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Abstract

This thesis investigates the possibilities of tbgalal agreement between the
Reformed and the Roman Catholic churches on théndist from the Reformed
perspective. The first chapter is dedicated tathleelogy of Ulrich Zwingli and John
Calvin on the Lord’s Supper. It unveils two aspeftst it shows that although they
have different perspectives on the Christ's Eudhiari presence, their views
converged; second, it shows that their views starabntrast to the Roman Catholic
conception of the sacrificial aspect of the Eudtaiihe second chapter deals with the
fourth session of the first phase of the Reformex&n Catholic dialogue, which
focused on the Eucharist. It highlights that thealfireport does not reflect all the
convergences of the dialogue concerning the reslgnce of Christ in the Eucharist.
The third chapter argues that agreement or at gaster convergence is possible on
the sacrificial aspect of the Eucharist by the kbation of Thomas F. Torrance, who
has developed a Reformed Eucharistic theology dirowhat he called a

Christological and Eschatological correction.
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Introduction

According to the constitution of the World CounaflChurches:

The primary purpose of the fellowship of churchesthe World Council of
Churches is to call one another to visible unityoime faith and in one eucharistic
fellowship, expressed in worship and common lifeChrist, through witness and
service to the world, and to advance towards thatyuin order that the world may
believe!

From this statement, the one Eucharistic fellowsis, for me, the most
important aim of the ecumenical movement. It was mmgin concern during my
studies in the Ecumenical Institute of Bossey, bseats existence or absence can be
conceived as the measure of our faithfulness td_otat. Therefore | have chosen the
topic of the Eucharist, particularly the Reformedkeman Catholic dialogue on the
Eucharist, hoping that progress is possible infthid.

| shall start by summarizing the Reformed theologythe Eucharist which
will serve as a background material for the follogviopics. One of the main topics of
my thesis is to evaluate the achievements of tltHosession of the Reformed —
Roman Catholic dialogud@he Presence of Christ in Church and Wortiy the
Eucharist The other is to point out the contribution of ThasrF. Torrance to the
dialogue by the interpretation of his Eucharistiedlogy. My main question is
whether the dialogue exhausted the possibilitiescmvergence and agreement or

there is still room for further progress.

! Constitution and Rules of the World Council of Gihes 23.02.2006. 24.05.2012.
http://www.oikoumene.org/en/resources/documentsfabl//porto-alegre-2006/1-statements-
documents-adopted/institutional-issues/constituéind-rules-as-adopted.html

2 For this | will use the archive of the meetinguRb Session of the Reformed/Roman Catholic Study
CommissionThe Presence of Christ in Church and World: Thetauist, Woudschoten — Zeist
(Netherlands), February 18-23, 1974, Geneva, WCRfires, Uncategorized, Box RC/WARC
dialogue 1974, A Session, The Eucharist.



Chapter One

The Eucharist in Reformed theology

The first chapter of this thesis is dedicated ® ¢lassical Reformed teaching on the
Eucharist, namely to the teaching of John Calvia dirich Zwingli. Although what
we call Reformed teaching may vary among the Reddrichurches, it remains true
that Calvin and Zwingli have largely determined whee call today Reformed
theology. Those who engage in ecumenical dialogubehalf of Reformed churches
are normally expected to somehow represent thewsi Thus this overview can
serve as a background material for the topics deilt in the following chapters,
namely the Reformed — Roman Catholic dialogue ochkust and the Eucharistic
theology of Thomas F. Torrance.

In order to understand the teaching of Calvin amdngli we must first treat
the Roman Catholic Eucharistic doctrine to whicteythreacted. Then 1 will
summarize the teaching birich Zwingli on the Eucharist using tl@ommentary on
True and False Religioand his treatis®©n the Lord’s SuppétFinally | turn to the
teaching ofJohn Calvintreating his main ideas in thestitutes of the Christian
Religionconcerning our theme and in tBéaort Treatise of the Lord’s Supper of our
Lord and Only Saviour Jesus Christ.

% Both of their teachings were formulated in debeité Luther and others as well however here | can
treat only their position against Rome.

* Ulrich Zwingli, Commentary on True and False Religitnans. Clarence Nevin Heller, Durham
N.C.: The Labyrinth Press, eds.: Samuel Macaulestm and Clarence Nevin Heller, 1981.

Ulrich Zwingli, “On the Lord’s Supper,” in: GeoffygW. Bromiley (ed.)Zwingli and Bullingey

London: SCM Press, 1953.

® John Calvin)nstitutes of the Christian Religiptrans. Henry Beveridge, Peabody: Hendrickson
Publishers, 2008.

John Calvin, “Short Treatise on the Lord’s Supde®or Lord and only Saviour Jesus Christ,” in John
K. S Reid,Calvin: Theological Treatisesrans. John K. S. Reid, London; SCM Press, 1954.



1.1 Roman Catholic theology on Eucharist

Here we can only outline the main ideas, but il wé helpful to see the sharpest
differences between Reformed and Roman Catholioldgg concerning the
Eucharist

Let us start with the doctrine of sacraments wihaitthr the death of Augustine
remained underdeveloped and somewhat confused thatitwelfth century. From
then however it was worked out in a coherent andprehensive system. Its heart is
the definition of the sacrament as taise of gracen which “grace is contained and
by which it is objectively conferred’Grace was conceived as a supernatural power
which comes from God in order to nourish the soabkened by sin. It is mediated
through the church and the sacraments. Grace etlgly there in the sacraments.
Through the performance of the rite grace is autmaldy infused into the soulek
opera operatp®

The Roman Catholic doctrine of the Eucharist caruhderstood best through
the teaching of Thomas Aquinas and particularly htw understands the
transubstantiation. According to him the substaotdhe bread and the wine is
changed to the substance of the body and bloochaétGwvhile the accidents of the
elements remain. That is to say, the inner realibiethe elements become the inner
realities of the body and blood of Christ which wan discern only by faith. Thus,
what we receive is no longer bread or wine evemeifperceive with our senses what
remained that is the external qualities of the thraad the wine such as color, shape,
taste, etct?

Finally let us turn to the Roman Catholic conocaptiof the Eucharistic
sacrifice which is based on the view that the Etisha& not only a sacrament but also
a sacrifice. The common point is the transubstaotia“The Eucharist is the offering
to God of the Christ who is present under $ipeciesof the consecrated bread and

wine.”! It means that in the Eucharistic sacrifice the esdmthe victim who has

® The summary is based on Alasdair Heron’s statesrmmthe medieval Eucharistic theology in
Alasdair HeronTable and Tradition: Towards an Ecumenical Undenmsliag of the Eucharist
Edinburgh: The Handsel Press, 1983.

" ibid., 87.

® ibid., 89.

® ibid., 90.

ibid., 96.

"ibid., 102.



offered himself for us and therefore the same ésdfiering. The only distinction is
that the offering of the church is bloodléé©riginally this offering was regarded as
one which is wholly dependent upon the offeringGifrist. In medieval theology
however it took on a distinct role and was intetgadeas sacrificial in its own right. It
was seen as a sacrifice which makes satisfactidgbotb and obtains satisfaction “in
proportion to the faith and devotion of him who reakit, or those whom it is
made.*® Therefore the celebration of the Mass and therioffeof the sacrifice

became in themselves a meritorious and benefictaral*
1.2 Zwingli’s teaching on Eucharist

Accordin to Zwingli the Eucharist is “the thanksigig and common rejoicing of those
who declare the death of Christ, that is, trummgegise, confess, and exalt.”
Elsewhere he states that it was instituted by €has a remembrance to his
redemptive work that we might never forget it ahdtt‘we might publicly attest it-®
Elsewhere he calls it a confession of belief ini§ttf That is to say for Zwingli it is a
thanksgiving, remembrance and confession of faith.

His view derives from his definition of the tesacramentand his symbolical
interpretation of the sentence “This is my body.”

He approaches the phrasacramentfrom different angles, i.e. as the event
and as the sign. As the event it is an initiat@semony or a pledging, an initiation or
public inauguration. In this case he formulatestb&ching on the sacraments against
the teachingex opera operatoHe emphasizes the initiation of men, but he iaraw
that God has the power to “free the conscierté$ the signis the sign of a holy
thing and since (in the case of the Eucharist) &ilga and the sign signified cannot be
one and the same. Therefore the sacrament of e dfoChrist cannot be the body

itself.”t®

ibid., 104.

“ibid., 105.

“ibid., 106.

15 Zwingli, Commentary200.

16 Zwingli, On the Lord’s Suppe234.

7 Zwingli, Commentary200; Zwingli,On the Lord’s Suppe®35.
18 Zwingli, Commentary181-182.

Yibid., 188.



He chooses the figurative and symbolic interpretatf the sentence “This is
my body” due to the errors of the literal interjptedn and due to the evidences of the
New Testament, and asserts that the word "is” énséintence “This is my body” must
be taken metaphorically or figuratively and thug tentence means “The bread
signifies my body” or “The bread is a figure of rhgdy” and from the sentence “Do
this in remembrance of me” it follows that the loté&s to remind us in the Supper
that the body was crucified for ug®

According to these issues we can conclude thaZ#ongli the Eucharist is a
human act and nothing more happens in the evegthamhan activity, and, what is
more, Christ is not presefit.However for the correct interpretation of Zwingli’
assertions we should take into consideration tHewmg issues. He formulates his
teaching as a “counter teaching” of the Roman Githwactice? in most of his
works the focus is owhat is not the Eucharigt therefore when he seems to deny
Christ’s presence in the Eucharistic celebrationfact he asserts that Christ in not
present according to the Roman Catholic thédmn fact it is clear that Christ is
present (also) in the celebration according to diine nature whereby he is
omnipresent® This is strengthened that he does not attack dea iof spiritual
manducation and of eating “quite apart from extepeaception”®

The belief in Christ has a crucial role in ouratenship with Christ. It is
interpreted by Zwingli as the nourishment of ounls@’ because Christ himself is the
spiritual food? It is also not restricted only to the Eucharist e can interpret it as
the communion with Christ, i.e. we receive whaahkieved for ug?

