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The	Reserved	Sacrament	and	Our	Catholic	Christology	
	
Introduction	
You	can	discern	quite	a	bit	of	a	parish’s	pattern	of	worship	before	a	service	begins.	The	
more	choices	you	find	from	church	to	church	the	more	you	learn.	But	if	we	were	to	
consider	what	would	be	essential,	Anglicans	are	contented	with	a	pulpit,	a	table,	and	a	
bowl	for	water	drawn	from	a	faucet.	Because	it	is	these	three,	and	only	the	three	that	God	
has	promised	to	come	down	from	heaven	to	share	his	gifts	with	us.	
	
We	have	a	table	for	our	Communion	with	the	Lord	Jesus.	Where	by	faith	we’re	reminded	
of	all	the	benefits,	too	many	to	be	numbered,	that	God	has	done	for	us	in	the	death	of	His	
Son.	We	have	a	bowl,	or	font	of	water	for	the	baptism	where	we’re	reminded	of	how	
simply	are	sins	are	washed	away,	how	we	are	born	again	by	the	Holy	Spirit,	and	by	his	
gracious	election	are	sealed	to	be	his	own	sons	and	daughters.	And	we	have	a	pulpit	on	
which	is	set	the	Scriptures	where	we’re	reminded	of	all	that	God	has	said	to	us	by	way	of	
revelation	that	God	uses	to	accomplish	continually	our	sanctification.	
	
Anglicans	keep	such	simplicity	to	keep	worship’s	focus	on	the	beauty	of	our	Savior,	the	
Lord	Jesus	Christ.	This	is	not	just	a	matter	of	our	cultural	preference	or	our	history,	but	it	
is	due	to	a	sober	faithfulness	to	God’s	revealed	Word.	Yet,	like	Peter	desiring	to	erect	
tabernacles	for	Jesus,	Moses,	and	Elijah	on	the	Mount	of	Transfiguration,	we	unknowingly	
rob	our	unique	Savior	of	his	place	in	the	fullness	of	God.	Like	Peter,	we	may	want	to	add	
one	little	thing,	not	realizing	we	water	down	God’s	revealed	plan	of	our	salvation	in	Jesus,	
pulling	him	down.	Rather	than	understand	to	what	extent	the	greatest	fullness,	the	
perfection	of	God,	the	Lord	Jesus	truly	is,	we	like	Peter	place	him	on	the	same	level	as	
Moses	and	Elijah.	
	
Over	the	intervening	centuries,	other	tabernacles	have	been	built	in	our	sanctuaries,	the	
aumbry	in	a	near	wall	and	a	literal	tabernacle	on	an	eastward	reredos.	Both	with	lights	
near	to	indicate	symbolically	the	local	presence	of	Christ	in	the	elements	that	have	been	
set	aside	after	Holy	Communion.	A	number	of	present-day	Anglican	parishes	have	
inherited	such	furnishing	which	mark	the	error	of	previous	generations.	They	remain	
unexamined	artifacts.	It	is	a	minister’s	charge	to	measure	them	against	our	two	principles.	
They	are	not	adiaphora,	but	both	aumbry	and	tabernacle	represent	a	doctrinal	departure	
from	biblical	and	conciliar	Christology:	the	hypostatic	union	of	the	person	of	Christ	as	
Mediator	both	fully	divine	and	fully	human	is	compromised.	
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Our	Anglican	forbearers	understood	how	easily	and	simply	we	can	be	prone	to	wander.	
God	had	to	reveal	so	that	we	might	receive	his	gifts.	We	are	not	to	add	to	them.	In	terms	
of	our	doctrine	of	Christ	it	is	for	two	simple	but	profound	reasons:	faithfulness	to	biblical	
and	conciliar	Christology	that	underlines	his	uniqueness	as	our	divine-human	Mediator,	
and	an	anthropology	that	upholds	the	doctrine	of	the	presence	of	the	sin	that	remains	to	
distort	our	response	in	worship.	These	two	reasons	are	consistently	kept	in	the	forefront	
of	the	liturgical	word	and	action	in	the	1662	Book	of	Common	Prayer,	its	rubrics,	in	the	
1571	Thirty-Nine	Articles,	and	in	our	forbearers	own	polemical	writings.		
	
