
f.. "11l1\)ljlj�j1(Ujl��, iii I THE

•. 

. , 
REAL OBJECTIVE PRESENCE. 

' 

:_, 

QUESTIONS 

SUGGESTED DY THE 

JUDGMENT 
1, 

• • 

DELIVERED DY 

THE RT. HON. SIR ROBERT PHILLIMO RE, D.p.L. 

®ffic.inl �rincipitl of tyc inycs l!l:ourt .of l!l:nnicrlmrii-, . 

IN THE CASE O}' 

THE OFFICE OF THE JUDGE PROMOTED BY 

SHEPPARD v. BENNETT. 

DY AN ENGLISH PR ESBYTER 

LONDON: 

� lft 

moore <tollege 

1ibra� 

W I L LI .A. M M.A. C I N T O S H, 

24, PATERNOSTER R.ow. 

1870. 

Price SixJJence. 



• 

•• 

I 

THE following Paper; somewhat hastily put togethe�· to meet the 
wishes of friends, and wi·itten with every respect for the ability and 
learning displayed in the judgment of ·sir R. Phillimore, has relation 
-not (as the judgment) to particular formal statements, but-to a
definite Doctrine; and aims at supplying such materials as may be 
useful to those who are seeking to be guided aright in what may 
be called the great controversy of our day, rather than at suggesting 
answers to certain portions of the judgment, which the writer cannot 
but regard as capable of misleading. 

Personal considerations, special explanations, and particular modes 
of expression are therefore (however necessarily and rightfully pro­
minent in the juclgment) here out of view; and the one great question 
(all others being subservient) within the field of investigation is this­
Does the Chprnh of England sanction the teaching by her ministers 
of that doctrine which is now known as " The Real Objective 
Presence"? And thus, apart from all legal aspects, the enquiry 
comes to be regarded from a strictly theological stand-point. 

,. 

• The wTiter wishes it to be clearly understood that he is concerned

,with the judgment only so far as the judgment is concerned with the
- doctrine of the Real ObJective Presence. The questions are intended

to bear upon the judgment only so far as the judgment bears, or may
not unnaturnlly seem to bear, on this doctrine.

The questions will undoubtedly inclicate the results to which the 
writer's own: investigations have led him; but his desire is that these 
questions may be fairly and thoroughly sifted. 

It is very sincerely hoped that there is nothing in this Paper 
which may be understood as designed to be in the slightest degree 
offensive, either to the learned Judge himself, or to any of tl1ose 
whose cloctrine is commonly thought to be shieldecl by his judgment. 

To avoid multiplying quotations reference is constantly .made to a 
series of " Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church concerning 
the Eucharistic Presence," (Macintosh), to which the present Paper 
may be regarded as an Appendix. 

.. 
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THE REAL OBJECTIVE PRESENCE.

TH'E subjects for investigation suggested_ by the ju_dgm�nt may_ be
11 . h ds. (ci) The Histoncal Notice. arrangecl under the fo owmg ea · - . . ,, b) The use of the phrase "Under the form of bread and �vme ..

i ) The teaching of the 29th Article. (cl) The Authon�y _of 
He k . ( ) The teaching of the 28th Article. (f) Sacnficmloo er. e · 1· f thC te language: (g) The Black Rubri�. (h! !he �eac llllg o e a .
chism. (i) The teaching of English D1vmes.i-

(a)-QUESTIONS SUGGESTED BY THE HISTORICAL NoTICE. 

I. Is it so that Bertramn taught immistakecibly anything

like the Real Objective Presence ?t

. . ffi f tl c mmunion for the Sick, 
• On the interpretation of _the RubfiCS '� th� o c� o ,e o 

o the teaching of the 
and its relation to the direction m the Sahsbmy �1ssal, and t 

Reformation, see Papers on the Doctrine of tho English Chm·ch, pp. 411-415. 
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It is true that there are some passages in Bertramn which look rath�r like it. But is it not so that the same methocl of interpretation whichwould make Bertramn teach a Real Objective Presence of Christ's
body and bloocl must make him also teach a Real Objective Presence of the people in the elements ? And are there not other passages which can scarcely be reconcileclwit� anything like the Real Objective Presence?*

II. Was Bertramn imiversally imdm·stoocl at the time of
the Reformation as teaching anything like the Real 
Objective Presence? 

If he was so understood-(!.) How comes it that his book was regardecl by Papists 1.1s a forgery of CEcolampadius ?-1-(2.) How comes it that it ,vas appealed to in support of their·
views (without any indication of their regarding his views as

Eucharist, book vi., chap. 7, sect. 4, pp. 473, 474.) Compare p. 442, "The burial of 
Christ is not the s1tbject-matter of baptism, but oncly the representative object theroof.'' 
Other examples might be adduced. 

• See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. •121, 422, and Wate,�aud's 
Works, 1843, vol. v., p. 206, also pp. 203, 204. 

+ Sea references in Papers on the Doctrine of tho English Church, p. 422; n.Jso 
Riclley's Works, (Parker Soc. Edit.), p. 159, and Cosin's Works, (,LC,L), vol. iv., p. 199; 
also Wordsworth's ..Ecclesiastical Biogmphy, vol. iii., p. 312; and Edgar's Variations of 
Popery, p. 372. Woodhead, the Romanist, classes together "Bortra.mn, Scotus Erigena, 
Berengarius," saying that the Reformed revived their arguments. (Rational Account 
1673, p. 59.) 

. ' 

Longuerue pronounces Bertramn to be more Calvinistic than Calvin. (See Routh's 
Opuscula, vol. ii., p. 185 ); and '11.lrrian, the Jesuit, asks, "Dertramum citarc, quid nliud 
est, quam dicerc, hroresim Calvini non esse novrun ? " (See Ussher's Works, vol. iii., p. 84.) 

J ercmy Taylor �xplains Bertramn's langu�e (with that of St. J eromc nncl St. Clemens 
Alexa.ndrinus), "Cnlliug it 'c011ms s11h·ituale,' the word 'spiritual' is not a substnntinl 
predication, but is an affirmation of the manner.'' {Real Presence, sect. i.,� 11. 
Works, Edit. Eden, vol. vi., p. 19.) See also especially J.E. Cox, Protestantism a.nd 
Romanism, vol. ii., pp. 216, 217; and Dissertation in Dublin Edition ofl3crtrmnn, p. 84. 

Is it not to be specially observed that in Bertramn's language "under vails" is equ.:iva­
lent to "figu,-ative" (p. 146); and "vail" is explainccl by" flgm·e" (p. 143) !-that so 
also ''mystery" is equivalent to '' fig\u·c '' (p. 143), n.nd ''inn mystery 1

' is the opposite 
of" in truth•' (p. 145) !-and that these expressions are applied not only to sacramental 
signs but (in the same way) to figurative or tropical sayings! (pp. 146, 147.) 

I 
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really erro1ieou1:1) by Reformers whose views were unmistakeably
opposed t9 anything like the Real Objective Presence. See e.g.­

(li.) Bullinger "De Origine Erroris." Fol. 228-231. Zurich,
1539.) * 

(b.) Hooper. Early Writings. (Edit. Parker Soc.), p. 524.
Later Writings, p. 405. 

(c.) Archbishop Grindal. Remains. (Edit. Parker Soc.),
p,p. 73, 74. 

(d.) Becon. Prayers, etc. (Edit. Parker Soc.), pp. 370, 371,
444--448, (where observe that the long extract from Bertramn
is brought in evidence·, ... That the words of the Lord's Supper,
that is to say, 'This is my body,' 'This is my blood,' are not
properly, but figuratively to be ·understood," p. 435. See also
pp. 449 and 469.) Catechism. (Edit. Parker Soc.), p. 295,
(where observe the quotation from Bertramn is brought to
confirm the assertion that " Faith is the mouth of the soul,
wherewith Clu-i.st is received and eaten.") 

(e.) Jewel. Sermon and Harding. (Edit. Parker Soc.),
p. 458, (where observe in answer to Harding's assertion that
'.' Berengarius was the first that began to sow the seed of the
sacramentary heresy," Jewel answers, "One Bertram us, as
appeareth by his book, held and maintained the same doctrine,")
pp. 503, 546, (-where observe Jewel argues from Bertramn's
words" Thus, as the bread is Clu-i.st's body, even so was manna
Clu-ist's body." See also "Harding, Thess.," etc., p. 577, and
"Apology and Defence,'' p. 503.) t See also Jelf 's edition of
Jewel, vol. ii., p. 343; vol. iii., p. 107; and vol. v., pp. 102, 103.
(3.) Ho:w comes it that it had been published at Cologne in

'1532, and then sent by the Zurickers to Albert, Marquis of
Brandenburg, to vindicate their doctrine from the charge of
novelty? (See Gloucester Ridley's Life of Ridley, 1783, p. 165.)

(4.) Why, when this was refuted, did they say that it was

• See also R. Gualter, "Consensus Orthodoxus," 1605, pp. 120, 166, 260, 306. See also 
Hospinian, Works, 1681, vol. iii., pp. 251-269, especially p. 269b. See also L'Aroque, 
History of Eucharist, Walker's translation, 1684, pp. 404--412. 
t See also Abbot "On the true Church," p. 90, and Gauden's "Suspiria," 1659, p. 310. 
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written by a follower of Berengarius? (See Gloucester Ridley's
Life of Ridley, p. 170.)

(5.) Why, when it was shown to be Bertramn's, did they affirm
that Bertramn at that time began to be mad and that he first
brought in question the Real Presence 7 (See Gloucester Ridley?s
Life of Ridley, p. 171.)

(6.) Why did the Papist, Gardiner, (in disputation with 

Cranmer), speaking of Cranmer's new doctrine (as contrary to his
-� Catechism, and opposed by Luther) say that "A.bout seven

hundred years ago, one Bertramn, if the book set forth in his
name be his, enterpi-i.sed secretly the like, as appeareth by tlie said
book, 9;nd yet prevailed not"? (Jenkyns's Cranmer, vol. iii., p. 42.)

(7.) Why again �d Gardiner say that the truth of the mystery
of the corporal eatrng "was never impugned openly and directly
that we read of before Berengarius, five hundred years past, and
secr���y by one Bertramn before that "? fJ enkyns's Cranmer,
vol. Ill., p. 269.)

(8.) Why again did Gardiner affirm that since Clu-i.st's time there
was '.'no. memory more than of six " that had affirmed the same
doctr1;11-e as Cra�mer, naming "Bertramn, then Berenga1-i.us, then
Wyc�e, and ill our time, CEcolampadius, Zwinglius, and
.'Toachimus Vadianus." (Jenkyns's Cranmer, vol. iii., p. 807.)

. III. C�n then �idley's claim of Be�tramn * afford any 
presumption of R1q.ley's holding anything like the Real 
Objective Presence? 