Finally it is worth to mention how Zingli conces®f Eucharistic sacrifice. In
his view, the Mass is a dishonoring of Christ; st against the once-and-for-all

character of his sacrifice and it has no basisny iastitution of Christ or of the

20 Zwingli, On the Lord’s Suppef25.

*!ibid., 229.

2 His debate with Luther had a great influence mtéaching as well.

23 7Zwingli, Commentary216; Zwingli,On the Lord’s Suppe£23.

24 An example for this is in ZwinglOn the Lords Suppel92.

*®ibid., 212-213.

26 7Zwingli, Commentary216; Zwingli,On the Lord’s Suppef96.

2" 7zwingli: On the Lord’s Suppef 98, 200, 205.

*%ibid., 203.

29t is worth to note here that Zwingli's concept@lirist’s person is explicitly non-dualistic. He
speaks of Christ’s whole person with his words deelds, not of his body and blood. He is aware of
the existence both of the divine and the humanafiChrist; he interprets Christ’s flesh as Chsst’
humanity and he avoids the underestimation oflgshfagainst the spirit. Good example for thisiss h
interpretation of the sixth chapter of Gospel adoay to John in ZwingliOn the Lord’s Suppef99-
207.



Apostles® He contrasts the Mass and the Lord’s Supper. atterlis nothing but the
commemoration by which we proclaim Christ’s lifarming death, that is, “preach it
with praise and thanksgiving™

We can conclude that Zwingli is aware of the degtithe mystery of Christ,
of his presence to the believers and our commuwitim him through faith; however
he does not regard the Eucharist as the culminafitimse issues, in a sense he keeps
these quiet in his treatise of the Eucharist.d&son is that he focuses on the Roman
Catholic practice and his main intention is to désytheory and to prove against it
that the Eucharist is a thanksgiving and commouoigigg, in which between the sign

and thing signified there is no (bounding) conratt all.
1.3 Calvin’s teaching on Eucharist

For Calvin the sacrament is an external sign ofirikissible divine grace (Augustine).
It has two aspects, divine and human. On the ond bg this “the Lord seals on our
consciences his promises,” which we need due tavekness of our faith. On the
other hand it is a human testimony of piety towagdsl before himself, angels and
men3?

In the sacrament the word and sign can not beraggh because the word
provides the meaning of the sighThe thing signified, i.e. the divine grace can be
received only through faith, which is increasedty receptiori* The efficacy of the
sacrament occurs by the agency of the Holy Sdoiteawho is the author of the faith
and “procures access for the sacraments into ouls.88 The sign and the thing

signified is conjoined in the sacrament, we shaliétinguish, but not separate théfn.

%0 Cf. Zwingli, Commentary235.

*libid., 237.

%2 Calvin, Institutes 843. For Calvin the divine aspect is more impurthan the human. An example
for this is in ibid., 849.

*ibid., 844.

**ibid., 846.

**ibid., 847.

*®ibid., 851.

10



Calvin grounds his teaching on sacrament on Aumgistwhich involves the
dualism whereby the sign and the thing signified fal apart, however he succeeds
to avoid this tendency here speaking of the saanésrie generaf’

Now let us see how these principles are used ilvirCa treatise on the
Eucharist. Due to the limit of the thesis we cacuonly to his main ideas and can
not treat in depth his reflection on various thesrmowever we should keep in mind
that his thoughts, like Zwingli’s, are formulateda debating context.

The Eucharist is union with Christ and thus therrshment of our souls for
the heavenly immortality. God was pleased to giwé¢his spiritual food. The signs are
the bread and the wine by which God adapts to apacity®® In the union of Christ a
‘wondrous exchange’ occurs, i.e. which is Chriddscomes ours, which is ours
becomes Christ’s, e.g. Son of Man — sons of Godtatity — immortality, etc’®

The eating is not only believing, but communionthwiChrist*® The
communion is not only partaking of the Spirit, bl communion with the life-giving
body and blood of Chridt. Christ is at such a distance from us in respeqtlate
however the Spirit truly unites things separatedspgce thus the body of Christ is
given to us through the incomprehensible agenapefHoly Spirit while the visible
symbols are given however it can be received oglyrbe faith®? It is owing to the
Spirit alone that we possess Christ wholly, thagrgthing that Christ has and is, is
derived to ué?

Calvin does not deny the consecration of the sigrisat sense that they “are
to be considered in a different light from commaod” to be seals of promises
however the bread needs to be true to be ableptesent the true body of Chrfét.
Moreover there are two restrictions which we haveake into consideration in our

attempt to express his presence in the EuchaFistt; let there be nothing derogatory

37 It is worth to note that the connection is takendgranted as in the case of Augustine’s theolagy a
well. Example from Calvin is in Calvimnstitutes 852. Augustine’s view is treated in Heron, Op.,Ci
73.

3 Calvin, Institutes 896. The union is not restricted only to the Easist.

¥ ibid., 896-897.

“Oibid., 898. Here he appears to reflect on thehiegcof Zwingli.

*ibid., 898.

42 Cf. ibid., 900-901, 919-920. Concerning the uiflait partaking Calvin states that “I admit and hold
that the power of the sacrament remains entire glrtewthe wicked may labour with all their might to
annihilate it. Still, it is one thing to be offereghother to be received.” in ibid, 920.

“3 Cf. ibid., 902. Calvin focuses on the body andbblof Christ during his debate however he is be
aware that the ‘mater’ of the sacrament is the wi@itrist, his divine-human one person with his
deeds.

* Cf. ibid., 903.

11



to the heavenly glory of Chri$t” It means that he sits at the right hand of thédtat
therefore he can not be affixed to the sifhtSecondly, let no property be assigned
to his body inconsistent with his human natuYeThat is to say, his body should have
one certain place, its own dimension and its owmftf He concludes “But when
these absurdities are discarded, | willingly adamything which helps to express the
true and substantial communication of the bodylalndd of the Lord, as exhibited to
believers under the sacred symbols of the Suppeéerstanding that they are received
not by the imagination or intellect merely, but amgoyed in reality as the food of
eternal life.*® and elsewhere “Now, should any one ask me asetontide, | will not
be ashamed to confess that it is too high a mystigier for my mind to comprehend
or my words to express; and to speak more plairdyHer feel than understand 3t.”

In the Short Treatise on the Lord’s Supp@alvin expresses some of his ideas
more clearly than in thimstitutes First of all he points out the place of the Euddta
in a wider horizon stating that Jesus Christ isahly provision of our souls who we
receive by the Word of the Lord however since “we @annot receive him with true
confidence of heart, when he is presented by singdehing and preaching, the
Father ... desired to attach to his Word a visibim i.e. the Eucharistf* We can
see that on the one side there is the divine caréhe other the human uncertainty.
The focus is on Christ and the incomprehensiblemsamon with him, which we
receive by the Word and by the Eucharist. ThusBheharist is described as one of
the instruments of God adapted to our capacity alhefGod helps us to comprehend
(and to make us sure of) our communion with Christ.

The second clarification refers to the relation tbé sign and the thing
signified. “The sacraments of the Lord (i.e. thgns) ought not and cannot at all be

separated from their reality and substance (i.e.tking signified). To distinguish

** ibid., 906.

*® ibid., 906.

*"ibid., 906.

*® ibid., 906.

Calvin insists to the Augustinian principle accaglio which “Christ gave incorruption and glorytbu
without destroying its nature and reality.” It dae found in ibid., 912.

“9ibid., 906-907. We can regard the concept “Chiiistes us to himself’ as an alternative of the mode
of communion. This can be found in ibid., 905.

It is worth to sednow he understands the dynamism of Christ's presenbeaven, in earth and in the
Eucharist Examples for this is in ibid., 906, 908e of the crucial sentences states that “our whole
Mediator is everywhere, he is always present wiglplkople, and in the Supper exhibits his presence
a special manner.” It can be found in ibid., 918.

*%ibid., 918.

°! Calvin, Short Treatisg144.

12



them so that they be not confused is not only gand reasonable but wholly
necessary. But to divide them so as to set thethaipne without the other is absurd.
... We have then to confess that if the represemtatioich God grants in the Supper
Is veracious, the internal substance of the saareamis joined with the visible
signs.® In sum we can distinguish but not separate the aigl the thing signifietf
because they are joined by God who performs tg thignified>*

Calvin reflects on the teaching of Zwingli (and d@&mpadius) so “now
because it was very difficult to remote this opmi®oman Catholic teaching on the
carnal presence of Christ), rooted so long in tharts of men, they applied all their
mind to decry it, remonstrating that it was quitess error not to acknowledge what
is so clearly testified in Scripture, concerning tscension of Jesus Christ, ... While
they were absorbed with this point, they forgotiédine what is the presence of Christ
in the Supper ... and what communication of his badyg his blood one there
received.”® Calvin reckons Zwingli as his fellow against theorfan Catholic
teaching, however he misses one point from Zwisgliought which has a crucial
role in his own. Whether Zwingli indeddrgot that or not we do not know however
as we saw his main attempt which could have deterthis teaching on the Eucharist
was to prove the errors of the Roman Catholic dwoest

Finally it is worth to mention what is Calvin opm on the Eucharistic
sacrifice. He completely refuses the Roman Cathabioception of the it because
according to him it is the denial of the perfeatrdface of Christ which he performed
once and for ever and whereby he fulfilled all thais necessary for our salvation; it
obliterates the only death of Christ because ieagp that and it prevents us from
being sure that our sins have been forgiven by gsherifice of Christ® He
contradistinguishes the sacrifice of the mass ftbenLord’s Supper on the basis of
the contradiction between receiving and giving. Wilhe Supper itself is a gift from
God which we receive with thanksgiving the sacefaf the mass “pretends to give a
price to God to be received as satisfactidriThe only sacrifice which Calvin accepts

*2ibid., 148.

*3 The same description is used to the relation @fsth two natures and of the persons of the Tyinit

** Here we can see that the substance of the teacbimthe Eucharist is the same in the Reformed and
Roman Catholic Church. The differences are thestrhstantiation and the objectifying approach, i.e.
the mode of presence.

*ibid., 164, 165.