Our	Catholic	Christology	
Throughout	the	many	christological	and	in	consequence	eucharistic	controversies	of	the	
early	modern	period,	our	historical	formularies	have	consistently	defended	the	Council	of	
Chalcedon’s	definition	(451AD)	of	Christ’s	divinity	and	humanity.	Consider	Bettenson’s	
translation	of	Chalcedon:		
	
…recognized	in	two	natures,	without	confusion,	without	change,	without	division,	without	
separation;	the	distinction	of	natures	being	in	no	way	annulled	by	the	union,	but	rather	the	
characteristics	of	each	nature	being	preserved	and	coming	together	to	form	one	person	and	
subsistence,	not	as	parted	or	separated	into	two	persons,	but	one	and	the	same	Son	and	
Only-begotten	God	the	Word,	Lord	Jesus	Christ.1	
	
Chalcedon	answers	the	question	of	Immanuel:	what	does	it	mean	that	‘God	is	with	us’,	
that	he	is	truly	God	and	he	is	truly	with	us?	It	is	not	just	something	that	happened	in	the	
past	when	Jesus	took	our	flesh	but	he	continues	to	be	incarnate	today.	If	Jesus	Christ	has	
a	human	body	like	you	and	me,	a	human	body	of	hands	and	feet	and	limited	range	of	
motion,	etc.,	it	has	to	be	somewhere,	because	a	human	body	is	locatable.		

 
1	Bettenson,	Documents	of	the	Christian	Church,	Oxford:	University	Press,	2nd	ed.,	1967.,	p.	51.	On	so	we	find	
very	similar	language	of	Article	II	of	the	Thirty-Nine	Articles:	
Article	2.	Of	the	Word	or	Son	of	God,	which	was	made	very	Man.	
The	Son,	which	is	the	Word	of	the	Father,	begotten	from	everlasting	of	the	Father,	the	very	and	eternal	God,	
and	of	one	substance	with	the	Father,	took	man’s	nature	in	the	womb	of	the	Blessed	Virgin,	of	her	substance:	
so	that	two	whole	and	perfect	natures,	that	is	to	say	the	Godhead	and	manhood,	were	joined	together	in	one	
Person,	never	to	be	divided,	whereof	is	one	Christ,	very	God	and	very	Man,	who	truly	suffered,	was	crucified,	
dead	and	buried,	to	reconcile	his	Father	to	us	and	to	be	a	sacrifice,	not	only	for	original	guilt	but	also	for	all	
actual	sins	of	men.	
To	enable	human	beings	to	be	in	a	real	personal	relationship	with	God	and	for	the	salvation	of	human	
beings	to	be	accomplished,	it	was	necessary	for	Jesus	also	to	be	truly	human	as	he	is	truly	divine.	This	is	the	
incarnation,	the	conception	by	the	power	of	the	Holy	Spirit	in	the	womb	of	the	Virgin	Mary.	Thus,	Christ	
gained	a	full,	true	human	nature.	It	is	the	incarnation	that	draws	the	two	entire	and	perfect	natures	
together	in	one	Person,	never	to	be	divided.	The	two	natures	are	distinct,	not	separate.	This	understanding	
was	the	fruit	of	centuries	of	reflection	that	culminated	in	the	Council	of	Chalcedon	in	451.		
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It	is	this	essential	principle,	we	must	reckon	with	how	Jesus,	fully	God	and	fully	man,	
relates	to	space.	The	Eternal	Son	is	omnipresent	transcendent	of	all	space,	along	with	the	
Father	and	the	Spirit.	But	by	taking	a	human	body	he	becomes	spatially	finite.	How	do	
they	correlate?	The	Church	fathers	always	concerned	to	keep	the	integrity	of	the	natures,	
the	hypostatic	union	of	both	divine	and	human	in	the	person	of	the	Mediator,	developed	
the	extra	carnem	doctrine	from	Chalcedon.	The	extra	carnem	is	not	an	invention	of	the	
Reformation.	It	has	precedence	in	the	patristic	church2,	it	is	found	in	the	Scholastics	of	
the	Middle	Ages	such	as	Thomas	Aquinas	and	Gabriel	Biel3.	It	is	present	in	the	writing	of	
Ulrich	Zwingli	prior	to	the	Marburg	Colloquy	in	1529	with	Luther.4	Although	a	Latin	term	
like	extra	carnem	may	seem	a	bit	archaic,	it	is	actually	getting	at	a	basic	question	that	a	
five-year	old	child	might	ask,	‘Where	is	Jesus?’	The	answer	is	complicated:	he	is	with	you	
as	in	‘two	who	are	gathered	together	in	my	name,	I	am	there’	and	he	has	ascended	to	the	
right	hand	of	the	Father.	
	