Not, certainly, unles� evidence is produced to shew that Ridley 0 

understood Bertramn ill anQther sense than other English Re­
formers.+

• rt is worth ob�erving how Ridley's.appeal to 'Bertramn (in Works, p. 159) is made 
on the very question between CEcolampadius and Melancthon and in suppo t f 
doc�ne which immediately before had been denounced by F;cknam (p. 158 i' as 

O 
th: 

' doctnne of Berengarius, Wickliffe, Huss, Carolostadius and CEcolampadi s al 
pp. 160, 161, 102. 

us. ee so 

't Is not a strong presumption against Ridley's so understanding Bertramn afforded 
by t�e fact, that on the very occasion of his declaring that he owed his views on the 
Lord s Supper to Bertramn, he alleges Bertramn's testimony in support of the.pro-
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Is there evidence of any one English Reformer understanding 
Bertramn in such a sense ai, to support the Real Objective Presence? 

IV. Did Ridley hold anything like the Real Objective
Presence ? "' 

,All passages from his writings adduced to prove that he did admit 
of an easy solution. 

This solution Ridley himself requires to be applied to them. t 
Can any such solution be applied to many other passages which 

stancl directly opp'osed to the Real Objective Presence? t

\ 

position, that "A flr111,1•a.ti.·ve sense and n1caning is specially to be received in �ese 
words, 'This is my body.' " He says that of all the l,'athers this appeareth most plainly 
in Berti·amn. (See Ridley's Works, pp. 205, 206.) 

• Ridley maintains that tho words of Institution are to be tmderstood figuratively, 
(see especially Works, pp. 22, 243); ri,licules the idea of the body of Ch1·ist being con_• 
tained in the vessels at the Lord's table, not "as in a place, but as in a mystery," 
(Works, p. 33); argues from St. Augustine that we should "understand the manner of 
Christ's being here with us, which is· by his grace, l;>y his providence, and by his divine 
nature?' aclding, "he is absent by his natural body." (Page •/3.) 

Those who examine quotations made from Ridley in connection with their context 
will hardly wonder at Mr. H. B. Walton's speaking of Ridley as "traditionally reputed, 
st-rcvnge to SaAJ, as the more Catholic among the Reforming Bishops." (Rubrical 
dctemrinatiou of Celebrant's Position. Masters, 1870, p. 49.) After such a concession 
further evidence of Ridley's repudiation of the Real Objective Presence seems needless. 

+ When Ridley spoke of evil men 1·eceivi.,1g or ea.t-ing the body of Christ sacramcntally 
he used no language but what was common to other Reformers, whose repudiation of 
the Real Objective doctrine is commonly a,lurltted (as, e.g., Bullinger, Decades, v., 
p. 466; Becon, il., p. 294; Cranmer, on Lord's Supper, p. 205.) .And that he meant by 
these words (as they did} the reception of the external sacrament only (to the exclusion 
of "the thing of the sacrament," or "the matter of the sacrament, "-the res S<tc·ramenU) 
is clear from his words, "Evil men do cat the body of Christ ,acrm11e11tally, but good 
men eat both the sacrament and the matter of the sacrament.'' (Works, pp. 247, 248.) 
Ridley insists that "the body" in language of St. Augustine, speaking of its reception by 
the wicked, means "the sa-cramrnt of the body." He explains such lang�age by �aying 
"The fathers ·use many times the sacrament for the matter of the sacrament." He 
aclcls, "This pltmsc to di,�nes is well known, and usecl of the doctors; lte tasted the 
flesh of the Lorcl 'inscnsibiliter,' 'insensibly;' that is, the sacrament of the Lord's 
flesh," (p. 247 .) His rejection of the teaching of any real reception of the res sacmmenti 
by the wicked is clear. See Papers on the Docti-ine of the English Clturclt, p. 58. On 
tb.c sense of sacra111.ental and sc,cra111e11tally see Ibid, pp. 95-101. 

i See Pap�rs on the Docti-ine of the English Clturclt,'pp. 45-62; see also pp. 242,, �43, 
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V. Can then Ridley'.s influence with Cranmer be adduced
as evidence of Cranmer's holding anything like the Real 
Objective Presence? 

Cranmer himself attributed his changed views to intercourse with 
llidley.* 

But is it to be supposed that (in the usual sense of the word) his 
"erudition" on the subject was derivecl from llidley?t 

VI. Did Cranmer hold anything like the Real Objective
Presence ? :/; . • ,

If he did, what dicl he mean by the "Error of the Real Presence" 
which he had formerly been in ? § 

Ifhe clid, what did he mean by saying that "Ch1ist'is not there 

• Did .Archbishop Land's notion, of Ridley's recovering Oranmer from "Zwinglian " 
tenden,.cies, arise from a mistake (his memory serving him as to Ridley's infl,1tcnce on 
Cranmer, but foiling him a.s to the <lvrectio11) ; or is there any evidence a11ywlicre of 
any tmcli change of view for which Cranmer was (at any time) indebted to Ridley 1 The 
only reference given is to Foxe. (Seo Lnud's Conference with Fisher, Edit. Oxford, 1839, 
p. 249. See also G. Ridlcy's Life of Ridley, Edit. 1763, p. 173.) Or did Laud misunder­
stand Cranmer's words, being misled by the previous assertion of Martin 1 (See , 
Cranmer's Remains, P. S. Edit., p. 218.) 

+ See Papers on tlto Doctrine of the English Chlll'clt, pp. 160, 161, 162, 

t Can any statements be more distinct against anything like the Real Objective 
Presence titan those of th& "Reformntio Legum" as carefully prepared by Ci·anmer ! 
Sec Papers on the Doctii.ne of the English Cltlll'clt, pp. 176-182. 

"When A Lasco presented to Cranmer Bullinger's treatise JJe 8a,cra1ne11t-is the 
arolt?isho� desir�d that it might be printed immediately, observing, that uothi�g of 
B'.'llinger s reqmred to be read and examined previously." (Cardwell, Preface to 
L1turg1cs of Edward VI., p. xxx, note; see also p. xxix. ) 

So also Cranmer called CEcolampadius "that Godly and excellent learned man.'' 
(See Jenkyns's Cranmer, vol. ill., p. 267.) 

That Cranmer did not hold the Real Objective Presence is admitted by Dr. Pusey and 
the author of "The Kiss.of Peace." See Papers on the Docti-inc of tlte English Chlll'ch, 
pp, 19-21, 

! Sec Papers on the Docti-ine of the English Church, p, 287. 



10 

[ under or in the form of bread and wine J neither corporally nor 
spiritually"? (See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, 
p. 15.)

If he did, how came it that frdm the Second Book of Edward (in 
the framing of which his influence is acknowledged) the doctrine (as 
is aclmowledged) was excluded? 

If he' did, what could he mean by saying that "The very body of 
the tree, or rather, the roots of the weeds, is the Popish doctrine of 
transubstantiation, of the Real Presence of Christ's flesh and blood 
in the Sacra�ent of the Altar, (as they call it,) and of the sacrifice 
and oblation of Christ made by the priest for the salvation of the 
quick and dead; which roots, if they be suffered to grow again in 
the Lord's vineyard, they will overspread all the ground again with 
the old errors and superstitions. These injm·ies to Clu:ist be so 
intolerable that no Christian heart can willingly bear them;,? (See 
Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, p. 21.) 

Again, what could he mean by saying "that Cluist is present in 
His Sacraments, as they teach also that He is present in His Word 
. . . . This speech nieaneth that He worketh with His Word, .... 
as He useth also His Sacraments, whereby He worketh, and therefore 
is said to be present in them"? (See Papers on the Doctrine of the 
English Chm-eh, p. 485.) 

Again, what did he mean by decla1ing," God's Word is clearly 
against you, not only in your doctrine of transubstantiation, but also 
in the doctrine of the Real Presence, of the eating and diinking, and 
of the sacrifice of Christ's flesh and blood"? (On Lord's Supper, 
pp. 333, 334.) 

If he did, what did Ridley (who knew Cranmer and his writings 
well) mean, by repeatedly declaring that in England all learned men 
(as far as he knew) were agreed (in oppos1.tion to the Lutheran 
doctrine of Melancthon,) that there is but one substance in the 
Sacrament? • 

VII. Can then Cranmer's influence on our Formularies

• See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 163, 164. 
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be adduced as evidence of their teaching anything like the 
Real Objective Presence? 

' ' 

Is there not abundant evidence that the Formularies of the 
Chm-eh of England at the close of Edward's reign were regarded by 
the Reformed as purged of every thing like the doctiine of the 
Real Presence ? • 

(b )-QUESTlONS CONCERNING THE USE OF THE PHRASE 
"UNDER THE FORM OF BREAD AND WINE." 

I. Is the phrase " Under the form of bread and wine "
authorized (as a strict doctrinal utterance) by the Church 
of England? 

It was used in the list of titles, by which the Second Book of 
Homilies was promised. Was not the doctiine of the Church of 
England at that date in a transition state? 

When the promised Second Book of Homilies appeared was not 
the title of the Homily on the subject changed so as not to contain 
this phrase ? 

The Article authorizing the Homilies gives a list ,of the titles of 
the Homilies of the Second Book. Does the title of the Homily on 
the Lord's Sup er there contain this phrase? 

On behalf of the Commuuion Book of the Church of England 
did not Cranmer repudiate the phrnse ? t

II. Does the phrase " Under the form of bread and
wine" necessarily imply the "Real Objective Presence"? 

• See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 75, 160--163; also pp. 689,690. 

+ See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 223-230. 
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Was it not approvecl and used by J. Foxe and many others 
(whose repudiation of the Real Objective Presence is unmistakeable) 
-care being taken that it should not be misunderstood?*

(c)-QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACHING OF THE 

29TH ARTICLE, 

I. Does the 29th Article admit of being interpreted so as
to deny only the " effectual" or " spiritual " reception and 
manducation of Christ's body and blood ? 

(1) Was not the distinction between "Real"· and "Effectual"
Reception as urged by the Papists well known to our Reformers? 

Was it not urged by Gardiner, repucliatecl by Cranmer? t
Was it not-urged by Harding, repudiated by Jewel?! 
Was it not urged by Campion, repudiated by Goode?§ 
Was it not urged l'ly Harpsfield, l!epucliated by :Eraclforcl? II
(2) Has not the wording of the Article dealt with the passage

from St. Augustine in a way which leaves no doubt of its intention? 
Has it not omittecl " spidtualiter?" 
Has it not changecl "nee manducat" into "nullo modo participes "? 
Does it not expla.in " sacramentum " by " symbolum "? • 

• See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Ch�roh, PI'• 230-258, and 285-288, 390,. 
391, 733. 

+ The following is a brief extract from the words of Cranme1�" When this matter 
cometh in discussion among old writers, whether evil men eat Christ's body or no, if the 
truth had been that evil men eat it, the ol<l,uriters would not so precisely have defined 
the contrary, that they eat not, but would have said, they eat it, but not effectu�y, not 
fruitfully, not profitably. But now the �"thoi·s ,uhich Ihave t1lleyecl, define �lai�y and 
absolutely, that evil men eat not . Christ's body, without any other addit10n. (See 
Papers on tho Doctrine of tb,eEnglish Church, p. Gl2.) 

t See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Chmch, p. 609. 
� Sec Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, p. 010. 

II See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, p, GOO. 
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(3) Is it not so that the sense of' the Article depends not upon the
sense of St. Augustine, but on the sense in which he was understood 
by the framers ?t 

St. Augustine has been unclerstoocl by some to deny only spiritual 
and effectual reception. 