°° Cf. Calvin, Institutes, 936, 937, 938,

*"ibid., 938.
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as our offering includes charity, prayers, praisésnksgiving and every act of

worship whereby we offer to God all that we are amchave®
Conclusion

After the summaries we can draw the following casimns. Calvin's teaching on
Eucharist is based on Augustinian principles whetpress the mystery of the
Eucharist in dualistic worldview therefore the daliquestion is how the sign and the
thing signified relate to each other. In Augustsiought system the bound is taken
for granted which concept is used by Calvin empiagithat God exhibits the thing
signified in the Eucharistic celebration thus Gedvho grants the bond. To express
the relation between them Calvin applies the samea that is used to explain the
oneness of distinctive things in the Christology amthe teaching on the Trinity, i.e.
we can distinguish but not separate them. Reflgatimthe Roman Catholic dogmas
Calvin emphasizes the distinction, concerning ZWmgiew he stress their joint thus
he can avoid letting the sign and the thing sigdifiall apart®

The difference of Calvin’'s and Zwingli's thought ehe Eucharist based on
the different definition of what is a sacramentam®® Zwingli is aware of its divine
aspect (Christ died for us and now he is the nbarent of our soul) however he
stresses the human one (we gives thanks for tHatg Walvin focuses firstly on the
divine aspect and secondly on the human one aspanse.

To Zwingli the Eucharist is remembrance, thankisgjypraise and confession
of faith and not communion with Christ however tiedievers have communion with
him and Christ is present. The concept of ‘spititmanducation’ was not his view but
considering his openness to that, the maturatidniofeaching in his lifetim&: and
the traces in his treatise concerning the presehe@ad the communion with Christ
we can presume that the consensus between Calyifiveingli could be possibl&

We can understand the teachings of the Reformmysifowve focus not on the
signs or the Eucharistic event, nor even on thegtisignified in that sense that it is

the body of Christ. To understand it in depth weuth focus on Christ himself and

*%ibid., 943.

% Against Heron’s opinion in Hero@p. Cit, 132.

% Though both of them use the definition of Augustithat is, the sacrament is the sign of a holy
thing.

61 Zwingli, Commentary198.

62 Calvin’s openness towards Zwingli supports outagstion.

14



his work for our salvation and that we have comrannwvith him and receive the
efficacy of his sacrifice even without the Euchgifisve are Christian&®

To Calvin the signs are the mean of divine helmake us sure that God is at
work during the Eucharisic event. To Zwingli theeatis a human answer to the act
of God. The standpoint depends on what abilities aitributed to the human
comprehension and faith. If we suppose that theystiong enough we do not need
divine help to make us sure that we are the pamtatiethe communion with Christ
and receive the gifts. On the other hand if we sgpghat they are weak or in the case
of the faith that it is something which can matwedo need divine sedis.

If we regard the Eucharist as a divine help to pahend our existing
communion with Christ and to strengthen our faitls ino more aneans of gracen
that sense that it is the only way to Christ tceree the grace and it is necessary to
our salvation however in the Eucharistic event veally receive that by our
communion with Christ. If we need it to our saleati i.e. if we need full
comprehension of our communion with Christ to haskvation, or what measure of
comprehension do we need, it is not clear in thehmg of Calvin on the Eucharist.
But maybe these questions are wrong because wk epeaman abilities instead of
the divine help. God was pleased to help us inwayg according to Calvin. These
guestions however help us not to be satisfied wighlevel of comprehension what
we reached by Calvin’s treatise and to go on seekinthe substance of the mystery
—as Calvin encourage us

. a mystery which | feel, and therefore freely comféisat | am unable to
comprehend with my mind, so far am | from wishing ane to measure its sublimity
by my feeble capacity. Nay, | rather exhort my eradnot to confine their
apprehension within those too narrow limits, buattempt to rise much higher than |
can guide therf®

Both Calvin and Zwingli are against the Roman Chtheiew that the
Eucharist is not only a sacrament but an offerm@od as well. Calvin uses the term
“sacrifice” for charity and thanksgiving and thesations turn up in the teaching of

Zwingli as well however in this topic it seems t® & wider gap between the Roman

%3 Due to the limit we can not treat how someone bea believer and has communion with Christ
according to Calvin and Zwingli. In their treatismsthe Eucharist this question does not arise.

® The different views reflect on their style of tieg the Eucharist. Calvin tries to comprehend the
glorious mystery of God while Zwingli interpretstblain evidences of the Scripture with confidence.
85 Calvin, Institutes 899.
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Catholic and Reformed theology than concerning phesence of Christ in the
Eucharist. While we can have conversation on tlesearce of Christ and the main
guestion is the mode of presence, the dialogue henshcrificial aspect of the
Eucharist seems to be impossible on the basisedRéiormers’ teaching.
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Chapter Two

Reformed — Roman Catholic dialogue

The second chapter of my thesis is dedicated tdailn¢h session of the Reformed -
Roman Catholic conversatidrhe Presence of Christ in Church and Wosdich is
the most representative dialogue on the Eucharifdrsdbetween the representatives of
the World Alliance of Reformed Churchesid the Roman CatholiSecretariat for
Promoting Christian Unity | shall summarize the background documents and
highlight those points of the discussion which led the agreement and those
statements to which not enough attention was gnterthey could at least reduce the
doctrinal differences. | shall treat the paper @o@e B. Cairdrhe Eucharist in the
New Testamerff of James Quinn, S. The Eucharist (Sacrifice and presence) in the
Catholic Perspectiv&’ of Thomas F. Torrancthe Paschal Mystery of Christ and the
Eucharist®® of J. F. LescrauwaeEucharist and Churcf’ the summaries of
discussions on the papéfsthe analysis of general discussidrsnd the final report
of the sessioff to trace the achieved agreement.

In the papers the authors seek to present fayhtioé traditional teaching of
their respective churches and in order to facdithie agreement they introduces new

% George B. Caird, “The Eucharist in the New Testathiei the archive indicated in footnote 2, 6-10.
67 James, Quinn, S. J.,"The Eucharist (SacrificeRresence) in the archive indicated in footnote 2,
11-19.

% Thomas F. Torrance, “The Paschal Mystery of Clanist the Eucharist” in the archive indicated in
footnote 2, 20-41. It is published also in Thoma3 6érrance Theology in Reconciliation: Essays
toward Evangelical and Catholic Unity in East ané8/Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans
Publishing Company, 1976, 106-138.

% Josephus F. Lescrauwaet, “Eucharist and Churctiférarchive indicated in footnote 2, 48-56.

0 Markus Barth, and Joseph Hoffmann, “Summary otD§sions on Paper I” in the archive inditated
in footnote 2, 57-58.

Gottfried Locher and Joseph Ernst, “Summary of Déstons on Paper 11" in the archive indicated in
footnote 2, 59-60.

Roger Aubert and David Willis, “Summary of Discusss on Paper 111" in the archive indicated in
footnote 2, 61-63.

Alex Bronkhorst and Charles Moeller, “Summary of@issions on Paper IV” in the archive indicated
the footnote 2, 64-65.

" Thomas F. Torrance, Markus Barth, James QuinnJasdf Hoffmann, “Analysis of General
Discussions” in the archive indicated in footnot&@-67.

2|t has been published in Harding Meyer and Lukih®t (eds.)Growth in Agreement: Reports and
Agreed Statements of the Ecumenical ConversatiomsWorld LevelNew York: Paulist Press,
Geneva: World Council of Churches, 1984, 449-456.
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approaches, e.g. James Quinn does so concerningaitrificial aspect of the
Eucharist and Torrance regarding the whole doctifrtbe Eucharist.

The summaries connect rather to each other théimetpapers on which they
are to reflect; therefore by summing up them togetite can see the train of thought
which led to the formulation of the final report.

Starting from the end which can help us to undadstae overall view of the
final report, it concludes the following points ajreement: “Both traditions hold to
the belief in the Real Presence of Christ in thehaust; and both hold at least that
the Eucharist is, among other things: a memoridhefdeath and resurrection of the
Lord; a source of loving communion with him in thewer of the Spirit and; a source
of the eschatological hope for his coming agdih.”

This moderate phrasing is true for the entire repowhich the main ideas of
the dialogue remain hidden, but are still presentthe reader of the background
documents. The reason for the ‘silence’ is thae “terminology which arose in an
earlier polemical context is not adequate for tgkaiccount of the extent of common
theological understanding which exists in our resipe churches™ Keeping in mind
these statements, let us start to treat the papeisthe summaries of discussions

exploring in dept the “common theological underdiag.”

2.1 The 1974 Papers on the Eucharist

It is enough if we pick up only the main statemenit$seorge B. Caird because the
discussion on his paper follows a different way ioferpretation of the New
Testament narratives concerning the Eucharist.

Caird’s principle is that there is only one exgligiention of the Eucharist in
the New Testament in 1 Cor 11:17 ff and he stdteddllowings in its interpretation:
The emphasis is on the vesbnerchesthajmeet together) and on the proper conduct
toward the sacrament and to one another; The saataook place in the course of an
ordinary meal, and the aim of Paul’s instructiorswat to separate them; To Paul the
broken bread and the shared cup (with Jesus’ wands)commemorating symbols’

pointing back to the Calvary; The parallel of tieead’ is the ‘cup’, not the ‘wine’;

ibid., 456.
" ibid., 456.
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The copula ‘estin’ has the value of ‘symbolizes’represents’. There is no indication
to ‘presiding’ at the Euchariét.

Caird interprets the 1 Cor 10:14 ff and the cha@teand 6 of the Gospel
according to John as well however on these therm igeflection in the discussions
therefore | do not summarize them.

The next paper is by James Quinn, S. J., who suin@saclearly the Roman
Catholic doctrines on the Eucharist.

He states that the efficacy of the Eucharist coatesut by divine action and
human cooperation (ordained, celebrant, right tiwenand Church’s ritual’® In the
Eucharist we live in the present of the event dfegaon, and we bless the Father not
only for Christ, but through, with and in Chriét.

To understand the Eucharistic presence he disshgai three aspects of
personal presence, both of which are fulfilled e tRoman Catholic Eucharist:
‘presence in Spirit’, ‘presence in sign’, and “tlmeost crucial to the Catholic
understanding” ‘presence in body’. This third agpéwhich makes possible the
Eucharistic sacrifice,” is the ‘real presené®’.