The	doctrine	of	extra	carnem5	is	the	christological	doctrine	which	understands	that	Jesus,	
while	taking	a	human	body,	remains	spatially	infinite.	He	is	the	omnipresent	Son	of	the	
Father	and	simultaneously	is	contained	in	his	human	body.	He	is	fully	incarnate	in	his	

 
2	For	relevant	material	in	earlier	Christian	thought,	see,	e.g.,	Athanasius,	De	incarnatione	17	(174);	
Augustine,	In	Iohann.	12.8	(125);	Cyril	of	Alexandria,	Scholia	27	(550–51);	John	of	Damascus,	Expos.	fidei	3.7	
(123,	125–26).	
3	For	a	discussion	of	Aquinas,	see	Andrew	McGinnis,	The	Son	of	God	Beyond	the	Flesh	(T&T	Clark	Studies	in	
Systematic	Theology	29)	London:	Bloomsbury	Publishing,	2014	and	K.j.	Drake,	‘Beyond	the	Flesh:	Why	
Aquinas	is	both	a	beacon	and	a	bridge	for	orthodox	Christology’	Credo	Magazine	June	24,	2022.	Vol.	13	Issue	
2.	For	a	discussion	of	Biel,	see	Heiko	Oberman,	The	Harvest	of	Medieval	Theology:	Gabriel	Biel	and	Late	
Medieval	Nominalism.	(Durham	NC:	Labyrinth	Press,	1983),	especially	chapter	8	‘Christ	and	the	Eucharist’.	
4	Zwingli	writing	in	1525	in	The	Commentary	on	True	and	False	Religion		rejects	the	Roman	Catholic	doctrine	
of	transubstantiation,	by	making	an	argument	which	he	likely	learned	from	the	Hussites	that	Christ’s	body	
cannot	be	at	the	Lord’s	Supper	because	he	is	ascended	to	heaven.	He	is	bodily	absent	therefore	
transubstantiation	must	be	rejected.	Zwingli	begins	with	the	integrity	of	Christ	as	our	Mediator.	To	be	our	
Mediator	he	must	be	fully	human,	possessing	a	fully	human	body.	To	be	fully	human	is	to	be	finite,	
therefore	to	ascend	is	to	be	no	longer	bodily	present.	The	doctrine	is	not	merely	speculative	but	a	mark	of	
true	religion.	In	his	debates	with	Lutherans	and	their	charge	of	Nestorianism,	that	the	separation	of	the	
divine	leads	to	the	extra	carnem,	forces	him	to	articulate	his	position	within	conciliar	Christology.	We	see	in	
Zwingli’s	final	works	(1530-31)	his	defense	of	Chalcedonian	Christology	in	the	integrity	of	the	two	natures	in	
Christ’s	person	as	the	foundation	for	the	extra	carnem.	Zwingli’s	work	underlined	the	importance	of	
Chalcedon	as	a	necessary	element	for	the	reformed,	the	Supper,	and	our	relationship	with	Lutheranism.	
5	One	may	also	know	it	by	the	term	extra	calvinisticum.	Extra	calvinisticum	is	name	that	began	as	a	
pejorative	in	a	1620’s	debate	among	two	Lutherans	theology	faculties.	The	debate	was	on	Lutheran	
Christology	in	which	one	accuses	the	other	of	an	‘extra	calvinisticum’.	Literally,	‘that	strange	Calvinistic	
“beyond”’.	It	does	not	appear	again	until	it	was	taken	up	by	Lutherans	in	the	20th	century	then	borrowed	at	
that	time	by	reformed	theology	to	name	their	own	position.	It	remains	a	pressing	issue	of	division	between	
Lutherans	and	Anglicans	who	conform	to	the	historical	formularies.	The	differences	between	Anglicans	and	
Lutherans	may	not	be	summed	up	in	this	issue,	but	they	do	circle	around	this	issue	concerning	the	Lord’s	
Supper.	
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human	nature	and	simultaneously	beyond	that	human	nature	as	the	eternal	Son.	This	is	
not	a	separation	of	his	person	but	his	personal	presence	can	be	understood	as	both	
infinite	with	the	Father	and	finite	with	his	human	body.		
	
