disallow ing, or rejecting. B ut to clear the m atter up yet
further, so as to cut off all evasive pretenses or reserves (as if Justin had left
room  for a m aterial sacrifice in som e shape or other), it is w orth noting that he
distinctly points out w hat is to be offered to m an, and w hat to G od, in the



Eucharist: all the m aterial part, all that G od gives for nutrim ent, is to be offered
to ourselves and to the needy, and to G od are to be sent up hym ns and praises.**
Justin could never have expressed him self in that m anner, had he thought that
any part of that m aterial nutrim ent w as to be a sacrifice unto G od. The w ords are
very em phatic. W e are not to burn it, as the Pagans did: w ell, w hat then are w e to
do w ith it? M ay w e not ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ, offer it up as a sacrifice? N o; but w e m ust
offer it, in a low er sense, to m an. W hat then is to be offered up to G od? N othing?
Y es, thanks,. praises, hym ns, and the like: that is G odôs tribute, that is a sacrifice
fit for him , and w orthy of him . I have dw elt the longer upon this Father, because
of his great antiquity and authority, and because his sentim ents on this head have
been som etim es w idely m istaken by contending parties.

*[ȷ ɚɚô ɞɡ ŭɏŮůɗŬɘ Űɖɠ ́ ŬɟŬ Ŭɜɗɟɩ ˊɤ ɜ ɡɚɘəɖɠ ́ ɟɞůűɞɟŬɠ ́ ɟɞůŮɘɚɐűŬɛŮɜ Űɞɜ 
Ū Ůɧɜ, ŬɡŰɞɜ ́ ŬɟɏɢɞɜŰŬ ́ ɎɜŰŬ ɞɟɤ ɜŰŮɠȚ  ŮəŮɑɜɞɡɠ ŭŮ ́ ɟɞůŭɏɢŮůɗŬɘ ŬɡŰɞɜ ɛɧɜɞɜ 
ŭŮŭɘŭɎɔɛŮɗŬ əŬɘ ́ Ů́ ŮɑůɛŮɗŬ, əŬɘ ˊɘůŰŮɨɞɛŮɜ Űɞɡɠ ŰŬ ˊɟɎůůɞɜŰŬ ŬɡŰɤ  ŬɔŬɗŬ
ɛɘɛɞɡɛɏɜɞɡɠ, ůɤ űɟɞůɨɜɖɜ, əŬɘ ŭɘəŬɘɞůɨɜɖɜ, əŬɘ űɘɚŬɜɗɟɤ ˊɑŬɜ, əŬɘ ɧůŬ ɞɘəŮɘŬ Ū Ůɤ
ŮůŰɘ. Just. M art. A pol. i. p. 14. C om pare m y R eview , above.]

**[ɇɞ ŰŬ ɡˊô ŮəŮɑɜɞɡ Ůɘɠ ŭɘŬŰɟɞűɖɜ ɔɘɜɧɛŮɜŬ, ɞɡ ́ ɡɟɘ ŭŬˊŬɜŬɜ, Ŭɚɚô ŮŬɡŰɞɘɠ əŬɘ
Űɞɘɠ ŭŮɞɛɏɜɞɘɠ ́ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ, ŮəŮɑɜɤ  ŭŮ ŮɡɢŬɟɑůŰɞɡɠ ɧɜŰŬɠ ŭɘŬ ɚɧɔɞɡ ́ ɞɛˊŬɠ əŬɘ ɨɛɜɞɡɠ
ˊɏɛˊŮɘɜ. Just. M art. A pol. i. p. 19.  Literally thus: ñN ot to consum e by fire the creatures
m ade for nutrim ent, but to offer them  to ourselves, and to the needy; and thankfully to
send up to him  [G od] by speech, praises and hym ns.ò  N .B . M r. R eeves has diluted the
m eaning of this passage by a translation too paraphrastic. It cannot be supposed that
Justin m eant only that such things should not be offered to G od by w asting, burning; for
he declares plainly w hat things are to be presented to G od, and w hat to m an: besides that
the taking from  such offerings the very essential characteristics of all m aterial presents to
G od is the sam e w ith forbidding them  to be used as presents, or considered as presents to
the D ivine M ajesty.]
I pass on to Lactantius,* w ho has the sam e distinction w ith Justin, but