“The presence of Christ’'s body in the Eucharigtffected by the Holy Spirit
through the Eucharistic change,” which has threelte transignification (change of
meaning); transfinalization (change of purpose) #redtransubstantiation (change of
reality). This third change is necessary to Chsigpresence in body’, without this
only the first two aspects of presence occur. Hases that the teaching of the
Church would impose the philosophy from which tleent ‘substance’ (important
term in describing the process of change) is takehdistinguish this kind of change
from what occurs in the Baptisf.

After the transubstantiation the presence contirfuesil the ‘species’ are
consumed or corrupt” and he regards the devotidbhigst in the reserved Eucharist
as legitimate, because it is directed towards €hiisself*°

There are two sacramental aspects in the Euch@rstthe one hand it is a
sacramental meal, i.e. the body and the blood oisCis consumed, on the other hand

it is a sacrifice. A new approach contributes &ri€y that it is not the repetition of the

'S Caird,Op. Cit.,6.

® Quinn,Op. Cit.,11.

" Quinn,Op. Cit.,12.

8 Quinn,Op. Cit.,12-13.
¥ Quinn,Op. Cit.,13-15.
8 Quinn,Op. Cit.,15.
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sacrifice of Christ. Christ’s ‘act of will’, whicks one aspect of his death, making it a
voluntary sacrifice, is continuing in his resurfent ascension and heavenly life as
his personal self-giving to the Father. In the Eut we really enter into his
sacrificial act of self-giving. Christ is presentarder that we may be one with him in
offering his sacrific&”

We can see that according to the interpretatioQoinn the entire Roman
Catholic Eucharistic teaching is based on transuisition. By transubstantiation
Christ is really present therefore we might papat¢e in his body and blood and we
might enter into his sacrificial act. If Christ mot really present, i.e. in accordance
with the Roman Catholic view, we do not have comimiwith him and there is no
sacrifice in the Eucharist. Keeping in mind theseeatainments let us go on to treat
Torrance’s paper after which | shall compare theachings.

There is no space to treat in depth the paper By Torrance, but by picking
up the main ideas and train of thought we can @&nbw a reformulated Reformed
theology of the Eucharist and we are able comphee main issues open for
consensus in the dialogue, i.e. the real presamtéh@ sacrifice of Christ.

Torrance focuses in his paper on the ‘paschal mysteChrist’ which is the
focus both of the Last Supper and of the EuchaHst. avoids to approach the
Eucharist from its ritual or human aspects which cdscure the seeking for its
meaning?

In the concept of ‘paschal mystery’, the humanityCirist, which takes up
our whole humanity, body-soul-mind, has a cruaié rRegarding as union with us it
enables us to participate in the saving work ofi¢fi?

The saving work of Christ has two aspects: hisgeihg to us, and his self-
offering to God. His self-giving means his incargtton into our humanity, in order
to take away our sins and endows us with divinenkek. His self-offering means
“his obedience and atoning sacrifice to God,” whibleing accomplished in our
humanity he also shares with{s.

We participate both in the ‘self-giving’ and ‘sealffering’ of Christ in the
Eucharist. This is our ‘anamnesis’, which we do dimd through the real presence of
the whole Christ (through the Spirit) ..., so that hread which we break and the cup

81 Quinn,Op. Cit.,15-18.

8 TorranceThe Paschal Mystery1.
8 ipid., 23.

8 ibid., 27.
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of blessing which we bless are communion in theybaad blood of Christ and the
Eucharistic offering of Christ to the Father which we make through hisn
communion in his own sacrificial self-offering tathe Father®

The presence of Christ means the presence aftioée Christwith his body-
spirit- mind, in his full humanity and divinity, ithe oneness of his Word, Work and
Person, through the Spirit, that is, through thmes&ind of “inexplicable creative
activity” whereby he was born and rose ad&in.

Torrance does not stop here: he extends the socopedsmic level asserting
that the Eucharist is ‘the place’ where we meehw@hrist, who is the ‘one place’
where “heaven and earth, eternity and time, Godraad fully meet, are united and
are reconciled®

After this statement he analyzis® shift of viewwhich occurred by taking up
into theology the Neo-Platonic distinction betwaenndus intelligibilisandmundus
sensibilis which determined and still determines in différarmys both the Roman
Catholic and Reformed thinking on the Eucharisstédad of this view he proposes a
rather holistic approach of the theme, arguing that shift is already occurring in
theology and even in the western scieffce.

Reflecting on the papers by Quinn and by Torrameecan sum up the main
issues relating to the presence and sacrificedrticharist in the following way:

For Quinn the presence occurs by divine action yH&pirit) and human
cooperation through the Eucharistic chdfigéo Torrance through an inexplicable
manner by the work of the Spifft. To Quinn the sacrificial nature of the Eucharist

%1 to Torrance it

means that “we enter into Christ’'s sacrificial a&tself-giving,
means that “we ... are so intimately united to Christhat we participate in his self-
consecration and self-offering to the Fathér.”

In both cases the intention of the doctrines is same, i.e. to express that
Christ is present, that through the Eucharist veeive his gifts and we participate in

his self-offering. The divisive factors are the RomCatholic ‘physicalist’ and

% ipid., 28.

% ipid., 28.

¥ ibid., 30.

% ibid., 41.

8 Quinn,Op. Cit.,11-15;

% TorranceThe Paschal Mystery9.
L Quinn, Op. Cit.,18.

%2 Torrance The Paschal Myster38.
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‘objectifying’ approach and the identification dfet sign and the thing. Moreover it
seems so that the agreement on the sacrificiacaspehe Eucharist depends on the
agreement on the real presence, because as weskawethe Roman Catholic
Eucharistic sacrifice is based on the transubstaon.

The “renewed understanding of the part played bByRRsurrection in Christ’s
sacrifice” on the Quinn’s side and the holisticnterpretation of the Reformed
theology on Eucharist on the Torrance’s side fatéd a lot the convergence of the
traditions in the sacrificial aspect of the Euchtari

The last paper, by Lescrauwaet, treats the relatideucharist and Church in
six theses. In his first, second and third thedesfocus is on the terms ‘body of
Christ’ and torpus mysticumand on the sacramentality of the Church and of the
Eucharist which describe the special relationsleigveen theni’

In the fourth and fifth theses the Eucharist isspreed as the sign of the
Church’s unity and from this follows that the puspoof exhortation to participate in
the Eucharist is to strengthen the unity, and tlmp@se of the exclusion to save it.
This idea led to the existence of separate commgmieferring both to churches and
‘Eucharists'?*

In the sixth thesidescrauwaet treats this situation. “There existea bond
between Catholics and Protestants and in virtutisfbond we are obliged to come
closer to each other; at the same time this bondtigyet) such an ‘ecclesial’ bond as
to enable us to celebrate the Eucharist togetl{Setond Vatican CounciPIn a
more clear way he asserts: “the communion wouldcdmatrary to the reality of
separately existing communities,” because the Higth&s “an expression of the
Catholic faith as a whole® Here we can see the practical aspect of the oalati
between Eucharist and Church in the interpretaifdhe author.

In Lescrauwaet’s paper we can see how inseparhélitcharist relates to the
Church in the Roman Catholic thinking and how tinedation determines the
convergence of the churches. It is interesting tiiarte is no reflection on the paper of

Lescrauwaet in the discussions.

% LescrauwaetQp. Cit.,48-53.
%% ibid., 53-55.

*ibid., 55.

*ibid., 56.
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2.2 Discussions of the Papers on the Eucharist

After the summaries of the papers, let us turrmttteating of the discussions. The
summary of the first discussion starts with colimecof Caird’s statements and then
points out the tokens for the correct interpretatbthe biblical resources.

The Eucharist is self-evidence for the primitiveu@ih as well as the presence
of Christ, but on the narratives we can not deduo®nsistent doctrinal system and
the Eucharistic event also relativizes the ‘chuliohieing’ doctrines?’

Our teachings on the Eucharist are influenced me tand culture. Certain
parts of them are determined by dualistic Anthroggland Cosmology, which can
not describe the mystery of the Eucharist adequadeld supported the church-
separation®

For the correct understanding of the Eucharist'eummeg the Old Testament
background must be recognized in the interpretatfdine accounts. In the institution
narratives the word ‘is’ “rather than to indicategahsformation” or “change of
meaning”, it can give an answer to the questionywf® the word ‘remembrance’
means more than a mental act; the ‘spirit’ and (batkscribes the whole person in
his/her relationships with God and with his othéh& ‘new covenant’ means rather
the restoration of the covenant than definitiveecgpn of Israel; by the prospect to
the second coming the Church is pictured as aipilgeople of God. In the narratives
it is unanswered who leads the Euchat?ét.

As the Church does not exist for itself, its cedeion of and its reflection on
the Eucharist should serve its ‘priestly minismyttie World'**

The participants are aware of the contextual cheradf the doctrines on the
Eucharist by pointing out the influence of the dstad anthropology and cosmology,
and of the necessity of taking into account thekbeaund in the interpretation of the
biblical texts. It can help in the better underdiag of the meaning of the Eucharist
and therefore facilitate the convergence of theitians.

One question arises here, i.e. can a better umadelisg of the biblical

resources change a doctrine in the tradition? Kezetouch the question on the

" Barth and HoffmanrSummary of Discussions on Papg5bT.
98 1.
ibid., 57.
¥ ibid., 57.
%pid., 57-58.
%%ibid., 58.
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relation of the authority of scripture and of ttaah, which is not allowed to treat due
to the limit of the thesis.

In any case there seems to be reached a consansis imterpretation of the
biblical basis of the Eucharist, which can be asfs the further examination of the
doctrines.

In the second discussion Quinn’s sharp distinchetween Christ’'s presence
in body and in Spirit, was not accepted. The angi@n his inconsistent statements on
the work of the Holy Spirit shows the need for ileation of the Spirit’s role in the
Eucharist and the indication of his failed intentito loose the dogma of the
transubstantiation from its historical philosopbanception, the need for clarification
of the original intention of the timely-bound dantl formulations-%?