The	Marburg	Colloquy	debate	between	Luther	and	Zwingli	concerning	the	presence	of	
Christ	in	the	Lord’s	Supper	is	in	essence	a	debate	between	extra	carnem	v.	Luther’s	
ubiquity	–	the	position	that	Christ’s	human	body	takes	to	itself	omnipresence,	at	least	
potentially	so,	making	it	possible	for	Christ	to	be	present	at	all	communion	tables	bodily.6	
There	is	no	patristic	foundation	for	this	belief,	but	due	to	Luther’s	position	became	the	
hallmark	of	Lutheran	theology	of	the	Supper.	Lutherans	cannot	compromise	on	this	
position	because	he	remains	in	a	sense	their	guiding	star.	Indeed	they	have	gone	to	great	
length	to,	as	it	were,	‘make	it	work’	redefining	one	of	the	key	doctrines	of	the	relation	
between	the	two	nature	of	Christ	called	the	communication	of	properties	(communicatio	
idiomatum)		
	
The	communication	idiomatum	is	the	communication	of	attributes	between	Christ’s	
human	and	divine	nature.	We	see	this	in	Scripture.	When	we	read	how	‘you	crucified	the	
Lord	of	glory’	did	we	put	nails	through	the	divine?	No,	because	divinity	is	spirit	and	you	
cannot	put	nails	through	a	spirit.	However,	Jesus	the	Eternal	Son	also	had	a	body	that	was	
crucified.	So	we	can	say,	‘Jesus	was	crucified’	or	that	‘God	was	crucified’	but	by	that	we	
mean	the	one	who	is	both	God	and	man	was	crucified	according	to	his	human	nature.	
This	is	why	when	theologian	discuss	the	Lord	Jesus	one	qualifies,	‘according	to	his	divine	
nature’	and	‘according	to	his	human	nature’.	This	is	the	communication,	how	we	talk	
about	attributes	applied	to	Christ	that	only	metaphysically	apply	to	one	nature	yet	are	
properly	predicated	or	applied	to	his	whole	person.		
	
Lutherans	change	the	definition	of	the	communicatio.	The	communicatio	idiomatum	is	
not	the	verbal	discussion	of	how	to	predicate	things	to	Christ,	but	a	metaphysical	sharing	
of	properties	from	the	divine	nature	to	the	human	nature,	which	is	how	they	come	to	
justify	ubiquity.	Because	in	his	hypostatic	union	Christ	has	united	these	two,	there	is	
metaphysical	aspects	such	as	omnipresence	and	omniscience	which	become	properties	of	
the	humanity,	transforming	it.	Luther	argued	that	this	communication	happened	at	
Christ’s	ascension,	but	subsequent	Lutherans	went	further.	Many	have	insisted	

 
6	Luther	attempted	to	resolve	a	problem	for	him	in	Ephesians	4.10	where	he	read	‘Christ	fills	all	things.’	He	
reached	back	into	the	late	medieval	nominalist	tradition	and	its	concept	of	repletive	presence	to	describe	the	
manner	in	which	God	is	present	in	the	world.	One	could	argue	that	there	is	a	minor	precedent	for	
omnipresence	or	potential	omnipresence,	but	it	is	unique	to	Luther	in	its	application	to	the	Supper.	
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communication	occurred	at	the	incarnation,	Christ	is	ubiquitous	at	conception	
emphasizing	deification	or	theosis.	
	
The	danger	of	the	error	in	the	divinization	of	Christ’s	human	nature	at	the	incarnation	is	
that	one	could	argue	that	it	is	bi-directional.	In	other	words,	human	properties	are	also	
assumed	metaphysically	by	the	divine.	Thus,	the	critical	doctrine	of	God’s	impassibility	is	
lost:	God	changes	and	suffers.	God	does	not	know	things.	Thus,	when	he	asks	Adam	and	
Eve	in	the	Garden,	‘Where	are	you?’	God	legitimately	does	not	know!	Sadly,	the	Lutheran	
definition	has	wrongly	been	the	default	among	Anglicans.	
	