Do not his sayings appealed to in support of this view admit 
of easy solution, which solution is supplied by his own words? 

Do his sayings appealed to against this view admit of any such 
solution? 

(4) Is it not so that St. Augustine! was certainly understood by
our Reformers as denying (not only "spirit·ucil" and "ejjectual" but) 
all real reception by unbeli'evers ? § 

(d)-QUESTIONS RELATING TO THE ,A.UTHORlTY OF 
HoQKER. 

I. Is it not a mistake to regard what is called the Recep­
tionist theory as anything like a pe'culiarity of Hook.er ? II 

Is not what is called the Receptionist them_Y,, as stated by Hooker, 
stated also in the words of om· Article (viewecl in connection with 
context),-"insomuch that to such as rightly, worthily, ancl with 
faith receive the same, the breacl which we break is a partaking 0£ 
the body of Clu:ist?" ( See Papers on the Doctrine of the English 
Chureh, pp. 758, 759, 760. See also pp. 722, 723, 730, 731, 732, 73fi,-. 
741, 742.) � 

• See Papers on the Doctrine of the English.Chmch, pp. 614, 759. 
+ See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Chmch, pp. 676-686, 753-759. 

t See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 753-759. 
l On the subject of Jackson's language, see Appenclix, :l\'ote A; and on Thorndike, see 

Appendix, Note B. 
II See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Churc)l, pp. 336-341, 381-387, 722-744. 

It is not impliecl that thej,iclgment gives ,mtho,·ity to this view. 
IT Is it not also clearly impliecl in the Black Rubric, inasmuch as the liighest reason 

there given for kneeling is "for a signification of our humble ancl grateful acknowleclg­
mcnt of the benefits of Christ therein given to all wo1·thy ·receivers " '! 
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Is there not rather a remarkable consensus on this point among 
Reformed Theologians, English and Foreign? (See e.g. Hall's 

Harmony, pp. 316, 322, 338.) 
Not only was Hooker's teaching-as to .its substance-no wise 

new,• but even the language in which he clothed it varies little from 
the expression of (1) Cranmer "the force, the grace, the virtue and 
benefit of Christ's body . . . . and of His blood . . . . be [he had 
said just before " not corporally in the outward visible signs" J really 
and effectually present with all them that duly receive the Sacra• 
ments." (See Papers on the doctrine of the English Church, p, 15); 
which again had been almost repeated by (2) Ridley, speaking of 
the " Spiritual partaking of the body of Christ to be communicated 
and given, not to bread and wine, but to them which worthily do 
receive the Sacrament." (Ibid, p. 47; see also p. 48) and again by 
(3) Bradford, confessing" a presence of whole Christ, God and man,
to the faith of the receiver," but refusing to "include Christ's Real
Presence in the Sacrament, or tie Him to it otherwise than to the
faith of the receiver,·• (Ibid, pp. 82, 83); and declaring "I never denied
nor taught, but that to faith whole Clu·ist's body and blood was as
present as bread and wine to the due receiver." (Ibid, p. 79): ancl
again by (4) Philpot confessing'' the presence of Cln·ish wholly to
be, with all the fruits of His Passion, unto the said worthy receiver.'
(Ibid, p. 76) and acknowledging "a Real Presence .... to the 
worthy receivers, by the Spirit of God " while denying " in the Sacra• 
ment by transubstantiation any Real Presence." (Ibid, �- 77.)t

• The saying of Hooker will be found indeed to be substantially that which Gregory 
de Valentia states as the doctrine of the Protestants-" Although Christ be corporally in 
heaven, yet is He rccoiveJl of the faithful communicants in this sacrament t,:uly,. both 
spiritually by the mouth of the mind, thJ:ough a most near conjunction of Christ with 
the soul of the receiver by faith, and also sacramentally with the bodily mouth, etc.," 
(see Jeremy Taylor, in Works, vol. vi., p. 14, also Morton's Catholic Appeal, p. 127), and 
still more exactly to con-espond to what Bishop Hall states as the doctrine of the 
Eucharist, "so 1nuch as touches the foundation," wherein "both parts db fully accord," 
viz., "That the body and blood of Christ are so truly present in the administration of 
the Sacrament, as that they are truly received by the wort,hy communicants, etc.," with 
which also agrees 13ishop Davcnant's statement, "Fmula.mentale est, Christi Corpus et 
sanguinem ita vcro adesse in n.dministratione Sacramenti ut participm·i possint ad vitam 
inde haurienclam a communicantibus, et damnari juste possint qui panem et vinum it.a 
sumunt ut non una sumant Christi carnem et sanguinem ad salutem suarum anima­
rum. IJe hac ,i,il/a wissensio" (Ad Fraternam Communionem Adhortatio. Edit. 1740, 
p. 132.) 

t Sec also La.timer's Remains, p. 64. 
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Yet it may be worth observing how Hooker's saying on this subject 
seem to be as something like a key-note to succeeding English 
Divines. It is adopted verbatim by (1) Bishop Field as from "that 
exact Divine Master Hooker." (Parascere Paschre, Edit. 1624, pp. 
136, 137.) It is almost repeated by (2) Dr. Mayer "not .... that 
His body is in, under or about the b1·ead . . . . but faith making 
Him present unto the worthy receiver." (Catechism Explained, 
1623, p. 527.) It may be said to be condensed in the famous dictum 
of (3) Bishop Jeremy Taylor "present to Olll" spirits only."* (Real 
Presence, Sec. I., §. 8,' in Works, Edit. Eden, vol. vi., p. 17-his 
interpretation of " spiritually present " in our sense) ; and to be 
expanded by (4) Dean Jackson when he says "The sacramental 
bread is called His body, and the sacramental wine His blood, as for 
other reasons, so especially for this, that• the virtue or influence of 
His bloody sacrifice is most plentifully and most effectually distilled 
from heaven unto the worthy receivers of the Eucharist.'' (On Creed, 
Book xi., chap. 5, in Works, Eclit. Oxford, 1844, vol. x., p. 41.) The 
same note is struck by (5) Bishop Bayly, saying "Cln·ist is verily 
present in the Sacrament, by a double union : whereof the first is 
spiritual, 'twixt Christ and the worthy receiver ; the second is sacra­
mental, 'twixt the body and blood of Cln·ist and the outward signs 
in the Sacrament.'' (Practice of Piety, 1668, p. 442), and again, 

" The sacramental bread ancl wine, therefore, are not bare signifying 
signs, but such as wherewith Christ doth indeed exhibit and give to 
every worthy receiver not only His Divine virtue and efficacy, but 
also His very -body and blood [ which he had just spoken of as 

" absent from us in place "] as verily, etc.'' ( Ibid, p. 445, ) ; and 
also by (6) Bishop Cosin, expressing (as his matU1·ed views) that 

"the body and blood is neither sensibly present, nor otherwise at all 
present but only to those who are duly prepared to receive them." 
(In Nicholls's Additional Notes, p. 49 a} and again, that "Christ 
in the consecrated bread ought not, cannot be kept and preserved to 
be carried about, because He is present only to the communicants "; 
(Works, Edit. Oxford, 1851, vol. iv. p. 174) and again that "indeed 
the body of·Cln·ist is given in the Eucharist, but to the faithful only." 

• The receptionist view was regarded by Bishop J. Taylor as "the doctrine of the 
Church of England, and generally of the Protestants." He says-"We, who best know 
our own minds, declare it to be so." (See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, 
pp. 319, 320.) So it was clearly regarded by Bishop Morton also. (Ibid, p. 724.) 
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(History of Transubstantiation, Works, Edit., Oxford, 1851, p. 193.) 
His view is co=ended by (7) Bishop Nicholson as Hooker's very 
pious judgment. (Exposition of Catechism, Edit. Anglo-Oath. Libr., 
p. 215.) His saying is quoted by (8) Bishop Patrick, who makes it his
own(" according as learned Hooker speaks." Mensa Mystica, Sect.
1, chap. 5. In Works, Edit. Oxford, 1858, p. 151. See also, p. 150,
" This is all that is meant by the real presence of Christ in this
sacrament, which the Church speaks of and believes.") It may
probably have suggested the language of (9) Bishop· Ken "present

· thTOughout tli.e whole sacramental action to every devout receiver '·'
which he substituted in the.revised edition of his Exposition of the
Catechism, as the correction or true explanation of the less guarded
expression " present on the altar " a8 used in the first edition. (See
Ken's Prose Works, Edit. Rouncl, 1838, pp. 325 and 212.) It may
also have suggested the language of (10) Dean Comber" We desire
they may be made the body and blood of Christ to us ;• that although
they remam: in substance what they were, yet to the worthy receiver
they may be something far more excellent . . . . . that we may ,be­
come ·partakers of His most blessecl body and blood." (Companion
to Temple, Eclit. Oxford, 1841, vol. iii., p. 260.) It is quoted (11) by'
Archbishop Wake, as from·'' the venerable Rooker ... . whose
judgment having been so deservecUy esteemed by all sorts of men,
ought not to be lightly accounted of by us.'' (In Gibson's Preserva­
tive, Edit. 1848, vol. x., p. 68.) It is virtually declared by (12) '
Archdeacon Waterland (as by Bishop Patrick) to be the doctrine of
the English Chm-eh, saying " The force, the grace, the v#foe of .
Christ's bocly broken and blood shed, that is, of ;His passion, are
really and effectually present with all them that receive '\l;ortluly.
This is all the Real Presence that om· Church teaches. "t (\Vorks,
Edit. Oxford, 1843, vol. iv. p. 42.)

• It may be obsorvocl, that Hooker's clear distinction (so far as it may be called 
Hooker's) between what the elements are "in themsQlves" and "to u·s,, is found also 
(not to mention other names) in La.,1d and Thorndike. (See Papers on the Doctrine of 
the English Churnh, p. 518.) 

t CompaTe also Bishop Morton's sayiug, "The spiritual soltl' s ,·eceiving of the body of 
Christ. Every faithful one indeed partioipatiqg the same whole Chl·ist." (On Eucharist, 
book iv., chap. 8, p. 280. J And Bishop Lake, "Our souls must 'take and eat and mink' 
the body and blood of-Chl-ist." (Sermons, ·'De Tempore," 1629, p. 173.) And especially 
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II. Is it so that it was certainly not Hooker's intention
to maintain that no other mode· of the Presence could b<:i 
lawfully holden by Olerjs of our Church *-or rather, Is .it

Dean Aldrich, ''When we say Christ is present, or adorable in the Sacrament, we do not 
!"ean i,i the elements, but in the celebrat-ion . . . . We do not hold that we barely 
receive the effects and benefits of Chl·ist's )Jody; but we hold it ,·eally 1n·esent, inasmuch 
as it is really received, and we actually_put in possession of it, though locally absent from 
us • . . . This, in short, is our meaning; and to this effect all true Church of England 
men declare it." (Reply to Two Discourses, quoted in Goode on Eucharist, i., p. 40.)_ 

• Is there any evidence for this (beyond Walton's account of Hooker's friendship with 
Saravia) but the fact of his arguing against the making any definition of the mode of the 
Eucharistic Presence into an Article of faith, or a needless occasion of "so fierce 
cOntentions ,, 1 

But was not this the true position to occupy in oppo•ition tp the exclusive doctrine of 
Lutherans and Papists 1 See Hooker's MS. note as given in Keble's Edit., vol. ii., 
pp. 353, 354, "Because it is false, as long a, they do persist to maintain and urge it, there 
is no man so gross as to think fa tMs case we may neglect it." (Page 354.) 