under the nam es of corporeal and incorporeal, instead of m aterial and
im m aterial: he argues, that since G od is incorporeal, he ought to have a sacrifice
suitable, that is, incorporeal. N ay, he argues further that no other kind of
sacrifice ought to be offered him , and that he requires no other. [ñQ uid igitur ab
bom ine desiderat D eus, nisi cultum  m entis, qui est purus et sanctus?ò See above.] It is
observable, that his incorporeal sacrifices take in m ental, vocal, and m anual
services; all good w orks, [ñH ic cultor est veri D ei, cujus sacrificia sunt m ansuetudo anim i,
et vita innocens et actus boni.ò Lactant. Instit. lib. vi. c. 24.] external or internal, com ing
from  a good m ind. B odily service is perform ed indeed by the body, as the
instrum ent: but that service is not a bodily substance, not a m aterial thing; as a
sheep, a bullock, a cake, a loaf, or a vessel of w ine is. Lactantiusôs notion of
sacrifice includes all acts of obedience, all true services of the m an [ñH aec sunt



opera, haec officia m isericordiae; quae si quis obierit, verum  et acceptum  sacrificium  D eo
im m olabit.ò Lactant. Epit. p. 204. C p. M inue. Fel. sect. 32. p. 183. in R eview , above.]; but it
excludes everything extraneous to the m an, from  being the subject m atter of his
sacrifice: so that this distinction of corporeal and incorporeal, or of m aterial and
im m aterial, differs only (if it at all differs) in a m ode of conception from  the
distinction of extrinsic and intrinsic, before explained.

*[ñSicut corporalibus corporalia, sic utique incorporali incorporale sacrificium
necessarium  est.ò  Lactant. Epit. c. lxviii. p. 171.  ñD uo sunt quae offerri debeant, donum
et sacrificium . ... D eo utrum que incorporale offerendum  est, quo utitur. D onum  est
integritas anim i, sacrificium , laus et hym nus.ò Lactant. Instit. lib. vi. c. 24. C om pare m y
R eview , above.]
Eusebius recom m ends the C hristian sacrifices as incorporeal, in opposition

to the corporeal sacrifices of Jew s and Pagans.* B asil in like m anner observes,
that G od rejects corporeal sacrifices.** C hrysostom  also bears his testim ony to
the sam e thing, and in w ords of like im port, w here he speaks of the converted
Jew s as relinquishing their corporeal services, upon their em bracing
C hristianity.*** C yril, after observing that beeves, sheep, turtles, pigeons, fruits,
fine flour, cakes, incenses, are all discarded under the G ospel, as too gross to be
offered for sacrifice: and that C hristians are com m anded to offer up som ething
m ore fine and m ore abstracted, m ore intellectual and spiritual, nam ely,
m eekness, faith, hope, charity, righteousness, tem perance, obedience,
dutifulness, praises, and all kinds of virtues (not a w ord of bread or of w ine in all
this long list), adds, ñFor this sacrifice, as being purest from  m atter, is m ost
w orthy of the D eity, w ho is by nature uncom pounded and im m aterial.ò**** To
the sam e purpose w rites Procopius, of the next succeeding century; observing
that corporeal sacrifice is abolished, and spiritual established. [Ƀ ɡəɞɡɜ Ůɨŭɖɚɞɜ ɤ ɠ
Űɞ ůɤ ɛŬŰɘəɞɜ ŮəɓŬɚɩ ɜ, Űɞ ́ ɜŮɡɛŬŰɘəɞɜ ́ ɚɖɟɞɡɜ Ů́ ŬɔɔɏɚɚŮŰŬɘ. Procop. G az. in Isa. pp. 22, 23:
cp. p. 493.]

*[ ɇŬɨŰɞɠ ŭŮ ˊɎɚɘɜ ŰŬɠ Ŭůɤ ɛɎŰɞɡɠ əŬɘ ɜɞŮɟŬɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ ŰŬ ˊɟɞűɖŰɘəŬ əɖɟɨŰŰŮɘ
ɚɧɔɘŬ.  Euseb. D em onstr. lib. i. c. 10. p. 39: cp. 35, 36. O rigen. in Psalm . pp. 563, 722.
edit. B ened., and m y R eview , above, p. 376.]