For	Anglicans,	the	simple	and	clear	words	of	Scripture	about	the	ascension	of	Christ,	
about	his	no	longer	being	with	us	in	his	bodily	presence,	is	decisive.	In	the	ascension	
Christ	moves	bodily	to	heaven.	He	is	not	bodily	in	the	earthly	realm	any	longer.	He	is	
omnipresent	according	to	his	divine	nature	and	bodily	ascended	according	to	his	human	
nature.	The	extra	carnem	and	the	communicatio	idiomatum	are	determinative	in	the	
doctrine	of	the	Lord’s	Supper	in	the	historical	formularies:	
	
25.	Of	the	Sacraments	
Sacraments	ordained	of	Christ	be	not	only	badges	or	tokens	of	Christian	men’s	profession,	
but	rather	they	be	certain	sure	witnesses,	and	effectual	signs	of	grace,	and	God’s	good	will	
towards	us,	by	the	which	he	doth	work	invisibly	in	us,	and	doth	not	only	quicken,	but	also	
strengthen	and	confirm	our	Faith	in	him.		
There	are	two	Sacraments	ordained	of	Christ	our	Lord	in	the	Gospel,	that	is	to	say,	Baptism,	
and	the	Supper	of	the	Lord.	
Those	five	commonly	called	Sacraments,	that	is	to	say,	Confirmation,	Penance,	Orders,	
Matrimony,	and	extreme	Unction,	are	not	to	be	counted	for	Sacraments	of	the	Gospel,	being	
such	as	have	grown	partly	of	the	corrupt	following	of	the	Apostles,	partly	are	states	of	life	
allowed	in	the	Scriptures;	but	yet	have	not	like	nature	of	Sacraments	with	Baptism,	and	the	
Lord’s	Supper,	for	that	they	have	not	any	visible	sign	or	ceremony	ordained	of	God.		
The	Sacraments	were	not	ordained	of	Christ	to	be	gazed	upon,	or	to	be	carried	about,	but	
that	we	should	duly	use	them.	And	in	such	only	as	worthily	receive	the	same	they	have	a	
wholesome	effect	or	operation:	but	they	that	receive	them	unworthily	purchase	to	
themselves	damnation,	as	Saint	Paul	saith.		
	
The	article	begins	with	a	negative.	The	sacraments	are	“not	only	badges	or	tokens	of	
Christian	men’s	profession."	The	wording	is	usually	associated	with	Zwingli.	But	one	
considers	the	1553	context	of	Cranmer’s	original	Forty-two	articles,	the	reference	is	to	the	
prevalent	Anabaptist	view	rather	than	Zwingli’s	more	nuanced	doctrine.	They	are	“certain	
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sure	witnesses”	that	proclaim	the	gospel	promises	to	us	through	our	other	senses.	And	
“effectual	signs	of	grace”	to	those	who	receive	them	with	a	believing	heart.	Notice	how	
Archbishop	Parker’s	revision	of	Cranmer	further	strengthens	the	reformed	character	of	
the	doctrine:	the	sacrament	is	only	effective	if	the	recipient	has	faith.	They	are	Christ’s	
ordinary	means	of	encouraging	and	strengthening	the	believer’s	faith,	particularly	in	
times	of	difficulty,	doubt,	or	despair.	Rome	and	those	who	have	been	influenced	by	its	
teaching	understand	that	the	administration	of	the	visible	sign	is	a	guarantee	that	the	
inward	grace	is	made	real	in	the	recipient.	If	one	were	to	favor	the	Roman	view	the	
balance	of	the	article	makes	no	sense.	
		
By	1563	it	was	a	matter	of	historical	record	that	Cranmer	consistently	defended	the	
Reformed	view	in	his	disputation	with	Bishop	of	Winchester	Stephen	Gardiner	
concerning	the	nature	of	our	eating	and	drinking	the	Supper.	We	can	also	see	how	keeps	
a	consistent	Chalcedonian	Christology	found	in	Article	2.	God	alone	is	infinite.	No	other	
creature	possesses	this	attribute.	Humans	are	finite.	The	reformed	christological	position	
holds	to	the	principle	that	the	finite	(humanity)	cannot	comprehend	or	attain	the	infinite	
(divinity).7	The	finite	cannot	comprehend	the	infinite,	even	in	the	person	of	Christ.	To	do	
so	robs	Jesus	of	his	true	humanity	and	his	office	as	our	Mediator.	The	Lord	Jesus	having	
retained	the	attributes	of	his	human	nature	has	ascended.	He,	therefore,	cannot	be	
present	locally	but	can	be	present	truly	by	the	Holy	Spirit	who	proceeds	from	the	Father	
and	the	Son	(Article	5).	Here	is	Cranmer's	description	of	how	the	sacraments	are	spiritual	
food	for	spiritual	people:		
These	things	before	rehearsed	are	sufficient	to	prove,	that	the	eating	of	Christ’s	flesh	and	
drinking	of	his	blood,	is	not	to	be	understood	simply	and	plainly,	as	the	words	do	properly	
signify,	that	we	do	eat	and	drink	him	with	our	mouths;	but	it	is	a	figurative	speech	
spiritually	to	be	understand,	that	we	must	deeply	print	and	fruitfully	believe	in	our	hearts,	
that	his	flesh	was	crucified	and	his	blood	shed,	for	our	redemption.	And	this	our	belief	in	
him,	is	to	eat	his	flesh	and	to	drink	his	blood,	although	they	be	not	present	here	with	us,	but	
be	ascended	into	heaven8		
	