And was it not the position taken up by the Reformed generaJ!y ! as e.g.-
Fi-ith-" Even as I say, that you ought not to make any necessary article of the faith 

of your part, (which•is the affirmative); so I say again, that we make no necessary 
article of faith of our part." (In Fo,rn's Acts and Mon. Edit. 1858, vol. v., p. 12; see 
also p. 14.) 

A. Lasco-" Illud tamen dicam, nunorem mihi semper visam esse Sacramentariam 
bane controversiam : quam ut propter illam, Ecclesim Evangeliwn Christi profitcntcs 
scindi, aliique ab aJiis judicari, et diris omnibus debuerint devovei-i." (Brevis et dilucide 
de Sacramentis TTactatio. London, 1552. · Prmfatio. B. 8 a.) 

J. J;'oxe-"What cause is there then of discord, when they both, as I said, do confess 
tlie presence of Christ, and disagree only upon the manner of the presence, which the one 
•part do affirm to be real, and the other spil·itual !" (Acts and Monuments, vol. v., p. 11.)

The authors of the Harmonia Oonfessionum-" Omnes veram veri corporis, et vcri 
sanguinis Domini nostri Jesu Christi communicationem credimus. In modo 4ommuni­
cancli hreret controversia. Scd quis prop,terea jure existimet Sacram Ecclesiarmn 
Conjunctionem esse divellendam" 1 (Har. Confess. Geneva, 1581. Prrufatio, i. j.) 

Bishop Field, advising to "consider by itself, what cause there is, why the 'rest in 
qttest-ion (beyond 'that wherein all sides-both Protestants, and Papists, and Lutherans 
-do agree and consent'] should not rather be rejected as superfluous, than urged as
necessary."" (Parasceve Paschm, 1624, p. 116.) 

So also Bishop Nicholson (Exposition of Catechism. Eclit. Angl.-Cath. Libr., p. 2!5,J 
So also Bishop HaJI (Works. Edit. Pratt, 1808, vol. viii., pp. 54, 55.) 
Is it not the very danger of making such definitions into articles of faith, and the fact 

that such definitions have given occasion to ma.nY superstitions, which warrants our , 
Church in requiring of her clercs that they shaJI not teach or hold such false doctrines 
at all 1 

B 
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so that the Real Objective doctrine was, in his view, cer­

tainly not excluded from the teaching of the Church of

England?* 
The following extract may go some way in auswel' :-" Tell

us not that . . . . ye will rnacl our Scriptures, if we will listen

to youx 'ti-aditions ; that if, ye may have a mass by permission,

we shall have a communion with good leave and liking ; that ye will

admit the things that al'e spoken of by the Apostles of our Lord

Jesus, if youl' Lord and Mastel' may have His ordinances obsel'ved,

and His statutes kept. . . . . He cannot love the Lord Jesus with

his heart, which lendeth one ear to apostles, ancl another to false 

apostles ; which can brook to see a mingle-mangle of religion ancl

superstition, ministers and massing-priests, light ancl darkness ,

trnth ancl error, traditions and Scriptures." (Hookel', Edit. Keble,

vol. iii., p. 66�.)

(e)-QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE TEACRIN0o OF THE 28TH

ARTICLE. 

I. Is it so that the words "given, taken, and eaten," in

the 28th Article, imply the Real Objective Presence? 

The declarations of Articles 28 and 29 (understood in the nattmil sense) are no 

necessary ban�ers set up by our Ohurch in the way of fraternal connnunion with foreign 

Lutheran churches, (except so far as they may mnke thcm so),' still less are they fences to

narrow the limits of our own Communion; they are simply safeguards against false and 

dangerous teaching being heard from her own pulpits. 

• It will hardly, I suppose, be q_uestioned, that Hooker's great work may be sai<l to 

ha.Ve been written (generally) in support of the views previously llllliutained by .ATch­

bishop Whitgift (see inKeble'sEdit., vol. i., p. vi. 67. Vol. ii., pp. I, 3.) nut Archbishop

Whitgift ha.d distinctly declared (with the sanction of Archbishop Parker) that the

Church of England has ,·cfused. the docttwe of "the Real Presence." (See Papers on the

Doctrine of the English Ohurch, pp. 33, 34.) 

It is not, of course, intended to imply that RGoker must have agreed with all 

Whitgift's obitct dicta. nut some presumption will arise that he did not differ from 

his statements in so material a point as \.his, 
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. .A:i:e they not words of constant use 
tion, applied to the same subject d 

m the language of the Reforma.-
opposed to the Real Obiect1·ve p

' an 1:1sed by Divines most distinctly
, resence ?" 

II. Is it so that the letter of Guest
to the claim of an ob • t . gives any real support 

taken, and eaten"?
�ec ive sense for the words "given,

Does not the history of G t' 
that Guest's view was designe:

s s _two letters show ,vithout �loubt 
. Y reJected ?t '

(/)-QUESTIONS PERTAINING T S . 0 ACRU'ICIAL LANGUAGE 

I._ I� it so that the sacrificial lan 
. 

sacrificial doctrine m . t . d 
guage used, or the

T 
am ame by so . 

' heologians, gives any . 1' 
me emment English

doctrine which is tau ht 

iea support to tliat sacrificial
Objective Presence?

g as a necessary part of the Real

See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Ch . h urc , pp. 9, 10.
II. Is there not rather a re 

Divines of the English Church
m�rkabl� consensus among

most strongly defended h
(�nc�udmg those who have

diating anything like t;:C 
s�;r:ficial la�guage) in repu­

Objective Presence?
sacn cial doctrme of the Real 

See Papers on the Doctrine of th E . 
452, 526-532, 535-541 544 

e nglish Church, pp, 372 374 
' ' 545, 546, 548-551, 576.

, ,

•s P ee apers on the Doctrine of the English Oh h 

+ See 

urc , PP• 381-387, 722-744, 

Papers on the Docttwe of the English Oh oh ur , pp. 664--674. 
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See also, pp. 31, 32, 44, 59, 68, 84, 89, 95, 105, 113, 114, 115, 116, 
117, 119, 121, 122, 130, 144, 145, 147, 150, 153, 181, 196, 282, 285,
372. . 

See also Johnson's "Unbloocly Sacrifice " (Edit. Anglo-Cath. 

Libr.,) vol. i., pp. 5,261, 263, 266, 306,306, 846, 347, 348, 350 ; vol.
ii., pp. 13, 14, 16, 24, 25. 

See also Hickes's Treatises (Eclit. Anglo-Cath. Libr.) vol. ii., PP·
107, 112, (note) 120,128, 158, 160, 176, 182, 183. 

See also Dodwell's "Discourse concerning the One Altar "  (Lon-

don, 1683)pp. 311,312, 315, 357. 

(g)-QUESTIONS CONCERNING THE BLACK RUBRIC,

I. Is it so that the change of the phrase "Real and

Essential Presence " to " Corporal Presence " in the Black

Rubric implies any change of doctrine ? 

Is it not so that the phrase " Corporal Presence " at the date of
the re-insertion of the Rubric was commonly used to convey the 
same notion which at earlier date bad been commonly conveyed by
the phrase " Real Presence "? • 

Is it not so that the phrase " Real and Essential," could not have 

been retained in Rubric without a verbal condemnation of Jeremy 
Taylor and others, who had used the phrase " Real Presence," to 
signify the doctrine of those who rejected the Real Objective 

Presence? 
Is it not so that at the elate of the re-insertion Protestants genera Uy 

were agreed in maintaining a doctrine, which at that date was known
as the " Real Presence " ? t 

• Thus Dean Aldrieh dMlo.res, "The Protestants in King Henry "VIII.'s time, that 

suffered upon the Six Articles, de_nicd the Real Presence, (i.e., the Popish senso of it), 

but meant the same thing with us, who think we may lawfully use that term." 

(Reply to Two Discourses, quoted in Goode on Eucharist, i., p. 39.) 

-t- See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 468, 578-586; and Johnson's 

"Unbloody Sacrifice," Edit. Anglo-Ca.th. Lib., vol. ii., p. 4. 
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II. Is it so that the d 
Real Objective Presence : 

:r:�on_ c
d
laime d as due to the

0 eme by this Rubric ?
Even suppo · th . . smg ere were any re l d . 

tinction intended between what a a  bn important doctrinal dis-
Essential Presence " d h . was efore called a " Real d
l ' an w at is now all d an 
iow would such a " Real a d E . c e a "Corporal Presence "
fo t b • n ssential " p . b , 

r no emg "Corporal,,? resence e more adorable
See Papers on the D . 

578-586. 
octrme of the English Church, pp. 465-474 

See also, pp. 587, 588_.
'

III. Is it so that such d 
from the ·t· 

a oratrnn receives
wri mgs of an . 

Church?
Y ,approve d Divines of

countenan.ce
the English

May it not rather be said th an:J'.' such adoration by all Theo�:::::;e has been a uniform denial of
whiSch have taught the highest E�cha _S�1odols a�ong us, even those 

ee Papers on the D t .· ns c octrme? 
96 oc rme of the E Ii h ' 109, 113, 118, 121, 130 131-13 ng s Church, pp. 9, 55, 56 
570-578 > 6, l50, 465-474 502 "62 I 

• ' ' 0 -566
See also John , W · son s orks (Edit 345-351. ' · Anglo-Cath. Libr.) vol 1· 
S 

. .  ,pp.
ee also Hickes's Tr f 159, 160. ea ises (Edit. Anglo-Cath. Libr.) vol .. 

s 

' . u., pp.
ee also (as regards Laud) Bulle ' . . 
See also (as regards Cosin) p y s Variations, p. 183. 

Church p 571 S apers on the Doctrin f th • · · ee also especially B . . e O e English revmt as quoted pp. 564, 565.

(/i)-QUESTIONS CON CERNING THE TEACHING 0 
CATECHISM. 