Against the objectification of the sacrament thatipipants describe the
Eucharist as an event, on which Christ himselftisvark. According to them the
consequence of this view is thatgnum et resremain the sam®® Without
interpreting this statement we can assert that ieeeparticipants bump to the
problem of dualism first during the discussions.

The summary of the third discussion starts withreort that “little attention
was paid in the discussion to the role and natdirsacrifice whereas the eternal
sacrifice of Christ is a crucial part of Prof. Tamce’'s paper. Does it mean an
acceptance by the group of the interpretation Pfofrance gives to the eternal
sacrifice, or what?®* There is no other mention of this topic in thisnsnary or later.
The participant obviously avoided this aspect ef Hucharist.

In the following part we can read about a developmm agreement
concerning the presence of Christ in the Euchdfisst the possible common ways
“to describe the meaning of the mystery of the Raaksence” are treated. These are
(@) usage of the concept ‘Ontorelational connettidb) correction by Eastern
especially patristic categories; (c) recognition theé way contemporary Roman
Catholic Eucharistic doctrine makes useirgérpersonal analyse® illuminate and
redefine the nature of the Real Presence; (d) egyme by political categories,

especially the political framework of Israel’s Eattiogy®®

192) ocher and ErnsSummary of Discussions on Paper39.
193 ipid., 59.

194 Aubert and Willis Summary of Discussions on Paper 61.
1%bid., 61.
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The focus is on the interpersonalist framework las possibility for an
agreement that may enable the two partners in gli@ldo move forward. As the
summary reports: “One common factor emerged, thapeak of bodily presence is to
speak of visible presence of the spirit of someaeethe way one is really available
to another (thereby overcoming the spirit-body wsgion and thereby overcoming
the false dichotomy between ‘bodily presence’ amrdsence by Spirit’).*%°

We can find the following statement among the aggions for further
consideration: “No one in this Reformed/Roman Clthdialogue disagrees that in
the Eucharist Christ is really, actually, fundanadgt ontologically present.” This
good sign however is not firmly based yet, dueh® anclarified meaning and the
search for a new terminolog¥’

In the summary of fourth discussion we can readribee crystallized ideas of
the previous ones and further convergence on the isgues.

The first idea concerning the concept of mediattmems to express the
awareness of the consequences of the dualisticetendin the theology which
determines both traditions thinking on the Eucharms we saw in the paper of
Torrance'% About the relation of the sign and thing signifiets asserted: “We have
to avoid the danger of separation on the one haddo& identification on the other
hand; perhaps we could speak of an ecclesiastiestonanism and of an
ecclesiastical monophysitism. We should respectaggimate attempts to honor the
Lordship of the Lord but also the desire to maleacthat the Lord is really coming to
us and is really communicating his gifts to his ged*®® This statement leaves open
the door for the explanation as to how the signtaedhing signified connect to each
other, while both the identification and the obijgcation are excluded.

The next important issue is the reference to Cawigaching: “When Calvin
speaks about this real presence, he avoids theessipn ‘transubstantiation’ and
underlines the importance of the action of the H8pirit, who is the agent of the
presence and communication of Christ with his peogh this context we
remembered the central importance of the epicladise liturgy ... We should never

forget that this real presence of Christ in the Hauist by the Holy Spirit for Calvin

1%ihid., 62.
%7 ibid, 62-63.
198 Bronkhorst and MoelleSummary of Discussions on Paper 64. This arises also in point 5 of the

summary-
19ibid., 64.

25



does not by no means signify a purely symbolicétien.”*'° In this statement

Calvin’s teaching is recognized and interpretedeasinder for the importance of the
epiclesis and it can help to clarify the role o tHoly Spirit in the in the Eucharistic
celebration.

The further parts do not treat the main issues ghadihhey point to further
convergence by raising the possibility that the hamntroversy originates in certain
Augustinian dualistic conceptions and by underbnine need to examine doctrines
in connection with praxis.

The awareness of the need for a new terminologichwivas present all along
the discussions, leads in the close of the fourdtudsion to the prospect that
representatives of different traditions speak ef$hme essential faith on Eucharist in
different ways:**

The last summary is th&nalysis of General Discussignghich reports the
primary issues which have emerged from all sessidves can read mostly about
themes in it, but there is one remark which isrthgsing link in our study “Common
agreement in rejecting a physicalist approach &r#al presence and to change in
elements.**? This comes after the reflection on the rediscogedf the importance of
the epiclesis.

We can conclude that the decisive factors that waeehidentified in the
comparison of the papers of Quinn and of Torranae, the Roman Catholic
‘physicalist’ and ‘objectifying’ approach and thdentification of the sign and the
thing, were excluded during the dialogue by thecdpson of the Eucharist as event;
by the interpersonalist reinterpretation of thee§mnce’; by avoiding both the
separation and identification of the sign and ting signified; by the recognition of
Calvin’s teaching and the emphasis on the impoetariche role of the Holy Spirit;
by the rejection of the physicalist approach to thal presence and to change in
elements.

We have seen that the Roman Catholic conceptidheoEucharistic sacrifice
is based on the doctrine of transubstantiationrdfbee by the agreement on the real
presence the agreement on the Eucharistic sacbiéicemes possible. | shall treat this

topic in the third chapter of my thesis.

0ihid., 64.
"ibid., 65.
2 Torrance, Barth, Quinn and Hoffmammalysis of General Discussiqrés.
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It is worth to mention that the (re)interpretatiohthe Reformed theology by
Torrance and of the common theological heritagéhleyparticipants from both sides
have an important effect to the entire dialoguagheut which the lines of agreement
would not have been possible.

2.3 From the Papers and the Discussions to the Findeport

Finally let us see what ideas of the discussioware the part of the final report. The
final report starts with the reflection to the ldlal sources. It uses mostly the
statements of the first, second and third discassipointing out the tokens of correct
interpretation of the biblical texts, which can héto mitigate the confessional
quarrels.*?

The title of the second part of the final reperfhe Paschal Mystery of Christ
and the EucharistFirst it treats the relation of Christ, the Chyrthe Eucharist and
the World. The emphasis concerning the role of @heirch in ‘God’s economy of
salvation’ is on the fact that Christ sends the rchun fellowship with him into the
World rather than on the Church is a ‘mediatrissalvation in Christ}**“The whole
saving work of God has its basis, centre and goathe person of the glorified
Christ.**°

The following at chapter seem to follow Torranceaper but without the
same depth: Christ shared our spatial and tempaisience. In solidarity with him,
we live in the reality which he opened up to ushim person and work can not be
separated. He is the mediator and the mediatios. ddce-for-all self-offering is
continued by him for ever in the presence of thiaé&fain virtue of his resurrection. In
the Eucharist Christ himself is present. The Chuhtbugh, with and in him offers
itself to the Fathef*®

The next chapter treats the topic, in which thetigpants reached the
consensusThe presence of Christ in the Lord’'s Supp&he emphasis is on the

113 Compare Barth and Hoffman8ummary of Discussions on Pape5T-58; Locher and Ernst,
Summary of Discussions on Paper@l; Aubert and WillisSummary of Discussions on Paper 61.
with Meyer and VischeQp. Cit, 450.

14 Meyer and VischeQp. Cit.,451. Compare with Lescrauwaélp. Cit.,51-53. See also Hero®p.
Cit., 146.

115 Meyer and VischeQp. Cit.,451. See also Barth and Hoffmaummary of Discussions on Paper
I, 58.

118 Meyer and VischeQp. Cit.451-452. Compare with TorrancEhe Paschal Myster0-42.
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epiclesis and the inexplicable work of the Holy r@pieferring to the birth and
resurrection of Christ as exampfe§*“In the Eucharist Christ communicates himself
to us in the whole reality of his divinity and humitg — body, mind and will, and at
the same time he remains the Son who is in theeFaththe Father is in him. ... The
specific mode of Christ’s real presence in the FBudshis thus to be interpreted as the
presence of the Son who is both consubstantial wstln our humanity and bodily
existence while being consubstantial with the Fattved the Holy Spirit in the
Godhead.*® Here we can see a reflection on the presence ffmmdoctrine of
Incarnation and of Trinity, but there is no reapesition about the mode of presence.
After the reflection on the ‘extra Calvinisticunwhich is the same as in the fourth
discussion (omitting the paragraph in which Calsitéaching is recognizedy, we
can read an obscured reference to the sacrifisisat of the Eucharist®

The further part of the final report treats thenmeg closely relate to the
separating issues, one of them however can be tarmidn the further convergence.
The participants are aware of the existence ofiquéar dogmatic and liturgical
formulae whose original task was to safeguard &t figainst misinterpretation, but,
which can become sources of misunderstanding, Gepe in the ecumenical

situation’1?*

Conclusion

In this chapeter of my thesis | have dealt with finerth session of the Reformed -
Roman Catholic conversatiofhe Presence of Christ in Church and Woold the
Eucharist. | have summarized its background doctsnand highlighted the main
points of the discussion which led to the agreen@ntChrist’'s presence in the
Eucharist. | have pointed out that the agreemetiteaimeeting was wider than it is
reflected in the final report. One important isseimained untreated, i.e. the sacrificial
aspect of the Eucharist, where the convergendeeothurches seems to be possible. |

will treat this topic in the third chapter of myetis.

" TorranceThe Paschal Mysten29; Bronkhorst and MoelleSummary of Discussions on Paper IV
64.

118 Meyer and VischeQp. Cit.,455.

119 Bronkhorst and MoelleSummary of Discussions on Paper 64.

120 Meyer and VischeQp. Cit.,454.

121 Meyer and VischeQp. Cit.,455.
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Chapter Three
Thomas F. Torrance and

the Reformed-Roman Catholic Dialogue on the Euchast

The last chapter of this thesis is dedicated to ttieplogy of Thomas Forsyth
Torrance on the Eucharist and its contributiorht €atholic-Reformed dialogue. We
have seen in the second chapter that his ideasdrad influence on that dialogue.
We can assume that the common clarification ofrtfeaning of the Eucharist and
thus the mutual understanding and convergence abowy gain new impetus if his
thought is more fully taken into consideration.