The	article	also	says	that	the	sacraments	are	“ordained	of	Christ,”	to	be	“duly	used,”	
references	Article	19	on	the	nature	of	the	church,	that	the	sacraments	are	to	be	“duly	
ministered	according	to	Christ’s	ordinance.”9	In	St.	Paul’s	warning	of	1	Corinthians	11	that	

 
7	Finitum	non	capax	infiniti.	See	Richard	Muller,	Dictionary	of	Latin	and	Greek	Theological	Terms,	2nd	Ed.	
(Grand	Rapids,	Baker	2017)	p.	125.	
8	Thomas	Cranmer,	Works:	Writings	and	Disputations,	p.	115-16.	
https://play.google.com/books/reader?id=mFgYAAAAYAAJ&pg=GBS.PA114		
9	Modern	distinctions	like	“Sacrament	of	the	Gospel”	and	“Sacrament	of	the	Church”	are	unnecessary.	The	
other	five,	those	wrongly	called	“sacraments”	by	the	man	or	woman	on	the	street	in	the	16th	century	
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unworthily	received	(i.e.,	without	belief	and	trust	in	Christ's	substitutionary	atoning	
death	for	us)	they	add	to	our	condemnation.	Cranmer	repeated	this	warning	in	all	three	
versions	of	the	Book	of	Common	Prayer's	Exhortation	before	receiving	the	Supper,	“For	as	
the	benefit	is	great	if	with	true	penitent	heart	and	lively	faith	we	receive	that	holy	
Sacrament;	(for	then	we	spiritually	eat	the	flesh	of	Christ	and	drink	his	blood)	...So	is	the	
danger	great,	if	we	receive	the	same	unworthily”.	Likewise,	Cranmer's	words	of	
administration	retained	in	the	1662	Book	of	Common	Prayer	service	expresses	this	simple	
yet	profound	doctrine:	“Take	and	eat	this	in	remembrance	that	Christ	died	for	thee,	and	
feed	on	him	in	your	heart	by	faith	with	thanksgiving.”		
	
The	article	closes	with	a	prohibition.	The	sacraments	are	not	to	be	thought	of	as	objects	
in	and	of	themselves,	but	to	be	thought	of	as	an	instrument	of	God’s	grace.	Such	dignity	
explains	the	necessary	1662	rubric	which	instructs	that	the	leftover	elements	be	consumed	
after	the	divine	service.	In	other	words,	there	was	a	spectrum	of	belief	about	the	
significance	of	the	symbol	in	the	sacraments.	Thomas	Cranmer’s	and	Heinrich	Bullinger’s	
symbolic	parallelism	reflected	in	the	1552	rubric	shifted	toward	symbolic	instrumentalism	
of	John	Calvin	and	Peter	Vermigli	as	reflected	in	1662.10	Calvin	and	Vermigli	had	a	more	
instrumental	or	causal	role	in	Christ’s	presence,	so	Christ	is	present	via	the	elements	and	
the	Spirit.	The	cause	of	Christ’s	presence	is	the	elements.	It	is	still	spiritual.	Christ	is	still	
present	by	the	Holy	Spirit	taking	us	to	our	Savior	via	faith.	Bullinger	and	Cranmer	held	
that	Christ	was	spiritually	present	and	we	received	his	benefits	via	faith,	but	believed	that	
the	Spirit	acts	upon	us	at	the	same	time	as	we	take	the	bread	and	the	wine,	but	not	
through	the	bread	and	the	wine	thus	safely	avoiding	any	Roman	Catholic	superstition	
concerning	the	elements.	So	the	Lord’s	Supper	is	an	opportunity,	an	event	by	which	we	
are	blessed.	But	it	is	not	the	act	of	eating	the	bread	or	drinking	the	wine	that	causes	the	
blessing	in	and	of	itself	or	even	as	an	instrument	of	the	Spirit.	The	change	in	the	wording	
of	the	rubric	from	1552’s	‘And	if	any	of	the	bread	or	wine	remain,	the	Curate	shall	have	it	
to	his	own	use’	to	1662’s	distinction	of	‘unconsecrated’	v.	‘consecrated’	which	is	totally	