F THE 

I. Is it so that the Catechism t h 
Real Objective Presence ?

eac es anything like the 

• See Appendix, Note 0. 
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• Bee Appendix, Note A. 
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cially his Exposition of Catechism, (Engl. Anglo-Oath. Libr.), pp. 233, 234. Overall, see Goode, ii., pp. 927-930 ; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 295�306. Patrick, see Goode, ii., pp. 859-864 ; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 254, 255,350,418, 530, 531. Felling, see Goode, ii., pp. 945-949. Ponet, see Goode, ii., pp. 777-787; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 69-71, 182-187. Ridley, see Goode, ii., pp. 765-768; and Papers. on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 45-63, 78, 97, 98, 164,182,242,243, 579, 693, 754, 756, 497; and Archbishop Wake, in Gibson's Pre­servative, vol. x., pp. 63, 64. Secker, see Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 344, 428, 524, 572, 573. Sharp, see Goode, ii., pp. 952-955 ; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church,pp. 385, 424, 428, 520, 521, 539, 546; and Garbett's Voices of the Church of England, p. 59. Sherlock, see Goode, ii., pp. 702, 864-867; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, p. 258; and Garbett's Voices of the Church of England, p. 77. Sparrow, see Goode, ii., pp. 838, 839; and Papers on the Doctrine of' the English Church, p. 558. Sutton, see Goode, ii., 923-926. Taylor, see Goode,ii., pp. 842-851, 914; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 100, 134, 135, 138, 160,247,248,319, 320, 339, 360, 580, 678; and Archbishop Wake, in Gibson's Preservative, vol. x., p. 88, 72, 73; and Garbett's Voices of the .Church of England, p. 52. 'Thorndike, see Goode, ii., pp. 904-908, 961, 962 ; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 518, 540, 699, 700. • Wake, see Goode, ii., pp. 910-916; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 409, 474, 504, 567, 568, 581; and Garbett's Voices of the Church of England, p. 90. Warburton, see Goode, ii., pp. 949-952; andPapers on the Doctrine of the English Church, p. 740. Wheatly, see Goode, ii., pp. 938, 939; and Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 482. 
• See Appeµclix, Note B. 
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Wilson, see Goo(le, ii., pp. 935-937 ; and Garbett's Voices of the
Church of England, p. 59. 

Yardley, see Goode, ii., pp. 908-910.

Of a very small proportion of these, it is .simply maintained, that
their language, fairly examined, will be foun(l to afford no sufficient 

evidence of •their holding the doctrine of the Real Objective Presence.
Of by far the larger nmnber, it is believed that it may be very

safely maintainecl, that their language will be found to afford satis­

factory evidence that they did not hold anything like the doctrine of
the Real Objective Presence. Of these , it is not denied, that some

held Eucharistic views differing from that of our Reformers, some 

(Non-jurors) t confessedly not that of the English Church. ( See Goode

on Eucharist, ii., pp. 939, 96l, 965. Papers qn the Doctrine of the

English Church, pp. 591, 545, 457 .) 
Saravia's name is omitted from the list. He was not an English-

man by birth or education. It is, however, admitted that his work

on the Eucharist would have yielded some support to the Real

Objective Doctrine, if it had ever been published with the imprimatur

of an English Archbishop.t But if this be the single exceptional '<ase,

• It is believed that if any exception has to be made it is the case of Thorndike. 

It is submitted, however, for consideration, whether the extracts given below (pp. 35 

-39) will not, at least, warrant a verdict of" not proven." Certainly Waterland did not 

understand his language to imply any such doctrine, as will be seen from the fol• 

lowing extract :-
"I have omitted Mr. Thorndike, beeause his notion (of the Sacrifice] plainly resolves 

itself into the passive sense, viz., into the g,-ancl sae.-.ijiac itself, as contained in the 

Eucharist, beeause .1·cp1·escnte<l, applied, and participated in it. The Lutherans, 

generally, resolve it in the same way, only differing as to the point of ,·ea! or local 

presence.'' . (Waterland's Works, Edit. Oxford, 1843, vol. v., p. 139, note.) 

As to Forbe� (Bishop of Edinburgh) see Archbishop Wake, in Gibson's Preservative, 

1848, vol. x., pp. 71, 89; and Goode on Eucharist, ii., pp. 871,872. 

+ To these may be added Grabe, who (not an Englishman by birth or edueation) seems 

to have been quite sensible of the difference between his own Eucharistic doctrine, and

the teaching of our English Liturgy, (See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, 

pp. 457, 518 ; and Lathbury's History ofN on-jurors, pp. 278 note, 301.) 

It would appear also that Thorndike was quite sensible that the teaching of our Com• 

munion Service falls short of his own view, though he dicl not (as the Usagers) regard 

it as deficient in essentials. See Works (Edit. Anglo-Cath. Libr.), vol. i., pp. 379,380, 

382; vol. v., pp. 53, 54,241,245,246,324 ; vol. vi., p. 218. 

t Let it, however be submitted for consideration, where there has not been some little 

misunderstanding with reference to Saravia-whether it has been sufficiently noted that 

his work is not written so much in the interests of strict Lutheran views-or of the Real 

Presence of Luther in opposition to the Reformed-as of those views of pacifleation 
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the fact that the work prepared for p bl' t' 
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f th� Di":11aoticon, which was certainly not 
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�hing like the _full doctrine of the Real 
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. d bt) b uoted from English divines,
Passages indeed may (no ou e q 1 'bili't • d) with some p aus1 Y,
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admit of having such a sense' given to them.•
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But may not the same be s_aid also of the writings of the Pm-itan 
divines?* 

And has it not been seriously maintained that a Hymn Book of the 
Independents teaches the Real Objective Presence with the utmost 
possible distinctness ? -j-

words "sacrament ,, and " sacramental ,, and " sacramentally ,, never cease to connote 
that relationship (by Christ's institution) to the tmseen gift, the res saeramenti, which 
must needs cause tha.t the receiver cannot have nothing to do with the res sacramenti. 
In receiving the ,acramcnt he must either by the reception of faith be JJ<vrtake,· of" the 
body and blood of Christ, or by the rejection of unbelief be gttilty of the body and blood 
of Christ. (See :Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 100, 158, 159, 160, 
238, 239, 485, 486, 487,721,748, 756,749 ; and Westminster Confession, oh. xxix., l.5, Edit. 
1658, p. 99.) . 

Is not this teaching consistently maintainecl by Refonned Theologians, as expressod 
by l3ishop Davenant in the exti-act quoted above, p. 141 

And is there anything really beyond this taught, in the language ( adapt<ld, no doubt, 
to the prominent vi,·ttialism of his dooti-ine) quoted (in the 'judgment) from Dean 
Jackson, as candidly interpreted in connexion with the whole tenor of his doctrine 1 See
below, pp. 30-34. 

It must not be supposed that this distinction between sacra,nenta.l and Real :Presenoe 
and Reception has place only in some few of our earlier Reformers and their ·immediate 
successors. It is very clearly marked and sti-ongly insisted on, e.g. in l3ishop M01ton. 
{On Eucharist, l3ook V., Ch. ii., Sect. i., 8 and 9, Edit., 1635, pp. 312, 322, 323, 324, 325. 
:Papers on the doctrine of the English Church, p. 658) in Jeremy Taylor (see :Papers on 
theDootrino of the :English Church, p. 678.) It is clearly seen nlso in l3ishop Field (see 
:Parascevo :Pasohm, 1624, pp: 210, 212.) And it must be acknowledged to find place also 
in the writings of Dean Jackson. (See Goode on Eucharist, ii., pp. 873, 874, and below, 
pp. 30,31), though, it may be, in a sense modified, to some extent, by the prominence of 
certain features characteristic of his teaching. It has place also in l3ishop Nicholson.
Bee his Exposition of Catechism, A.C.L., p. 21 6 b.) and in Mayer (on Cat. 1623, p. 527.J 

With Thorndike also, is it not so, that his use of the expressions "sacramental,'' 
"sacramentaUy" "in the sacrament'' [" sacrament-al Presence," " sacramentally 
present," "sacramentally the body and blood of Christ," "Body and blood of Christ 
sacra.mentally, that is to say, as in the Sacrament,'' '' receive it in the Sacrament,''
" eating the bocly and blood of Christ in the Sacrament," " Body n.t1d blood of the
Euchru-ist "] iniply an abatement in the meuning of that to which they are applied [ns 
he says e.g. "cannot be said to eat .••• without that abatement which the premises 
have established, to wit, in tlie Sacrament"] which "abatement" (ns it seems from his 

other teaching) must deduct all tliat is .-ea! in the sense of the Real Objective Presence? 
(See Goode on Encho.rist, ii., 904-908, and· Papers on the Doctrine of the English 
Church; p. 699, where I may have not quite accurately expressed myself.) 

It is not, however, clenie<l that Thorndike's langunge presents some diffioultietl 
peculiarly its own, and that such expressions in his wi-itings have a sense which they 
acquire from the acknowledged peculiarity of his dooti-ine. (See below, p. 35-39.) 

• See :Papers on the Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 154, 329, 330, 332, 333,33 6. 
+ See Eoolesia, pp. 352, 353. 



APPENDIX. 

(Note A.) 
It is very willingly admitted that Dean J �ckson has_us�d language 

which is (to say the least) somewhat incautious, 9:nd (if vie:wed ap�rt 
from the pervading character of the stuT01mcling doctrme) qmte 
capable of a less favolll'able interpretation. Yet �t must not be t�o­
hastily inferrecl that there is any re9:l contranety 1?e�ween lus 
Eucharistic cloctrine and that of our earlier Reformed D1vmes. And 
in the examination of his teaching, witli the view of enqu4-ing wl�ether 
or not his language will render any real support to the modern mter­
pretation of our Article 29; the reader must be asked carefully to 
enquire-

(!) Whether he used the expression "ectt-ing sacramentally " and 
the like in the Real Objective, as opposed to the reformed sense (see 
Papers on the Doctrine of the English Clnuch, pp. 97-100, and 
above, pp. 8, 28, 89), or in the reformed, as dist!nguishec� from the �eal 
Objective sense-only with '.1' marked :iirommence �1ven_ to _the idea 
of the consecrated relationship of the sign to the thing s1gmfied and 
exhibited by it, and of the virtue or �fl.uence-by reason of that 
relationship- accompanying the reception. (See Papers on the
.Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 100,485,486, and above, p. 15.) 

(2) Whether there be not a strong presumption affor�e� in f�vour 
of his usin� such expressions in the Reform eel ( as clearly distmgmshed,
at least, from the Real Objective) sense, from 

(a) His words "all agree that there is a twofold �9:ting �f Christ's 
body . . . . one rnerely saorarnentctl, ancl another spu1tual. (vV orks, 
Oxford Eclit., 1844, vol. x., p. 51.) 

It may be observed that the saying (exactly corresponding to those 
alleged from Jackson) "Evil men eat the body of Clu-ist, but sacra­
mentally, and not spiritually," is set down among the " Concess�" 
gatherecl out of Gardiner's sayings (in Cranmer's Works, P. S. Eclit., 
vol. i., p. 884.) 

Compare Cranmer's own words," The goocl eating it [the body] 
both sacramentally ancl spiritually, and the evil only sacramentally, 
that is to say, figuratively." (Vol. i., P. S. Edit., PP·. 224, 225.) 

(b) His appeal to Beza's authority as to the relation of John VI. to
"sacramental eating." (Works, vol. x., p. 54.) 
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(c) His supporting his view by the authority of Calvin-" As Calvin
�xcellently observe� . .  : . ' to eat Clll'ist's bocly . . . . sacrarnentalli 
1s mo�·e than to believe m Christ, more tl1an to have om· faith awakid 
or �tuc�ened b! tl:i-e s�cramental pl�dges.' " (Ibid, pp. 62, 68.) 