In order to understand Torrance’s theology of Eweharist, | will start by
showing how Torrance conceives the history afotbgy and what he regards as the
right way further for the theology in our time aglivas what basis there can be for
further theological ‘development.” Then | will shdws attitude towards the Roman
Catholic Church: how he conceives the ecumeni@dbgue in general and how he
imagines the Reformed—Roman Catholic conversatigrarticular; how he developed
the Reformed teaching on Eucharist and finally Hewcould still contribute to the

Reformed—Roman Catholic dialogue on the Eucharist.

3.1 Torrance on the Roman Catholic Church and ecunmecal dialogue

3.1.1 Dualism and Theology

Let us start with the history of theology accordingrorrance by highlighting
some ideas from his bookhe Ground and Grammar of Theolothat concern our
theme!?

Torrance states that in the beginning of Christyarthe Gospel was
proclaimed in a world entrenched with dualist thatudoualism penetrated Christian

theology through Gnostic sects and the Arian moveras they separated the realm

122 Thomas F. Torranc&@he Ground and Grammar of Theolo@harlottesville: University Press of
Virginia, 1980.
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of the uncreated and the divine, from the realm dteaturely and the humaf®
Classical Christianity, however, insisted on theaidthat this world of ours is
intersected by the divine world in tiparousiaof Jesus Christ who in his own being
belongs both to the eternal world of divine realiyd to the historical world of
contingent realities. The linchpin of this theology it was formulated in the great
ecumenical creed of all Christendom at Nicaea aods@ntinople is the so called
homoousiort?* Thus Christianity reconstructed the dualist fouimta of ancient
Greek and Roman culture in philosophy, science rafigion!*

However all the way through the fifth, sixth, apelventh centuries when the
theological reconstruction was going on, dualismerafed below the surface
corroding the new ideas and then broke out intcoffen and was given paradigmatic
status through the blending of Christian theologthviNeoplatonic philosophy and
Ptolemaic cosmology by St. Augustitf.

We have seen in the first chapter that the bothRé®rmed and the Roman
Catholic sacramental theologies have been influsagnificantly by St. Augustine,
which means that dualism has also penetrated thEmy struggled with the
Neoplatonic distinction betweamundus intelligibilisand mundus sensibilign their
teaching on the Eucharist and applied inadequétenpts to cope with the problems
which derived from that. The characteristic Cathalnd Protestant approaches to the
Eucharist stem from the same source, a damagedstanéing of the relation of God
to the world*?’

This leads Torrance to call for a recovery of thegples which have been
formulated in early Christianit}?® As a matter of fact this is what he attemptedién h
Eucharistic doctrine. His views on the Eucharist i@oted in his interpretation of the
Nicene-Constantinopolitan Creed, which is presentediis book The Trinitarian
Faith: The Evangelical Theology of the Ancient @¢ithChurch®?® Within the limits
of this thesis we can only outline its basic iddaghe heart of the Creed there is the
doctrine ofhomoousioni.e. the oneness in being and act of the Fathértlae Son

'23ibid., 37-38.

24 ibid., 39-40.

2%ihid., 41.

28ihid., 61.

127.Cf. TorranceThe Paschal MysterB0-36.

128 Torrance The Ground and Grammar of Theolo@g-74, 126-127.

129 Thomas F. Torranc&he Trinitarian Faith: The Evangelical Theologytbé Ancient Catholic
Church,Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1988.
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(and the Holy Spirit}*° It expresses that between God and the world them
dynamic relationship. Through the incarnated Son hage objectively grounded
direct knowledge of Godf! in him God gives Godself to the humanity and im Hit
is none other than God himself who is savingly arahtively at work for us and our

salvation.*®? | will treat later its significance for TorranceZicharistic theology.

3.1.2 On the Roman Catholic Church

Torrance’s attitude towards the Roman Catholic Chus characterized by
sharp critique and brotherly responsibility. Comieg his critique he argues that
Rome got involved in Christological heresies in tbemulation of its doctrines; he
also calls into question its apostolicity due tce tdeclaration of the physical
assumption of Mary>*

Two examples help us understand Torrance’s firgiqoe. Regarding the
conception of grace he asserts that according tbhoia theology grace causes the
deification of the person, which means “the trassaitiation of human nature into
the divine” thus involving Monophysite error in tidectrine™>* It this case there is
only analogical relation between doctrine and Gblagyy. That is to say it is not the
relation of the two natures of Christ which suffaleration but a created reality in its
nature by becoming divine. It can be regarded amdyrectly as Christological error
unlike in the case of the doctrine of transubsgdiatin. Torrance by picking up the
interpretation of Calvin states that it involvesdgtc and Eutychian heresy because
such a property (invisibleness) is attributed te thumanity of Christ which is
contradictory to its naturé®

This distinction must be drawn in order to underdtprecisely the critique of
Torrance, though in both cases the problem isdhses The Christological principles
are not applied consequently in the formulatiodadtrines.

According to him in order to enter into real dission it is necessary to start at

the at the Christological level, i.e. to examine History of the doctrine of Christ, and

*%ipid., 48, 125, 130.

“lipid., 51,53.

*ipid., 138.

133 Thomas F. Torranc&onflict and Agreement in the Churafol.1, London: Lutterworth Press,
1959, 148-149, 162.

**ibid., 148.

**ipid., 166.
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particularly the decisions of the Ecumenical Colsan order to establish the basis
for investigation of further doctrinal differencE8. However at this point a new
obstacle rises which originates from the Roman @athview of tradition. The
Roman Catholic Church claims ultimate authority rov@hristian tradition and
identifies the divine truth with its own subjectivi This is made clear in the doctrine
of the infallibility of the Pope and its applicatido the doctrine of the physical
assumption of Mary, which has no apostolic legitiora Therefore Torrancegueries
the apostolicity of the Roman Catholic Chuféh.

In spite of his critical approach Torrance appéarfollow Edmund Schlink,
who was the leader of a group of Protestant themhsgin the time of the National-
Socialist régime in Germany, whose purpose wasmhiribute to the Roman Catholic
discussion on the Assumption of the Virgin MatyIn the same way, Torrance, with
brotherly responsibility, endeavors to point oué thrrors of the Roman Catholic
theology in order to be able to reach back to thestolic and Early Church tradition.
This is, in his view, the main significance of teeumenical conversations: they
happen through “constructive battles” wherein tretipipants are enriched and
corrected in their faith and lif€?

He holds that there are theologians in the Romathdlic Church who has
already returned to the biblical and apostolic fiation and those who are “deeply
hurt and abashed” by the development taking pladeé Roman Catholic Churéf?
He also envisages the possibility of a “great petighoutburst” when the fixed
dogmatic institutions will be replaced by biblitgddition within the church**

In spite of these even the possibility of the djale becomes questionable
according to Torrance until Rome does not findviéyy back to the Apostolic tradition
and become capable of historical-scientific appno&dalogue should then begin by
addressing the fundamental questions concerningtGlugy. It is noteworthy that he
regards “a great movement of reform going on inReean Church” in connection
with the revival of the biblical theology as an enraging sing:*?

1%8ihid., 151-152.
137ibid., 155.
138ihid., 155-156.
139ihid., 200.
140ihid., 162.
14libid., 155.
142ibid., 164.
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Torrance’s new approach pointing out to Christglas the starting point
could reinvigorate the dialogue. However his féat the Roman Catholic Church is
not capable of dialogue because it is unable tstrend itself has been confirmed in
his exchange of letters with James Quinn who regeatl of his critical remarks even

those related to the development of Roman Cathdsiical theology**®

3.1.3 On dialogue with the Roman Catholic Church

For Torrance the Ecumenical Movement means thatchles are ready to
correct their teaching by the critique of other rbems. In dialogue, Christian
theology in its soundness can be restored as itaslitrealize that they carry
distortions. In this process different doctrinesreot each othef** According to him
the Christological correction of Ecclesiology art tEschatological correction of
both are the most necessafy.

The Christological correction has already takerc@la the Reformed Church
directed not only to the doctrine of the Church btithe sacraments as well. The
Roman Catholic Church however lacks this correctdn the other hand he states “if
the doctrine of Christ and the Church have theneselsuffered from arrested
development in the Reformed Churches that is un@olypdue to the failure to think
eschatology into the wholé?®

In the years following Vatican Il, he imagined tthi@logue with Rome as one
which would take a “seminar form” that is “a groofptheologians ‘work together on
an agreed set of texts, preferably from the Greathdfs outside the immediate
traditions of Roman and Reformed Churché$"Inasmuch this type of dialogue
would be realized it would be able to correct bidte Reformed and the Roman
Catholic theology as well as, which seems more majpb according to Torrance, the
Roman theologians would be able to hear voicesrdttan their own outside their

“immediate tradition.**®

“3ibid., 165.

“%ibid., 199-200.

“ibid., 201.

“Cibid., 201.

" Torrance quoted by Odair Pedroso Mateus in Odairéso MateusBeyond Confessionalism:
Essays on the Practice of Reformed EcumeniSép Paulo: Emblema, 2010, 81.

18 Torrance states that the Roman theologians “atersed in upon themselves that they are unable
really to listen to others.” in Torranc€pnclict and Agreemenipl. 2, 146.
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The dialogue however did not take this shape sg@urpose was instead to

get involved in a “constructive battle,” “to locédtee present convergences, continuing
tensions, and open questiori$’ Therefore Torrance could fight such a battle only
alone that is to correct the Reformed theology &mgresent it to the dialogue
meeting in a well-developed form. This process isatvwe will outline in the

following pages.

3.1.4 The correction of Reformed theology

The correction of the Reformed theology does ncamibat Torrance would
refuse the principles which the Reformers laid dowuat rather to strengthen the
Christological framework of the doctrine of the Badst and highlight its
Eschatological implications. We can see the fornmerhis interpretation of the
Reformed Eucharistic teachiftf.