 
(“Those	five	commonly	called	‘sacraments...’”	Quinque	illa	vulgo	nominata	sacramenta):	absolution,	
confirmation,	ordination,	matrimony,	and	extreme	unction,	lack	the	express	command	of	the	Lord	Jesus	or	
signify	forgiveness	of	sin	and	union	with	him.	
10	See	Brian	Gerrish,	Grace	and	Gratitude:	The	Eucharistic	Theology	of	John	Calvin			p.	166-167.	For	Cranmer’s	
view	see	Thomas	Cranmer,	An	Answer	unto	a	Crafty	and	Sophistical	Cavillation	devised	by	Stephen	Gardiner	
against	the	True	and	Godly	Doctrine	of	the	Most	Holy	Sacrament	of	the	Body	and	Blood	of	our	Saviour	Jesus	
Christ	(1551).	This	is	one	of	the	most	important	treatises	of	Cranmer	during	the	Eucharistic	controversy.	
Also	Diarmaid	MacCulloch,	Thomas	Cranmer	(New	Haven,	1998),	p.	614-5		
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consumed	immediately	after	the	service,	is	a	question	of	the	elements’	dignitas	as	
instruments,	not	a	change	of	substance.11		
	
28.	Of	the	Lord's	Supper		
The	Supper	of	the	Lord	is	not	only	a	sign	of	the	love	that	Christians	ought	to	have	among	
themselves	one	to	another;	but	rather	is	a	Sacrament	of	our	Redemption	by	Christ’s	death:	
insomuch	that	to	such	as	rightly,	worthily,	and	with	faith,	receive	the	same,	the	Bread	which	
we	break	is	a	partaking	of	the	Body	of	Christ;	and	likewise	the	Cup	of	Blessing	is	a	partaking	
of	the	Blood	of	Christ.		
Transubstantiation	(or	the	change	of	the	substance	of	Bread	and	Wine)	in	the	Supper	of	the	
Lord,	cannot	be	proved	by	holy	Writ;	but	is	repugnant	to	the	plain	words	of	Scripture,	
overthroweth	the	nature	of	a	Sacrament,	and	hath	given	occasion	to	many	superstitions.	
	The	Body	of	Christ	is	given,	taken,	and	eaten,	in	the	Supper,	only	after	an	heavenly	and	
spiritual	manner.	And	the	mean	whereby	the	Body	of	Christ	is	received	and	eaten	in	the	
Supper	is	Faith.		
The	Sacrament	of	the	Lord’s	Supper	was	not	by	Christ’s	ordinance	reserved,	carried	about,	
lifted	up,	or	worshipped.		
	
In	just	four	paragraphs	this	article	masterfully	and	pastorally	sets	out	the	doctrine	of	the	
Lord’s	Supper.	In	the	first	paragraph	it	defines	the	Supper	as	a	sacrament,	repeating	what	
was	already	written	in	article	25,	that	(rightly	understood)	sacraments	are	gifts	of	God	to	
the	church,	they	are	“certain	sure	witnesses	and	effectual	signs	of	grace	towards	us."	It	is	
one	of	two	means	through	which	God	works	“invisibly	in	us,	and	doth	not	only	quicken	
(enliven),	but	also	to	strengthen	and	confirm	our	faith	in	him.”		
	
The	second	paragraph	describes	the	Roman	Catholic	doctrine	of	transubstantiation	first	
as	a	doctrine	that	“cannot	be	proved,”	then	it	is	“repugnant	to	the	plain	words	of	
Scripture”	(especially	those	supporting	the	humanity	of	Christ	or	describing	the	Last	
Supper,	when	his	physical	body	and	blood	remained	physically	separate	and	distinct	from	
the	bread	and	wine).	Transubstantiation	is	rejected	thirdly	because	it	“overthrows	the	
nature	of	a	sacrament."	Article	2	on	the	person	and	work	of	Christ	has	already	set	out	his	
distinct	but	not	separated	two	natures;	thus	fourthly	transubstantiation	gives	rise	to	a	