(3). Whether �ere_ is not goo cl evidence of his using them in such a 
Re{onned sense, m_ his_ words " unless this virtue do as immecliatel 
reach our s�uls as 1t did her bocly-we do not really l'eceive his bod� 
and blood with the ele_ments o! brnad and wine; we do not 80 receive 
them as to have our sms l'enntted 0l' dissolvecl by them" (V 1 · 
p. 610.) 

, 0 . IX,, 

(4) Whethel' the1:e be no� ful'fue� evidence of this from the fact 
tl�at_ th� whole drift of his teaching shows that (while he thus 
d1st�gmsh�s real and sacrament,il l'eception) he knows and allows 
no di�tmct1on between real reception (in his sense) and e.fl t z 
recept10n, nor between real and tjj'ectual presence (' hi 

ec
)

ua
f 

tl1e body and bloocl of Clu·ist. 
m s sense 0 

(5) Whether there be not yet further evidence of th' fr· hi 
• 

"r,, · ,  • 1 
1s om s 

sa��-
-

.,_, ai�,i. 1s t 1e . mouth _ or organ by which we receive the 
medwme, bt�t it 1s _the vn-tual influence derived from the bocl and 
b�ood of Chnst which properly or efficiently doth cm·e our soul[ ancl 
dissolve the works of Satan in us." (Ibid, p. 611.) 

' 

(6) Whether there be not yet fm-ther evidence of this fr· hi 
• " r,, 't' tl . h 

om s 
sa!111.g- 1;1 c�i ,t ie� 1s as t e rnouth or appetite by which we recei·ve 
this foocl of hfe, and IS a good si!!ll of health · but 1't 1·8 th fi z · l 
• · d hi h • " , e ooc itself 

1 ec�we w c must c?n�nue health, and strengthen spiritual life in 
�s _, and th_e food _of life_Is no other than Oh?-ist's bo,ly and blood, and 
�t IS om· High Pnest Hunself which must give us this food " (V l 
IX., p. 594.) 

· 0 · 

. (7) 'Yl�ether there be ncit y�t further evidence in the same clirec-
tion �1:sllg fr�m the follow1�g W?rds (interpreted by his other 
teachm0s, especiallY: the quotation given above in p. 15). "All that 
are parta�ers of tl�s sacr_ament eat Christ's body and drink His 
?looc� sacramentally ! that IS, they eat fuat bread which sacramentally 
IS His body, and drmk that cup which sacramentally is H' bl d 
whether they eat or drink faithfully or unfaithfully " (Vol 

18 �� )
. (8) ,;i,,:hefuer �his evidence be not confirmecl by the cl�a�-��-�si­

tion ef his teaching to anything like the Real Objective Presenc� as 

e.g.-
, 

. (_a) �s saying "More than Calvin doth stifily maintain a ainst
,Zumglius and other sacramentaries, cannot be inferred fro! 
speeches of the trnly orthodoxal or ancient fathers " (Vol · any

598.) 
, , ,lX,, p. 

(�). His saying " T�s �stillation ?f life and immortality from His 
glor�ed l_ni_man nf!'tme, �s that w_hich the ancient and orthodoxal 
Church did mean m their figurative and lofty speeches of Cm·· t' 
real presence, or of eating His very flesh and clrinkin H

' is s 

blood,� the �acra�ent." (Vol. x., p. 41/ 
g IS very

(c) His saymg- Now when we say that Cm·ist is really present in
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the Sacrament, our meaning is, that as Goel He -is present in an
extraordinary manner, after such a manner �s He was present (be­
fore His incarnation) in His sanctuary." (Ibicl, pp. 52, 5_3.) 

(d) His saying," No man can spiritually eat Clmst, but by
believing in His cleath ancl passion. " (Ibid, p. 63.J . (e) His saying, "Clu-ist's body and b�ood_ are so present m tl�e 

Sacrament, that we receive a more special mfluence from them m
use of the sacrament," etc. (Ibid, p. 63.). . . (j) His saying, "With whomsoever He, is vll'tually pr�sent, that is,
to whomsoever He communicates the influence of His body and
blood by His Spirit, He is really present with them, though locally 
absent from them." (Vol. ix., p. 610.) 

[It is to be observed that Jackson uses the expression " loqa,�presence," not at all as distinguished from a Presence ''. there 

under the form of bread a.nd wine after a snpr�-loc_al �a�er, �ut as distinguished from that virtual Presence, which, m his view, is thetrue "Real Presence."] -(g) His saying, "the same virtual J?resence . .. .. only that &weet
influence which daily issueth from this_ Slm of righteo�sness •, • : •
This manner of Christ's presence, of His real presen�e m the Sacra­
ment, to wit, by powerful influence from His humalllty, our Clnu-ch
did never deny." (Vol. x . ,  p. 261. ) . , (h) His saying, "We further add, ' For C!mst s bo�y, or who�e Christ God and man, to be bodily present by tlus means [�.e. by God,_s 

creating the self-same body J in many places at once, or m all pl!],c�s 

t all times wherein that blessed Sacrament shall be celebrated, i_s�ne of those things, whic�, accorcli�g to their ru�es. as . well a� ��r�,
cannot be done, as implymg an eVIdent contradict_10n m nat�rn . it
may not be believed nor imagilied, because God _di� neve�· �md any
man to believe such an impossibility or contradiction as is mvolvedin this doctrine. It is altogether without th� compass of the most
miraculous work which God hath at any trme wrought, or ever
promisecl to work." (Vol. x., p. 256.) . (i) His saying," The Romish priests_ ha� made 8: ga�tl p�·ey _bytransporting the native sense of our Sav:10� s words m_ the mstitutionto justify the doctrine of transubstantiation. And smce the:y ha,:e 

been pUl'sued by Reformed writers, as cozeners and cheaters of God s
eople, some of them run one way, and some another; so�e �f them

�eek to maintain Christ's local P,rese1we, or tra:nsu?stantiation, by
the former doctrine of God's Almighty power, wl�ich_ is able to create,one and the same body. often : others seek to mamtam th� same d?<J­
trine and carry away the prey by the manner of ang�lical motio� from' one place to another in an instant. or moment of . trme. And _ if _they coulcl draw such 'as pursue them mto. these straits _and subtil­
ti. they hope to make their part good agamst such a� are not much
c:!�ersant in the Schoolmen's nice dis:putes concernmg the nature or motions of angels, or lmow not the difference between the nature 
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and motions of spirits and spiritual boclies. Others seek to maintail1tlie same doctrine by the infinity of divisible quantities (as-if it were possible for a fly's wing to overspread the whole earth, 'as a hen dothher_ chickens,) and that C�·ist's body may, by this kind of infinity,be m �any places at one�, � as many as God shEllll appomt: hopingby tlus means to cast a nnst before the eyes of such readers as know not the difference betwixt real materia,l or substantial, and a mE11the­maticE11l or imaginary .quantity. But all! 'these fictioJ,1.s or suppositions, ,they cast forth only to offer, play unto their adversaries." (Vol. x.; ·p. 258.) (j) His saymg, " To believe Christ's flesh ancl blood, should be there present where it cannot be seen or felt, yea ;where we see and fe�l another body as peifectly as we · can do aught, is to reason,mthout warrant of Scriptlll'e, but a senseless blind belief .. Butgrant His body and blood were in tlie sacrament rightly aclmi.nis­tered, yet that out of the Sacrament either should be in the conse­crated host whilst CElliTied from town to town for solemn show more than for sacramental use, is to reason ruled by Scripture (to say noworse) more improbable. Now to worship that as Goel which toom· .ur�erring senses is· I!' creatlll'e, upon such blind supp�sals, that9hnst s bocly, by one =acle may be there-by another, unseen­is worse than iclolatry cmmnittecl upon delusion of sense. So toadore a wafer, .only a wafer in appearance, without strict examina­tion, nay without infallible evidence of Scriptlll'e lll'gecl for the realpresence, is more rubominable than to w0rship every appearance ofan a,ngel of light, without iti-ial what spirit it were-Satan or someother-that so appeared. • And if we consider the old serpent's usual s\eight to insinuate himself into ev.ery place, wherein inveterate custom or corrupt affection may suggest some likelihood of a Divin\)presence lmto dreaming fancies, (as he did delude the old world in oracle!:! and idols,) the prqbability is far greater his invisible sub­stance (by nature not incompatible with any corporeal quantity) should be annexed to the supposed host, than Christ's real body, 1m­c9:pable for ani.thing w�. know of jomt existence in the same _placewith any other. (Vol. u., pp. 207, 208.) (le)· His saying, " Sense cloth witness that Christ is not, no scrip­tlll'e doth warrant us that He or any other living creature, unless perhaps worms, or such as spring of putrefaction, is present, in their processions. Notwithstanding all the expi;ess commanchnents ofGod brought by us agamst 'their practice, the Trent CouncilaccUl'seth all that deny Clui.1,t's real :presen�e in procession, o'i· con­demn tlie proposal of that consecrated substance to be publiclyadored as God; not so much as intimating any tolerable exposition of that comman�ent, which forbids us to have any gods but one."(Vol. ii., p. 210.) 
(l') His saymg, "If my conjecture fail me not, the dreaming fancyof a daily pr�pitiatory sacrifice in the Mass was first occasioned

C 
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from dunstical or drows . 
(Vol. iii., p. 370.) y apprehensions of the primitive dialect"(m) His saying "If sacrifice . by succ�ssio; 'o{· . mwe �h�uld_ with Romanists admit of atra�sitory world, which shall ulti1)licat10n as everlasting as thisVellle�ces which they multipl nbt ::t fo�· ever: besides the incon­ractices, we must of necesslty � kns v!� apology for their wickedeen a type or figure not of Chr' / ow ,e ge Melchizedec to havep�·operl� of Him, as of the whol�s ' or �ot_ of Chi·ist only, or not solus sacri!'ice to have been a truer generation of Mass priests ; andthey daily offer, than of Cm·· t'type of the unbloocly sacrifice which the cros�." (Yol. viii., p. 243/s s bloody everlasting sacrifice upon(n) His saymg, "Thus you ma . . .. ., :'y'ould op:pose the greatest { a:!1gruef any J ewis� schoolboy· · · · our pl'lests (a ms O the Rollllsh Ch . h offering the same sacriiicfouhiconfess) sta�d daily ministerin �:dtherefore, by your apostle's :r eh your H_igh Pi:iest did offe/ and1ira�tice, this sacrifice can neve�'f1ent agam_st u�, !1nd by your owns?rifice than the sacrifices of ttk1 away sm: it is more the same

? tener, and in more places, than1e aw were, an_d yet it is ·offered1x,, pp. �82, 5�3.) any legal sacrifices were." (Vol.(o) ?i� saymg,"Now ifthis ar no Chi1st_ian can deny it to be) a �ment [m Heb.J•be concluclent (asthe ,sufficiency of legal sacrifices �� the Jews which P1eaded fora 7rou_o/ f",a'A'Ao,, (Heb. ix. 14) � I . conclude a fortiore, or with ::11�? of our Saviour's s�crf::s�f �- ab
lf

lute pe�fection orl._,, . e as_ the Romanists t®ach ) 'Th 
llllse (s _upposmg that itJ.Uer, according to th • · us much it will · ·t b which plainly teacl1� pedremptory canons of the RomanrnCevih � h

ly
Cl · t' an under p · f mc 
b �1s ians to believ.e-that Christ' b 8f' o damnation enjoin a1io y, that very same blood hi h o y and blood, that very same upon the cross are dail ff, w c were once offered by H' If530.) ' 1 ° ered by the Mass priest." (V 1 1;111se 0, ix., p.