According to Torrance in the time of Reformatioe tilass as a timeless rite,
the “counterpart in time, ..., of a timeless reaftty” was replaced by “the historical
Supper” which is grounded on the actions of theohisal Jesus. Its eschatological
aspect has been, however, preserved by insistirthepresence of the living Christ
in whom the new age has overtaken us. In the Sujpgecoming Kingdom of God
becomes sacramentally unveif@dThus the Reformed theology is able to express the
right mode ofsacramental relatiorbetween Christ and us which has to reflect and
image the mode of hypostatic union in Cht¥tThis relation is dynamic and because
it is brought about by the Holy Spirit, it is incpnehensible to us. The only way to
approach it is to conceive it after the patterthefhypostatic uniofc*

Torrance states that theffect of our communion with Christ has two
“moments”. The first is that we receive “His Gift Himself in all that He has done
on our behalf**> The second is that we participate “in the wholeHi$ obedient
Self-oblation to the Father” that is we “lift up robearts in praise and thanksgiving

199 Meyer and VisherQp. Cit.,436.

1301 will treat his interpretation using his papesward a Doctrine of the Lord’s Suppier Thomas F.
Torrance Conflict and Agreement in the Churalol. 2, London: Lutterworth Press, 1959, 133-153.
was prepared for the Creed Association of the GhafScotland.

*Lipid., 139.

*Zipid., 139.

53 Cf. ibid., 139-140.

4 Cf. ibid., 142.

ipid., 147.
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..., in which we cling to the royal intercessiongiué ascended Lord™ It is worth to
note that at this stage Torrance’s train of thoughin an intermediary level. He
already transcended Calvin’s conceptiorswfsum corddut does not yet express the
“‘double movement,” i.e. God-humanward and humanv@od, within the Eucharist
as clearly as he will do in his papete Paschal Mystery’

The same is true for Eucharistic character of tbhedls Supper. Torrance by
basing his argument mainly on the thought of Caleontrasts the notion of
“propitiatory sacrifice” and the “eucharistic sdim@” with respect to the Lord’s
Supper. The former had been offered by Christ amkfor all and we can offer to
God only praise and thanksgiving accompanied byritghaesponding to that
sacrifice!®® Torrance goes on to state that Calvin, by emphmgthe role of Christ as
the one Priest and excluding the Roman concepfignopitiatory sacrifice, can even
speak about “offering Christ to the Father andirsgtilim before the Father’'s Face”
however he takes the edge off this citation agggthat it means that “we have place
in Christ's Self-consecration on our behalf andf-petsentation before the Face of
the Father in Heavert® It is far from his complex concept of the Euchigis
sacrifice as it appears in his later stdefy.

Now let us consider how Torrance looks upon thenBtatogical implication
of the Eucharist. Its importance is reflected iratttaccording to Torrance the
differences between the Roman Catholic Church aedChurches of the Reformation
in the Eucharistic teaching narrowed down consiaggrhy the return of the Roman
theologians to “a deeper understanding of the sammégal and eschatological
significance of the Eucharist® These are the topics which he unfolds in his paper
Eschatology and the Eucharist?

The Eucharist is an eschatological event. In itghmusiaof the Lord takes
place and in him the breaking into the historyte Kingdom of God as well as the

mystery of the union between Christ and the Chbetomes unveiled however none

Cibid., 147.

5" TorranceThe Paschal Mystery42.

138 Torrance Towards a Doctrine of the Lord’s Supp@#9.

%ibid., 150.

80 TorranceThe Paschal Mysterg2, 37.

181 Torrance Eschatology 154.

1621t was published in Thomas F. Torran@enflict and Agreement in the Churcfol. 2, London:
Lutterworth Press, 1959, 154-202. This paper wapaned for the World Conference on Faith and
Oder at Lund, and published also in Donald M. Badind John Marsh (edsliitercommunion
London S.C.M. Press, 1952, 303-350.
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of them in their fullness as in the Second AdV&htt has more implications two of
which we shall treat, the latter more fully in orde be able to compare with the later
views of Torrance.

In the Eucharist the Church gets under the impatiteoeschatonparticipates
in its new being and confronts with it. This comftation reveals the contradiction
between its form and order and the form and orfi&irigdom of God as well as that
the Church is also an earthly institution. Therefthre Church receives judgment upon
its forms which does not belong to &ssebut to this passing worftf? In fact it is a
sharp critique against the Roman Catholic Churtcheherated heavy debate between
Torrance and James Quinn on the pag&hefScotsmatf®

Torrance conceives the relation between the adtfidhrist and the Church in
the sacraments on the basis of the Chalcedonianufarwith the proviso that the
latter is subordinated to the former. Tdatio of Christ and thee-actio of the Church
relate to one another as Christ’s two natdf@s.

They may not be identified with or separate froraheather however they are
united “in the koinonia of the eternal Spirit, ..., through whom we are give
participate in that oblation made on our beh#if.This participation is eschatological
which means that the Eucharistic rite will be désgld by the Marriage Supper of the
Lamb. Nevertheless this future Supper interperesrtéite present one and tieeactio
of the Church iglisplacedby theactio of Christ (eschatological substitution) who is
the “true Celebrant at the holy tabfé®

The idea of subordination and displacement of tiher€h’s action has an
important role in Torrance’s view on the Euchacisacrifice. The bearing of the
divine judgment which is the essence of the deeQluist’'s atonement can not be
prolonged or repeated in a ceremonial cultus. dh only be proclaimed and
celebrated *° The Eucharistic sacrifice as a sing points todhne action and is
subordinated to that. We are given to participat€hrist’'s sacrifice but “in such a
way, ..., that He removes Himself to a holy distafroen us.”’® Therefore we can

'*%ipid., 170-171.

*4ipid., 174-175.

185 The exchange of letter has been collected by fioerand published in the first volume of his book
Conflict and Agreement in the Church, 164-189.

186 Torrance Eschatology 163.

"*7ipid., 178.
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%ibid., 181.

ibid., 182.
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conceive the Eucharistic sacrifice only in that vilagt we offer ourselves and all that
we have to the Father and lay it on the altar wh&lrist however ultimately our

offering will be displaced by of Chrisf! This view is opposed quite clear to the
Roman Catholic teaching involving identity betweabe sacramental sings with the
glorified Body of Christ and between the actiontbé Church and the action of
Christ. Behind these Torrance suspects a Pelagieminke of the atonement?

By the subordination and substitution Torrance appeto defend the
Reformed principles concerning the Eucharisticifiaerhowever doing so he fails to
apply consequently the Chalcedonian patternTHe Paschal Mysterjhowever, he
does not emphasize so strongly these featureseofefation between the action of
Christ and the Church in the Eucharist but theyuaftthem!” That is, Torrance’s
correction of the Reformed theology does not staia point but by the consequent
application of the Christological principles prodeeand as we shall see reaches that
point where the difference between the Roman Ciatlarid Reformed Eucharistic

teaching further narrows down.

3.2 Torrance’s contribution to the Reformed—Roman @tholic dialogue on the

Eucharist

As we have seen in the first section of this chapiterrance intends to exclude the
dualistic implications from theology by applying tibthe Christology of the Early
Church. According to him both the Roman Catholid dhe Reformed churches
struggle with the dualism in their Eucharistic t@iag. In his contribution to the
Reformed-Catholic dialogue session on the Euchar presents the corrected
doctrine of the real presence and the Eucharidurifkce. This is one of the
Ecumenical significances of his paper. | shallttiean detail later. Let us start by
looking at Torrance’s main ideas in order to untderg his study in whole.

According to Torrance the Eucharist points beyotsgli to the paschal
mystery of Christ. That is to say its substancesisis in the vicarious humanity of

Christ and his mediatorship between God and humaffit

"Libid., 183.

2ibid., 183-184.

13 TorranceThe Paschal Mystery?2.
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He states the following about the mediatiorshigCbfist: The Son of God in
his incarnation assumed and sanctified all thaiuis in order to present us in and
with himself to the Father. Thus Christ as the Mé&al between God and humanity
received the things of God for us and receiving whaurs offered it in himself to
God; he acted as our High Priest in the vicarioaseiving and in vicarious
offering!” Here two activities become evident in the medgtir of Christ, one
from the Father towards humanity and the other fhommanity towards the Fath&f.

In Torrance’s view, however, Christ’'s redemptivediagon did not stop in
the end of his earthly life. After his ascensiorcaintinues in his heavenly priestly
ministry, worshiping God and making intercession ds before the Fathéf’ Thus
his redemptive agency is ‘prolonged’ and we canragard it as an event occurred in
the past but as his living activity taking placestantly for our salvation.

Torrance, following Cyril of Alexandia and Athanasj emphasizes the
importance of the role of Christ’s praying and wuopsng in his vicarious human life
and thus in the saving economy. In becoming mams@hlorshiped as man, as one of
us in his whole life on earth and after ascensiothe heavenly sanctuary. He does
not only worshipped God as one of us but vicarpwsi our behalf, worshiping ‘in
spirit and truth’, i.e. in a worthy manner. Hehe tpraying and worshiping High Priest
in our place and on our behalf, “in union with whara may approach the Father and
be accepted by him as his dear childré.Concerning the Eucharist the heavenly
worship of the incarnated Son toward the Fatherahgseat emphasis. These ideas
will be important in the definition of the meanin§our Eucharistic celebration.

Turning back to the twofold activity of Christ aseliator, it is described by
Torrance on the one hand as the activity of Go@ad towards humanity and on the
other hand as the activity of God as human tow&uddself. The former is the self-
giving of God to us through the incarnation of Ben and the latter is the self-
offering of Jesus Christ through his ascensiorméRather. We participate in both. In
the Eucharist, however, the latter aspect is momment’®
The first aspect constitutes the basis for the tstdeding of the real presence

of Christ in the Eucharist. On the basis of theeneimt oneness of the Giver and the

% ibid., 23.

"®ibid., 22, 27.

Tibid., 22.
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Gift, what we receive in the Eucharist is not sdnreg from Christ, e.g. created grace,
his body and blood, etc., but the whole Christ #mmdugh him God himself° There
does not seem to be any difference between thedfsthparousiaand theparousia

of God through the incarnated Son in the earthly ¢f Jesus Christ except in one
aspect, i.e. that thearousiain the Eucharist takes place in the Holy Spiritovi$ also
one in being and in activity with the Father (anthvthe Son) thus his presence in the
Eucharist means the presence of God himself. Eh&d say that in the Eucharistic
celebration we have union with Christ in the Spifstuch as he has with the Father
eternally in the same Spirit ... thus the real preseof him who is both Giver and
Gift in the Eucharist is a real presence of thetneaalted kind, one grounded in the
real presence of God to himsetf”

Here we can see that Torrance strengthened therrRadoconception of
Christ’s presence in the Eucharist by asserting“theough the Spirit” means no less
than a similar bound which takes place betweeménsons of the Trinity"?