**[Ʉ ŬɟŬɘŰŮɘŰŬɘ ŰŬɠ ůɤ ɛŬŰɘəŬɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ. B asil. C om m . in Isa. tom . i. p. 398. edit.
B ened.  N .B . In R eview , above, I took notice, that the editor had rejected that piece as of
doubtful authority, in his preface, tom . i. p. 48. B ut I have since observed that in a later
tom e he altered his m ind, and adm itted it as genuine, giving his reasons, tom . iii. in V ita
B asilii, c. 42. p. 179, etc.]

***[ɇɖɜ ŭɘŬ ɗɡůɘɤ ɜ əŬɘ ɞɚɞəŬɡŰɤ ɛɎŰɤ ɜ əŬɘ Űɤ ɜ Ɏɚɚɤ ɜ ůɤ ɛŬŰɘəɤ ɜ ŬűɏɜŰŮɠ
ɗŮɟŬˊŮɑŬɜ.  C hrysost. adv. Judaeos, H om . vii. p. 664. tom . i. ed. B ened. C p. ad R om an.
H om . xx. p. 658. tom . x.]

****[ȷ ɦɚɞŰɎŰɖ ɔŬɟ ŬɨŰɖ ɗɡůɑŬ Űɤ  əŬŰŬ űɨůɘɜ Ŭˊɚɤ  əŬɘ Ŭɒɚɤ  ́ ɟɏ́ ɞɡůŬ Ū Ůɤ . 



 C yrill. A lex. contr. Julian. lib. x. p. 345. C om pare R eview , above. D odw ell on Incense, p.
89.]
C ould such w riters, after all, believe bread or w ine to be the sacrifice

w hich G od accepts? A re they finer than fine flour? A re they purer than cakes?
O r say that they are: yet are they im m aterial, or incorporeal? O r if even that w ere
allow ed (w hich never can be allow ed), yet are they faith, or hope, or charity, or
good m ind, or good life? Every w ay they stand excluded. B ut still, colours have
been invented, to evade the authorities here cited: som etim es it is said, that
im m aterial, or incorporeal, m ay not m ean perfectly im m aterial, but only less
gross, or less feculent.* That is not very likely, if w e consider that the
im m ateriality or incorporeity of the sacrifice spoken of is understood to be
analogous to G odôs im m ateriality or incorporeity, to w hich it is com pared. B ut
that is not all: for it is further to be considered, that the im m aterial quality of the
C hristian sacrifices w as com m ended by the Fathers, in opposition to the Jew ish
and Pagan sacrifices. N ow  had they really m eant no m ore than that they w ere
less gross, or less dreggy, such an argum ent could not have failed to introduce a
very doubtful debate betw een them  and their adversaries, viz. w hether the
Jew ish and Pagan fine flour and cakes w ere not as free from  dregs as the
C hristiansô bread; and w hether their libations w ere not of w ine as pure, and as
free from  feculence, as any that the C hristians could pretend to. Y et w e find
nothing recorded, no not so m uch as a hint of any such debate: w herefore it is
m uch m ore reasonable, as w ell as m ore natural to suppose, that those plain
Fathers, w ho w ere both w ise and honest m en, understood im m aterial and
incorporeal in the usual and obvious sense of those w ords. A nd indeed the
instances w hich they give to exem plify w hat they m eant, such as hope, faith,
virtue, all im m aterial (and those w ere their sacrifices) dem onstrate that they did
so. I take no notice of som e slighter evasions w hich have been offered, for fear
of being tedious, or of giving offence to persons of true discernm ent.

*[ñW hen I call the eucharistic sacrifice m aterial, I m ust here declare that I m ean
nothing by it but that it has such a real corporeal extension, as natural bread and w ine, as
all other bodies are allow ed to have; and that I do not intend it as a w ord of the sam e
adequate im port w ith the G reek ɡɚɘəɧɠ. For I apprehend that som e of the ancients m ay
have asserted, that the eucharistic sacrifice is Ŭɥɚɞɠ, as w ell as Ŭůɩ ɛŬŰɞɠ; but then they
did not m ean perfectly im m aterial, or w ithout bodily substance, but not gross or dreggy.ò
U nbloody Sacrifice, part p. 27.]