(Note B.)
. Because (from the peculiari . ,.i.lus l�nguage so much of do!bs of �ho111dike's view) there is . · quest10nable tendency) b tful rnterp1·etation (not t lllfairly be cited as seemi; e(,ahse there is so much �hich m� say . of

gre _sen� controversy) to gaff�1·d�•e:iansporte� into the region yo{� . bJective doctrine ; therefore the fif s?hd suppo'i:t to the Realgiven, that they may assist in a canclid owmg: qt�otations are hereenqwry mto the question-
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whether (however· far Thornclike's views may have departed fromtl10se of oµr Reformers, and however near his language may some­times have approached to that of the Real Objective Presence) histeaching can at all be identifiecl with that with which we have now to do, whether his views will at all support the modern interpretationof A1:ticle 29, or whether there be not really a great doctrinal gulph between his own views (as clearecl from obscurities of language) andthose which -really belong to the Real Objective docti-ine as nowtaught.
l.-EX!RAC1'S H�ARING ON 1'HE SENSE OF "SACRAMEN'.l'AL," ETC. 
(1) " I am persuaded' that the presence of Chi·ist in the Eucharistcannot be better expressed than by that term which the Council ofTrent useth, calling it a ' Sacrament,' and saying that the flesh andblood of Christ is ' sacramentally • there ; . . . . nor do I think the term any less fit or serviceable, because it _serves THEM to signify the 

*locctl presence of Chiist's body ancl blood under the dimensions ofthe elements, the substance of them being gone." C\-Vorks, Eclit. Anglo-Cath. Libr., vol. iv., part 1, p. 35.) (2) "If the Church only pray, that the Spiiit of God, coming tlownon the elements, may make them the body and bloocl of Christ, so
that they which receivecl them may be filled with the grace of HisSpirit; then is it not the sense of the Catholic Chui·ch, that canoblige any man to believe the abolishing of the elements in theirbodily substance: because supposing them to remain, they may nevertheless become the instnunent of Gocl's Spirit, to convey the operation thereof to them that are disposed to J'eceive it, no otherwisethan His flesh ancl blood conveyed the efficacy thereof upon earth.And that, I suppose, is reason enough to call it the bocly and blood ofChrist saorarnentally, that is to say, as in the Sacrmnent of theEucharist." (Vol. iv., part 1, p. 69.) (3) "The flesh and blood 9f Chi·ist by incarnation, the elements by consecration, being united to the Spirit, that is the Godhead ofChdst, become both one sacrmnentctlly, by being both one ,vith theSpfrit or Godhead of Chi·ist, to the conveying of God's Sptiit to a Chi·istian." (Vol. v., p. 173.) (4) "If this were agreed upon, which cannot be resisted but by
Socinians and Fa?iatics; that the body and blood of Christ becomepresent in the Sacrament by the institt.tion of om· Lord, by cele­brating the Sacrament, whereby His institution is executed by.consecrating the elements to the plU'pose that the bocly and blood of Chi·ist may be received: the whole dispute concerning the manner of the presence in the nature of the formal cause lnight be super­
seded. For then all pwrties must agree, that they are present sacrn­
m.entally, as the nature of a scwrarnent requireth." (Vol. v., p. 644.)

• On the sense of "local," see Waterland as quoted above, p, 26. See also p. 32. See 
also extract below, p. 37, on the local limitations of Christ's body. 
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0
Il,-EXTRACT BEARING ON RECEPTION BY FAITHLESS.

"Though no man CAN receive the bo�y and blood of Clu-ist �hat is 

not disposed with a living faith to receive the same: yet on God s !'c�rt 

it is undoubtedly tendered to those that are not so· �1�posed, �th�rWI�e 

how saith the Apostle that those that eat and _drmk_ unworthily a;�

atrilty of the body and blood of Christ , as not d1scernmg the same • 

(Vol. i. , part 1 ,  p. 343.) 

Ill.-EXTRACTB BEARING ON THE PRESENCE.

(1) "If any man will think that the forms hitherto described

import that the Ancient Church intended to consec�·ate the e��ments 

in the sense of the now Chmch of Rome, tn.at 1s , to abolish tlie 

corpora} substance of them, and substitute that of the body and blood
of Christ instead!, not in the t1:u� _sense, t? �e.pute them to _become 

visible signs, tenderi:ng ai�d �xhibiting the ir1;visible grace v:!iioh th�y
figure, he shall much preJud1ce the tl'Uth which we profess. (Vol. 1., 

part 1, p. 360.) · th b d f 
(2 ) "When St. Ambrose saith that after c?ns_ecration e ? Y o 

the Lord and His blood only is named, and s1grufied ,  and _exwess�d , 

this also seems to import a great abaternent of the propB'I' significcttion

of the body and l'llood of Christ." (Vol. i., part 1, p. 351. See also 

vdl. iv., part i., pp. 27, 28.) . . . f C'--· t' 
(3 ) " Certainly unless we b'elieve the spiritual grace o uns s

bo·dy and blood i� the Sacra111ent of the �ucha1·ist to possess tho�e 

dirnensions which the elements hold (and if so they_ are not the1e
sacrannentally and mystically, but bodily and nia,terwllJJ); w� can 

give no 1,eason why the bodily presence of the elements sn.ould lnnder

it." (Vol. iv., part 1, p. 22.) C .. , b d d 

(4) "What shall we then say, when the name of lms� s o Y an 
.

blood is attributecl to the bread and wine of the E�rnha!ist , but . t�at 

God would have us understand a supernatmal con1iinction anci m�ion 

between the body and blood 0£ Cfu·ist a,nd the sMd b!eacl a,�cl w��•

whereby they become as truly the instrument of con�e�ing Goel s Spir_�t

to them who receive as they ought , as· the same Sp1nt was always rn

His natural body and blood?" (Vol. iv., part 1, p. 25.) . 
(5) "If, by virtue of the hypostatical union, the ommpr�se�ce of

the Goclhead is communicaiteil to the flesh and bl?ocl of Chnst rn the 

Eucharist then is the flesh ancl blood of Christ there , not only

mystically, but bodily." (Vol. iy. , part 1 ,  p. ��-) * 

(6) "Is it any way pertinent. to the spn_:1tual eatinf of _them

[Clu·ist's flesh and blood] that they are bodily presen�. Is _it not 

far more proper to that whic� the �ord was about �tend�g, w1t�10l!,�

question, to the spiritual union which He seeks with �as Clnuch) , 

that He shoulcl be understood to promise the _my�tical , t�an the 

bodily, presence of them in the Sacrament , which 1s nothing else 

• It is important to read extracts (S) and (5) in connexion. 

I , 

I . 
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,than _a mystery in the proper signification and intent of it ?"· 
(Vol. iv., part 1, p. 27.) 

(7) ." Ho,� is it requisite , that they [Christ's flesh ancl blood] be
there rn bo�lily substance, as if the mystical presence of them were 

not a sufficient ��ans to co1;1vey J:Iis Spirit, which we see is conveyed 
by the mere spintual consideration and resolution of a lively an'Cl 
effectual fait�?" (Vol. iv., part 1, p. 32.) 1 

(8) "Havmg provecl the consecration of the Eucharist to be tlie 

procluction of the bo�ly and blood �f Clu·ist cnwiJi,ecl, or the causing
of them to be mystically present m the elements thereof, as in a 

sacra�ent representing them separated by the crucifying of Cluist."
(Vo�. 1v;: part 11 p._ 116, 117.) [It is right to observe that "repre­
�entmg here si$nifies " tendermg to a man's possession." �ee vol. 
iv., part 1, p. 20.J 

IV.-EXTRACT BEARING ON THE PRESENCE lN RELATION TO THE 
HUMAN NATURE OF CHRIST. 

" If in the proper dimensions thereof [ i.e., of Clu·ist's bocly J lie 
' parted from ' His clisciples, and 'went,' was ' carried ' or lifted ancl 
'taken up into heaven;' .... if 'the heavens must' receive Him 
till ' that time ; ... . if to that purpose He 'leave the world' .... 
'no rnore ' to be 'in' it .... so that we shall have Him no more 
with us, . . . . it behoveth us to understaml how we are informed 
tlwt the promfae of His bocly ancl bloocl IN THE E ucHARIST imports ct1; 
EXCEPTION to so 11w.ny cleclarations, bdore we bel-ieve it. Indeed there 
is _no place of ,God's right hand, by sitting down at which we m'ay say
that our Lorcl s b_ocl:Y _ becomes confined to the said place ;* but seeing 
t�e flesh of Chnst is taken up into heaven to sit down at Gocl's 
right hand (though, by H�s sitting clown at God's right hand 
w� �nderstancl the man Clmst to be put into the exercise of that 
D1vme power and command which His Mecliator's office reqtrires) 
yet His_ bocly we 11mst ·understand to be con.fined to that place, wher� 
the_ maJesty of Goel appears to those that attend upon His throne. 
Neither shall_ the ap:pearing _ of Christ to St. Paul (Acts xxiii. 11 ) 
be any except10n to tlus apporntment. t He that would insist indeed 
that the bocly of Clu·ist stood over Paul in the castle where 'then h� 
lodg�d , rnust say that it l,eft heaven for that purpose." (Vol. iv., part 1, 
pp. 47, 4?,) 

V.-EXTRACTS BEARING ON THE PRESENCE, IN RELATION TO 
LuTIIERAN DooTmNE. 

(1 ) "Referring to judgment, whether the evidence for consubstan­
tiation ?r transubsta�tiation be such as for tlie Holy Trinity out of 
the Scnptm·es ; that 1s to say, whether the presence of the flesh and 

• "The common argumQntof theLutherans and Ubiquitarians." (Thorndike's note.) 
+ "Itis instanced as such anexeoption by Ohemnitius, De Duab. Naturis, c. x.xx., p.188. 

���a���-)
o Bellarm., De Baer. Euch.) lib. iii., c. 3; Oontrov., tom. ii,, p. 672." (1'horn-
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blood of Christ in the Eucharist is so to be understood, as to void the 
confining of them to those dimensions, which the Scripture all ows 
them in heaven (and this as necessarily, by the Scriptlll'e, as the 
�cripture necessarily obligeth to believe the Holy Trinity) ; when as 
it may be, more properly to the natlll'e of the business, understood 
mystically, as in a sacrament, intended to convey the communion of 
His Spirit." (V ol. iv., part 1, p. 50.) 