The second aspect, i.e. the self-offering of Chiesthe Father, or in other
words the activity of God as human towards god$ays the foundation for how we
conceive of the Eucharistic sacrifice. The righpraach ensues from the inherent
oneness of the Offerer and the Offering as in tiee ©f the Eucharistic presence of
God in the Eucharist. The identification of the €@#ér and the Offering means that
what the incarnate Son offers to the Father onbainalf is his human life in unity
with his divine life, his self-offering to the Fah'®® In the Eucharistic celebration
we, united to Christ through the Spirit, particgan this self-offering to the Father
and thus appear with him and in him and through Ifore God in worship with the
sacrifice of our Mediator and High Prie&t,

We can see that in both cases the agency of tihe $rit is indispensable.
Through the Holy Spirit we participate of the whalaschal mystery of Christ. It is
the Holy Spirit who is in charge of the actualipatiof the redemption in our life.
Through him or rather in him we partake both of sed-giving of God concerning

18 Even the notion ofracecan be proved improper in this context if we ustind it as a created
intermediary between God and man.

"®lipid., 30, 37.

182 Elsewhere he states that ,No union, save that@Persons of the Holy Trinity, could be closer,
without passing into absolute identity, than thetideen Christ and His Church as enacted in the Holy
Eucharist.” in Torrancezschatology188-189.

183 Here the emphasis is on the human nature of Ctiwisever the universal range of Christ historical
self-offering is based on the doctrinehmimoousion
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the Eucharistiparousiaand of the self-offering of Christ regarding thacharistic
sacrifice.

Finally let us turn to definition of Eucharistic vahip according to Torrance
on the basis of the thoughts presented above. ThkdEstic celebration as a human
act is prayer, thanksgiving and worship. Howeuee, tuman acts and the acts of God
are inseparable. Concerning the relation of thedruand the divine acts the human
can not be described as an answer to the actsaf*®im worship “through the Spirit
we are given to share in the vicarious life, faphayer, worship, thanksgiving, and
self-offering of Jesus Christ to the Fath&f’As we are united with Christ when we
pray, it is Christ who glorifies the Father. Oretbther way round, in Eucharistic
worship there takes place a living presentationCbirist to the Fathe?’ The
Eucharistic celebration is our participation in thearious obedient life, self-offering
and heavenly worship of Christ toward the Fatheough the Spirit, i.e. it is
participation through the Spirit in the whole vicars life, earthly and heavenly, of
Jesus Christ?®

First, it is worth to note that here Torrance donesemphasize the distinction
between human and divine act in the Eucharistdeoto avoid their identification as
he did previously, but he stresses the unity afnthidis teaching developed definitely.
By the consequent application of the sacramentahnuvhich, according to Torrance,
is to be conceived on the analogy of the hypostation, he is able to speak of the
human and divine act without any separation foaismtheir togetherness.

The main ecumenical significance of Torrance’s lauistic theology derives
from this development whereby the Reformed-Romathdlia dialogue on the
Eucharistic sacrifice becomes possible.

At the fourth session of the Reformed — Roman @athdialogue The
Presence of Christ in Church and Wothe participants avoided to treat the topic of
the Eucharistic sacrificE® However, if we compare the ideas of James Quirth an
Torrance, some interesting similarities can be olesk

185 Cf. ibid., 22.

%8 ihid., 22.

87 Cf. ibid., 22.
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According to Quinn the Eucharistic sacrifice ig tive repetition of the one
sacrifice of Christ® Torrance obviously agrees with this because the afnthe
Reformers’ main critique against Rome was thatphests repeated the sacrifice of
Christ at the Mas$™*

In Quinn’s view Christ's redemptive work did nohce with his deatf®?
Torrance states the sarhi@.

Quinn asserts that both the priest and the vigtithe Eucharist is the “whole
Christ,” as Torrance does but he uses the termer@faind Offering®

Quinn insists that the “eucharistic sacrifice isrenthan a sacrifice of praise
and thanksgiving. ... we really enter into his (Ctsjs sacrificial act of self-
giving.”**> Torrance writes that the Eucharist “must to beausbod as act of prayer,
thanksgiving and worship, ..., but as act in whiciotigh the Spirit we are given to
share in the vicarious life, faith, prayer, worshipanksgiving, and self-offering of
Jesus Christ to the Father®

On this basis, we can conclude that there is @ndibpic concerning the
Eucharist, beyond the real presence of Christ, diclwagreement or at least the

reduction of differences, is possible.
Conclusion

In this chapter of my thesis | have treated thelthgyy of Thomas F. Torrance and
some aspects of his contribution to the Reform&bman Catholic dialogue. | have
pointed out that in his view the crucial task o theology today is to get rid of the
dualistic thoughts which penetrated into it anctllls for a recovery of the principles
which have been formulated in the early Christianit

| have shown that by his critique against the Ror@atholic Church he
intends to call the attention for the errors ofdtsctrines which need Christological
correction. He hoped that this correction will tgitace in the dialogue however it did
not take that shape what he proposed and which dvéatilitate the mutual

1% Quinn,Op. Cit.,16.

191 7wingli, Commentary234-235; Calvin|nstitutes,937- 938,
192 Quinn,Op. Cit, 16.

193 TorranceThe Paschal Myster22.

19 Quinn,Op. Cit.,18; TorranceThe Paschal Myster37-38.
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correction. Its purpose was rather to clarify thectdnal divergences and
convergences.

Than | outlined how his Eucharistic theology deypeld by the Christological
and Eschatological correction of the Reformersciags and became capable to
facilitate the dialogue between the Reformed andh&wo Catholic churches on the
Eucharist. | have concluded that on the basis ©thoughts the agreement or at least
the reduction of differences concerning the doetohthe Eucharistic sacrifice seems

to be possible.
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Conclusion

In the first chapter of my thesis | have summarittesl early Reformed theology on
the Eucharist on the basis of the teaching of bldwingli and John Calvin. At first
sight there seems to be a wide gap between thelepgons of the Eucharist because
of Zwingli’'s accent on the Eucharist as remembrahpeinted out that he believes in
the omnipresence of Christ therefore we can notlode that in his view Christ is not
present in the Eucharist. On the contrary, Chaspresent according to his divine
nature. Our communion with Christ is also one afrhiain concerns. He just does not
conceive of the Lord’s Supper as a special eventChbfist's presence and our
communion with him. His openness to the view thateat Christ’s flesh “quite apart
from external perception” shows that the agreemeotld be possible between
Calvin and Zwingli*®’

Concerning the sacrificial aspect of the Euchatigty have similar views.
Both of them are against the Roman Catholic commepof the Eucharist as a
sacrifice. Calvin can accept only one kind of damiwhich involves charity and
thanksgiving. The interpretation of the Lord’s Sapps thanksgiving is important in
the teaching of Zwingli as well. 1 have noticed tttea this point the difference
between the Reformed and Roman Catholic theologyseto be more significant
than in the case of Christ’s Eucharistic presere@bse while in the latter case the
question is the mode of presence in the former ttes&eformers refuse to deal with
the question as to how the offering of Christ and offering (if we can offer
anything) in the Eucharist relate to one another.

In the second chapter of my thesis | outlined thain concerns and
achievements of the forth session of Reformed — &voi@atholic dialoguerhe
Presence of Christ in Church and Woitetld between the representatives of the
World Alliance of Reformed Churches and the Romaath@lic Secretariat for
Promoting Christian Unity in 1977. During that megtthe main attention was paid
to the presence of Christ in the Eucharist and pheicipants agreed on the real
presence. | have shown that the agreement was Widernt was reflected in the final
report. | have come to this conclusion becaushkarfihal text there is no indication of
the topics on which the delegates agreed and orbdkes of which the consensus

197 Zwingli, On the Lord’s Suppef,96.
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could be reached, e.g. agreement “in rejectingptmgsicalist approach to the real
presence and to the change of elemelifsTherefore the final report is not explicit
enough and it might lead to confusion.

The other issue on which | have focused in thersgchapter is the sacrificial
aspect of the Eucharist. James Quinn and Thomagoffance formulated their
teaching on this topic in a very similar way. Whdeiinn writes that “we really enter
into his (Christ's) sacrificial act of self-givind?® Torrance asserts that in the
Eucharist the Godward aspect is prominent, thdbis participation through the
Spirit in the self-consecration and self-offerinfgtiee whole Christ, ..., to the Father
..."? Thijs aspect of the Eucharist was not treated dutie meeting even though the
reduction of the difference between the churchethisfield seems to be possible. |
have postponed the detailed treatment of this tmpibe third chapter.

In the last chapter | have treated the contribubThomas F. Torrance to the
Reformed — Roman Catholic dialogue on the Euchdrisst | have outlined how he
interprets the history of theology. His main comcex the problem of dualism in the
theology which once already resolved in the fiesttaries therefore Torrance calls for
a recovery of the principles of the early Chrisifianl have pointed out that his
Eucharistic theology is based on those principles.

Then | have dealt with his attitude towards them@n Catholic Church and
what is his view about the Reformed-Catholic dial®gAccording to Torrance the
Roman Catholic doctrines need Christological cdmmec He hoped that this
correction would | take place in the dialogue; hearet did not take the t shape that
he proposed and which would facilitate the mutwatexction.

Finally I have summarized how Torrance developedReformed Eucharistic
teaching and facilitated the dialogue. | have cotet that his view on the
Eucharistic sacrifice entails the possibility ofregment on this aspect of the
Eucharist between the Reformed and the Roman Gatttalrches. This suggests that
future dialogue on this matter between Catholicd Reformed could benefit more

from Torrance’s contribution than what the firsagh of the dialogue indicates.

1% Torrance, Barth, Quinn and Hoffmammalysis of General Discussiqrés.
199 Quinn,Op. Cit.,18.
20 TorranceThe Paschal Myster27.
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