VI.  I pass on to the fam ous distinction of bloody and unbloody sacrifice: a
distinction, probably, borrow ed from  the Pythagorean philosophers [V id. C lem .
A lex. pp. 848, 849. ed. O x.] by the C hristian Fathers of a philosophic turn, w ho, by



som e easy and proper refinem ents of the idea, adapted it to C hristian purposes.
Justin M artyr here seem s to have led the w ay; w ho to the Pagan sacrifices of
blood, and to their libations, opposes the true spiritual praises and thanksgivings
offered up by C hristians.* H e did not say unbloody, or spiritual bread and w ine,
but spiritual praises and thanksgivings. A thenagoras, of the sam e age, says, that
it is m eet to offer an unbloody sacrifice, and to bring a rational service.
[Ʉ ɟɞůűɏɟŮɘɜ ŭɏɞɜ ŬɜŬɑɛŬəŰɞɜ ɗɡůɑŬɜ, əŬɘ Űɖɜ ɚɞɔɘəɖɜ ́ ɟɞůɎɔŮɘɜ ɚŬŰɟŮɑŬɜ. A thenag. Legat.
p. 49.] H ad he intended bread and w ine by the unbloody sacrifice, this w ould
have been the place w herein to have m entioned them : but he has not one w ord of
them . A ll that he opposes to the sacrifices of blood, are the know ledge of G odôs
w orks and w ays, the lifting up holy hands, and the like; w hich, according to him ,
are ɗɡůɑŬ ɛŮɔɑůŰɖ, the noblest sacrifice; and therefore, undoubtedly, the sam e
that he recom m ends under the nam es of unbloody sacrifice and rational service.
[See m y R eview , above, and com pare Jew elôs A nsw er to H arding, pp. 427, 428.] H e had
said before, G od needs no blood, nor fat, nor scents, nor incense; that is, he does
not now  accept them . W hat then does he accept instead of blood, etc.? D id he
say bread or w ine? N o: but he tells us of that greatest sacrifice, describing it as
consisting of religious faith, and prayers, and services: those G od accepts in
opposition to blood, etc., w herefore those are w hat this Father recom m ended as
unbloody sacrifice in the place now  cited. The case is plain in the author him self,
and w ill, besides, be abundantly confirm ed by other sim ilar passages in the
Fathers that follow ed, w hose testim onies I shall take in their order of tim e.

*[Ƀ ɡ Ůɜ Űɖ ́ Ɏɚɘɜ ́ ŬɟɞɡůɑŬ, ɛɖ ŭɧɝɖŰŮ ɚɏɔŮɘɜ ȼ ůŬȶŬɜ, ɖ Űɞɡɠ Ɏɚɚɞɡɠ ́ ɟɞűɐŰŬɠ
Ŭűô ŬɘɛɎŰɤ ɜ ɖ ůˊɞɜŭɤ ɜ Ů́ ɘ Űɞ ɗɡůɘŬůŰɐɟɘɞɜ ŬɜŬűɏɟŮůɗŬɘ, Ŭɚɚô Ŭɚɖɗɘɜɞɡɠ əŬɘ
ˊɜŮɡɛŬŰɘəɞɡɠ Ŭɑɜɞɡɠ əŬɘ ŮɡɢŬɟɘůŰɑŬɠ. Just. M art. D ial. p. 3S9. ed. Lond.]
Tertullian, to the bloody sacrifices, opposes pure prayer:* not a w ord of

pure bread and w ine, as a C hristian sacrifice in opposition to the other. B ut in
another place, w here he again recom m ended prayer sent up from  a chaste body,
an innocent soul, and a sanctified spirit, he adds, not w orthless grains of
frankincense, the tears of an A rabian tree, nor tw o drops of w ine.** H e m ust
have been very im prudent, not to say w orse, in touching upon so tender an
article as the tw o drops of w ine, had he conceived that such in part w as the real
sacrifice of every C hristian com m unicant at the holy altar.

*[ñSacrificam us ï sed quom odo D eus praecepit pura prece: non enim  eget D eus,
conditor universitatis, odoris, aut sanguinis alicujus.ò Tertull. ad Scap. c. p. 69. C om pare
m y R eview , above.]

**[ñO ffero ei opim am  et m ajorem  hostiam ; quam  ipse m andavit: orationem  de
carne pudica, de anim a innocenti, de Spiritu Sancto profectam : non grana thuris unius
assis, A rabicae arboris lacrym as, nec duas m eri guttas,ò etc. Tertull. A pol. c. xxx. p. 277.