(2) "Seclll'ing :first that which the common salvation requireth in
the Sacrament, to wit, the reoeivinr1 of the flesh and blood of Christ by
it, by imputing the presence ·of them to the conseeration, not to the 
faith of him that receives; it [the doctrine of St. Gregory Nyssen J 
condemns the error of transubstantiation, making the change mys­
tical and immediate upon the coming of God's Spirit to the elements, 
the nature of them remaining; but it condemns consubstantiation 
for no less; for what needs the flesh and bloocl of Christ fill the 
same dimensions, which the substance of the elements possesseth, 
being both united with His Spirit.? And truly they, that invite the 
Lutherans to their communion', prof essing consubstantiation, must 

not make transubstantiation an 8rror in the foundation of the faith." 
(Vol. v., pp. 173, 174.) 

(3) "The petitioner no way doubts, that the manner of the
presence is to be cleared, neither by transubstantiation, nor by con­
substantiation, b:or by those that clerive it not from the consecration." 
(V ol. v., pp. 324, 325.) 

VI. Ex•fRAOTS BEARING ON THE PRESENOE, IN RELATION TO USE, 

(1) "Nor would it have been a custom, in ,some place·s to burn
the remains of the Sacrament; or at Constantinople to give them to 

school-boy&: had they not conceived the change of the elements to 
be in order to the use of them, and that this use, and that which is 
done in order thereunto expireth, when the occasion of giving them 
to those for whom the Church intended them ceaseth." (Vol. iv., 
part 1, p. 81.) 

(2) " The liturgies themselves . . . . do l imit the being and 
presence of Christ's body and blood in the elements to the benef).t 
of them that shall communicate." (Vol. iv., part 1, p. 126; see 
also part ii., p. 738.) 

VII. EXTRACTS BEARING ON SACRIFIOIAL DOCTRINE. 

(1) "If the consecrated elements be the flesh ancl blood of Christ,
then are they the sacrifice of Christ crucified upon the cross. For 
they are not the flesh ancl blood of Christ as in His body, while it 
was whole; but as separated by the passion of His cross. Not 

that Clu·ist can be sacrificecl again. For a sacrifice, being an action 
done in succession of tiine, cam1ot be done the second time, being 
once clone; because then it would not. have been done before. But 
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(Note C.) · 

The following extract from the Judgment may· be_ thought to 
demand some special attention :- . . 

"At the Savoy Conference in 1661, the Presbytenaus desll'�cl the 
restoration of the declaration [i.e., the Black Rubric], and the Bishops 
opposed it, but eventually consented to its restoration, w!-th �n altera­
tion of the most material character-namely, the subst1tut10n of the 
words ' Corporal Presence of Christ's natitrcil flesh and blood,' for the 
words 'real ancl essential presence there being,' etc.,"_[i.e., "the�:e
bejng of Christ's natural flesh and blood." Black Rubnc of 1552. ] 
(Judgment, p. 95; Rivingtons.) . . 

The following questions, suggested by tins passage, are submitted 
for careful :investigation. · · . 

1. Were the Sa vo:y Episcopal Commissi�ners, as such, �he revisers
of om Liturgy? (See Papers on the Doctnne of the English Church, 
pp. 556, 557.) , . . . 

2., Can the animus of the Episcopal Commissioners be safely and 
certainly regarded as the an:imws which ruled �h� Revisibn? . 

3, Can the answers of the Episcopal Con11mss1oners be relied upon 
as :interpretative of the Revision and the changes. effected ? 

Supposing an affirmative R;nswer _could be given to the a�ove 
g:uestions tb.e words of the bishops m reply to the Presbytenans 
would de'serve careful attention. They are as follows :-" This 
rub. is not :in the Liturgy of Queen Elizabeth, nor confir�ed by 
law · nor is there any GREAT NERD of restori,ng it, the world bemg now 
:in rdore danger of profancition th!J,n of idolatry. Besides the se·1!se of 
it is declared sii{}foiently :in the 28th Article of the Chlll'ch of England." 

1 (Cardwell's Conferences, p. 354.) 
And then the following questions would natlll'ally be suggested:-
1. Did the Episcopal Commissioners object at all to the restoration 

of the Black Rubric, as it stood, on .doctrinal grounds? (See Papers 
on the Doctrine of the English Chlll'ch, pp. 570_, 571, sqq.) . 

2. Does not their answer imply that-looking upon the Rubnc
unchanged-they had no objection to inake �o ,its doctrine? . 

3. Does it not even amount to a declaration that they could desire

no change :in its sense, and therefore no ch�nge in it� doot�·ine_ .
2 

4 Does it not also amount to a declaration that m then· view, the 
ado�·ation of " any real and essential presence there being of Cluist's 
natlll'al flesh ancl blood" would have been " idolcitry" .2 

5. Does it not also amount to a declaration that they understood
the 28th Article to exclude " any real ancl essential Presence there 
being," as well as any "Corporal Presence " of "Christ's natural 
flesh and blood " ? 

The following further questions, tlierefore, must now be asked :-
1. Shoulcl we not have been led to the conclusion (even if the

Revision had been rnled by· the Episcopal Commissioners) that the
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c1mnge must be interpreted as :indicating a preference for a form of 
expi:ession-with no change of sense or doctrine? . 

2. Must we not much rather be led to this conclusion, if we have
·evidence that the Revision was ruled by an animus which (to say the
least) declined to adopt the most important suggestions bearing any­
thing like the impress of Lauclian Theology? (See Papers on the 
Doctrine of the English Church, pp. 555-559, 518, 482, 483; and 
Walton's" Rubrical Determination," pp. 25, 26, 35, 36.) 

3. Does not this conclusion receive some confirmation from the
fact that in the same Rubric several other charges were made in 
forms of expression? 

4. Is not this conclusion farther confirmed by the way in which
the Revision has dealt with other parts of the Service? 

5. Is it not inconceivable that, if the change had been designed t0
:indicate such a change of doctiine as should admit the Real Objec­
tive Presence, the Revision should (1) have left the Consecration 
Prayer unchanged, (2) rejec'ting'the proposals of Sancroft, etc., shoulcl 
have "ordered all in the old method," (see Papers on the Doctiine 
of the English Chmch, p. 556; see also pp. 557, 558, also pp. 518, 
545, 551, 455-459,) and (3) :in this same Rubi'i.c, should have alloJed 
the order for kneeling to stand accounted for as " well meant, for a 
signification of om· humble and grateful acknowledgement of the 
benefits of Christ therein given to all worthy receivers, and for the 
avoiding, of such ·profanation and clisorder in the Holy Communion, 
as might otherwise ensue " ? 

Yet flll'ther it may be asked-
(1) Is there not evidence that the Black Rubric was regarded­

after the change-by English Divines as a clistinct aind unquestion­
able clenial of any such ·acloratioli as is held to' be due to the Real 
Objective Presence? (See Papers on the Doctrine of the English 
Chmch, pp. 572, 573, 576, 577; see also pp. 472, 473·, and 571-575,
and.Archbishop Wake, as quotecl in Garbett's Voices of the Chu'rch 
of England, p. 139.) 

(2) Is there any evidence that the change :in the Black Rubric
was regarded, by any English Divines, as making room for any such 
adoration? * 

There is some evidence, indeed (though it is somewhat hard of
belief ), that one person(" D. P. G.", probably Doctor Peter Gunning) 
did imagine that the change adinitted of such a pres·ence as " that by 
the virtue of the words of consecration, there was a cylinder of a 
vaouum made between the elements alid Christ's body in heaven; so 
that no body being between, it was both in heaven and in the 

• L'Estrange and Kennett write as if quite unconscious� of the Rubric's having 
undergone any change to which =Y cloctrinal significance could be attributed. (See 
Papers on the Doctrine of the English Ohurch, pp. 571, 581 ; nncl Perry on Declara­
tion concerning Keeling, p. 309.) The same may be said of Oollier (sec Eccles. Hist., 
vol. v., p. 436) though not of Burnet. - ' 
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elements." (See Bmnet's History,ofReformation, Part iii., Preface, 
vol. i., p. 699, Edit. Orr, 1860; see also Perry on Declaration, pp. 
70, 7L} But it is believed that very few people will think of attribut­
ing to the Revisers what Bishop Burnet calls " such a solemn piece 
9f folly as this." Ancl though Gunning may have been, in sqme sense 
'' the author " of the change, it must be interpreted not by '' such a 
solemn piece of folly '' as Burnet attributes to him, but by the sense 
in which it was adopted in the Revision. It must be added that, · 
even supposing the change to have made room for Gunning's, very 
extraordinary conception of presenoe, it would not follow that it made 
room for " any such adoration " as is held to be due to the " Real 
Objective Presence." For whatever may be thought of -the ,verbcil 
change in the statement of the presenoe denied, there was no change 
at all made (to which any significance can be attached) in the declara-
tion of the adorGJtion denied. 
· And it may well be questioned whether even Gunning would have
regarded suoh a JJresenoe (perhaps some might prefer to call it absenoe)
in the elements, as an object of adoration.

It will be observed that Burnet himself supplies eviclence that the 
Rubric as clmngecl was regardecl in high quarters at the time as "an . 
express declarntion macle against the Real Pres_ence ; " and that 
(when an explanation was required) no attempt was made by high 
·ecclesiastical authority to •suggest that any other interpretation might
be given to' it. (See Papers on the Doctrine of the English Chm-eh,
p. 467.)

It may be addecl that in the MS. volume of the "History of his
own time," (Rarleian MSS.,No. 6684,) Burnet has written:-" 'Fhere 
were some small alterations macle in the Book of Common Prayer, 
together with some additions, the most important ·was that concern• 
ing the kneeling in the Sacrament, which had been put in the Second 
Book of Common Prayer set out by Edward the 6th, but was left out. 
by Queen Elizabeth, and was now by Bishop Gawden's means put 
� at the end of the Office of the Communion. Sheldon opposed it, 
but Gawden was seconded by Southampton and Morley. The Duke 
complained of this much to me, as a puritanical thing, and spake 
severely of Gawden, as a popular man, for his procuring it to be 
added (though I have been told that it was used in King James's 
time)." (See Perry on Decl!lJ:ation, p. 302.) 

.It appears that Gauden had taken" the solemn league and coven­
ant," thou

9
h he hacl published "certain doubts and scruples of 

conscience ' about it, (see Baxter and Biog: Brittanica, as quotecl 
in Perry on Declaration, p. 302,) aµ.d had also been chosen one of 
the ,v estminster Assembly, though afterwards his name was " stiiuck 
off the list, and Mr. Thomas Goodwin put into his room." (Ibid, 
p. ·303.) Baxter says of him, "Bishop Gawden was our most
constant helper." (Reliqui::e Baxterian::e, London, 1696, p. 363. _
See also pp. 217, 218. See also Perry on Declaration, j_). 322.)

I I· 
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. It �s also wor�hy ·of special observation, that the change of exp;-es­
s101� m the rubric was but a return to the original langu·age of the 
Latin Article (28) of 1553 [" carp.is ejus et sanguinis Realem et 
Corporalem (ut loquuntur) pr::esentiam."] So that (as Dr. Blakeney 
observes-on Common Prayer, 3rd Edit., p. 434) "the Revisers of 
1661 in the word corporal, selected the very term which was chosen 
by our Reformers to express their meaning in the article from 
which the declaration is taken." (See Papers on the Doctrine of 
the English Church, p. 667.) 
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