C p. A rnob. lib. vi. p. 190. edit. Lugd. B at.]
O rigen, [ñD ecet enim  D eo im m olari victim am  cordis, et hostiam  contribulati spiritus,

non carnis et sanguinis jugulari.ò O rigen. in N um . H om . xxiv. p. 363.] Lactantius, [ñD eus
non pecudis sanguine, sed hom iuis pietate placatur.ò Lactant. Epit. 204.] Eusebius, [Ƀ ɡ ŭɘô
ŬɘɛɎŰɤ ɜ, ŬɚɚŬ ŭɘ ɏɟɔɤ ɜ ŮɡůŮɓɤ ɜ əŬɗŬɟŬɜ ɤ ɜɞɛŬůɛɏɜɖɜ ɗɡůɑŬɜ Űɤ  Ů́ ɘ ́ Ŭůɘɜ ŬɜŬűɏɟŮɘɜ Ū Ůɤ .  
Euseb. D em onstr. Evang. c. vi. p. 19: cp. pp. 20, 21, 23, 39; in Psal. p. 212.] A ustin, [ñN on
vult ergo sacrificium  trucidati pecoris, sed vult sacrificium  contriti cordis.ò A ugustin. de C ivit.
D ei. lib. x. c. 5. p. 241.] all state the opposition in the sam e w ay; not betw een
bloody anim als and bloodless bread or w ine (as they should have done upon the
m aterial schem e), but betw een bloody sacrifices and sacrifices of the spiritual
kind, such as prayers, praises, and good w orks. M ore particularly, Eusebius joins
rational w ith unbloody, and calls it unbloody service, not unbloody elem ents,
sym bols, and the like.* Eusebius further teaches that the unbloody sacrifices w ill
obtain in heaven.** From  w hence it is m anifest, that he m eant not the elem ents
by that phrase, but religious services. N either has there been produced so m uch
as a single passage from  his w ritings, w here that phrase m ust m ean the m aterial
elem ents, or w here it m ay not reasonably m ean religious acts, services,
perform ances.*** A ttem pts have been m ade upon a place or tw o,**** to w arp
them  to another m eaning, but so slight, and so easily seen through at once, that I
shall not here trouble you w ith any particular confutation of them . The error lies
in confounding the m aterial things w ith the religious w ork; and the sacrificial
instrum ents w ith the sacrificial service; that is, w ith the sacrifice itself. B ut I
proceed.

*[Ū ɡůɘŬůŰɐɟɘɞɜ ŬɜŬɑɛɤ ɜ əŬɘ ɚɞɔɘəɤ ɜ ɗɡůɘɤ ɜ.  Evang. lib. i. c. 6. p. 20.  Ʉ ɜŮɨɛŬŰɘ
əŬɘ ŬɚɖɗŮɑŬ, ɎɜŬɘɛɞɜ əŬɘ əŬɗŬɟŬɜ Ŭˊɞŭɘŭɞɡɠ ŬɡŰɤ  ɚŬŰɟŮɑŬɜ. Euseb. ibid. p. 21.]

**[See the passage in m y R eview , above. H ow  sacrifices shall be offered in
heaven, or w hat sacrifices, see O rigen in N on). H om . xviii. p. 359. ed. B ened. Lactantius,
Instit. lib. vi. c. 24. A ugustin. tout. iv. p. 474; tom . vii. p. 61o. G regor. M agn. tom . iii. p.
509. ed. B ened.]

***[Ū ɡůɑŬɘɠ ŬɜŬɑɛɞɘɠ əŬɘ ɛɡůŰɑəŬɘɠ ɘŮɟɞɡɟɔɑŬɘɠ Űɞ ɗŮɘɞɜ ɘɚɎůəɞɜŰɞ. Euseb. de
V it. C onstant. lib. iv. c. 45. p. 651.  ȷ ɜŬɑɛɞɡɠ əŬɘ ɚɞɔɘəŬɠ ɗɡůɑŬɠ, ŰŬɠ ŭɘô Ůɡɢɤ ɜ əŬɘ
ŬˊɞɟɟɐŰɞɡ ɗŮɞɚɞɔɑŬɠ, Űɞɘɠ ŬɡŰɞɡ ɗɘŬůɩ ŰŬɘɠ Űɑɠ Ů́ ɘŰŮɚŮɘɜ ́ Ŭɟɏŭɤ əŮɜ Ɏɚɚɞɠ ɖ ɛɧɜɞɠ ɞ
ɖɛɏŰŮɟɞɠ ůɤ Űɐɟ; Euseb. de Laud. C onstant. p. 768. ed. C ant. C p. D em onstr. Lib. i. c. 6,
10.]

****[See U nbloody Sacrifice, part i. p. 21. N .B . Eusebius asks, ñW ho but our
Saviour ever taught his votaries to offer by prayer and an ineffable theology, these
unbloody and rational sacrifices?ò  That is, m em orial services; w hich is Eusebiusôs 
constant notion of the eucharistic sacrifices. D em onstr. Evang. pp. 27, 38, 39, 40.
C om pare m y R eview , above.]
The Em peror C onstantine, in a letter to K ing Saporis, says that C hristians



are content w ith unbloody prayers only, in supplicating G od; and that prayer,
free from  blood and filth, together w ith the sign of the cross, w as sufficient for
victory.* H ere w e have the epithet unbloody directly applied to religious
services (not to m aterial things); so that there is no arguing from  the Pagan
application of that epithet to the C hristian, w hich w as w idely different, as their
sacrifices w ere different. It is in vain to plead that the difference lay only in this,
that the Jew s and Pagans used anim al sacrifices, and the C hristians bloodless
bread and w ine: for then, w hy did not the Fathers m ention unbloody bread and
w ine, rather than unbloody prayers? A nd w hy should they so industriously
sm other the true state of the com petition (if it w ere true), and run off so w ide
that nobody, by their w ay of speaking, could suspect any other, than that the
opposition entirely lay betw een bloody victim s and unbloody services of lauds,
prayers, and good w orks? For those are w hat they directly call sacrifices, and
w hat they expressly point to, as often as they specify or explain their unbloody
sacrifices.

*[ɀ ɧ Ŭɘɠ ŮɡɢŬɘɠ ŬɜŬɘɛɎəŰŬɘɠ ́ ɟɞɠ ɘəŮůɑŬɜ Ū Ůɞɡ ŬɟɢɞɡɜŰŬɘ ... ŬˊɞɢɟɖůŬɘ ŬɡŰɤ  Ůɘɠ
ɜɑəɖɜ Űɞ Űɞɡ ůŰŬɡɟɞɡ ůɨɛɓɞɚɞɜ ... əŬɘ Ůɡɢɖɜ əŬɗŬɟŬɜ ŬɘɛɎŰɤ ɜ əŬɘ ɟɨˊɞɡ. C onstantin.
apud Sozom . lib. ii. c. 15. p. 63.]
C yril of Jerusalem  in plain term s characterizes the spiritual sacrifice by

unbloody service.* N ow , as sure as that a service** is not a substance, and a
spiritual sacrifice is not a corporeal host, so sure is it, that the epithet of
unbloody belongs not to the elem ents in that passage of C yril. There m ay be
som e doubt of w hat C yril m eant by the sacrifice of propitiation, in the sam e
paragraph: but a w ise interpreter w ill not therefore depart from  w hat is clear and
certain. W hat I apprehend is that C yril, by spiritual sacrifice and unbloody
service, m eant the consecratory service, w hereby the elem ents becam e sym bols
of the real body and blood, sym bols of the grand sacrifice. W hen the elem ents
w ere once so constituted exhibitive sym bols of the grand sacrifice, w hich is the
true sacrifice of propitiation, C yril scrupled not to give them  the nam e of w hat
they represented and exhibited, by an usual m etonym y of sign for thing: for, in
the very sam e w ay, he there also gave them  the nam e of C hrist slain,*** and of
the m ost trem endous sacrifice.**** The sym bols therefore, in a figure, are there
called the sacrifice of propitiation; but the spiritual sacrifice and unbloody
service, spoken of just before, express that service of ours, that sacrifice w hich
w e actively offer up, in order to the consecrating the elem ents into holy sym bols,
exhibitive of the grand sacrifice to every faithful receiver.***** So that the
phrases of spiritual sacrifices and unbloody service do here retain their usual
m eaning; and C yril has neatly contrived to insinuate to his readers a just notion