 
11	As	the	Consensus	Tigurinus	(1549)	between	Calvin	(Geneva)	and	Bullinger	(Zurich)	confirms	in	Article	
XXI:	“The	Idea	of	a	Local	Presence	to	be	Rejected:	It	is	particularly	necessary	to	reject	every	idea	of	a	local	
presence.	For	as	the	signs	are	present	in	this	world	and	are	perceived	with	the	eyes	and	touched	with	the	
hands,	so	Christ,	as	man,	is	nowhere	but	in	heaven	and	is	to	be	sought	in	no	other	way	than	by	the	mind	
and	the	understanding	of	faith.	For	this	reason	it	is	a	perverse	and	impious	superstition	to	enclose	him	
under	elements	of	this	world.”	In	James	T.	Dennison	Jr.	Reformed	Confessions	of	the	16th	and	17th	Centuries	
in	English	Translation	(Kindle	Locations	10068-10071).	Reformation	Heritage	Books.	Kindle	Edition.	
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false	Christology	that	robs	Christ	of	his	glory,	leaving	men	and	women	to	scramble	in	
“many	superstitions”	of	their	own	making.	
		
The	original	third	paragraph	was	rewritten	entirely	in	1563.	Cranmer’s	original	had	a	
robust	extra	carnem	paragraph	denying	the	ubiquity	doctrine.	Its	inclusion	would	have	
offended	the	Lutheran	princes	with	which	the	Crown	and	Privy	Council	hoped	for	an	
alliance	(See	Article	29	below).	Although	known	Lutheran	sympathizer	Bishop	of	
Rochester	Edmund	Gheast	argued	the	Lutheran	view	in	convocation,	the	replacement	
paragraph	survives	in	Archbishop	Parker's	handwriting	in	the	original	draft	which	denies	
ubiquity.	Parker	is	well-known	as	being	opposed	to	the	Lutheran	view	of	local	presence,	
going	so	far	to	add	Article	29	to	guarantee	that	the	Anglican	doctrine	does	not	allow	for	
consubstantiation.		
	
Parker’s	revision	sets	out	the	doctrine	in	three	parts.	The	first	is	the	fact	that	the	elements	
are	the	instrument	of	spiritual	blessing,	“The	Body	of	Christ	is	given,	taken,	and	eaten,	in	
the	Supper”	the	manner	of	reception	being,	“only	after	a	heavenly	and	spiritual	manner.”	
In	other	words,	the	words	given,	taken,	eaten	are	to	be	spiritually	understood,	Christ	is	
not	in	any	sense	locally	present	but	is	truly	present	by	the	power	of	the	Holy	Spirit.	The	
third	confirms	the	Spirit’s	efficacy,	“And	the	mean	whereby	the	Body	of	Christ	is	received	
and	eaten	in	the	Supper	is	faith.”	Consider	the	instruction	in	the	1662	Book	of	Common	
Prayer	for	confirmation.	In	the	Service	for	the	Communion	of	the	Sick,	the	instruction	to	
the	minister	says:	
But	if	a	man,	either	by	reason	of	extremity	of	sickness,	or	for	want	of	warning	in	due	time	to	
the	Curate,	or	for	lack	of	company	to	receive	with	him,	or	by	any	other	just	impediment,	do	
not	receive	the	Sacrament	of	Christ's	Body	and	Blood:	the	Curate	shall	instruct	him	that	if	
he	do	truly	repent	him	of	his	sins,	and	stedfastly	believe	that	Jesus	Christ	hath	suffered	
death	upon	the	Cross	for	him,	and	shed	his	Blood	for	his	redemption,	earnestly	
remembering	the	benefits	he	hath	thereby,	and	giving	him	hearty	thanks	therefore;	he	doth	
eat	and	drink	the	Body	and	Blood	of	our	Saviour	Christ	profitably	to	his	soul's	health,	
although	he	do	not	receive	the	Sacrament	with	his	mouth.		
	
The	fourth	paragraph	concludes	with	some	examples	when	the	doctrine	of	the	Supper	is	
distorted	by	suggesting	any	“change	of	substance”	in	the	bread	and	wine:	when	the	bread	
or	wine	is	“reserved,	carried	about,	lifted	up,	or	worshipped.”	
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29.	Of	the	Wicked,	which	eat	not	the	Body	of	Christ	in	the	use	of	the	Lord's	Supper.		
The	Wicked,	and	such	as	be	void	of	a	lively	faith,	although	they	do	carnally	and	visibly	press	
with	their	teeth	(as	Saint	Augustine	saith)	the	Sacrament	of	the	Body	and	Blood	of	Christ;	
yet	in	no	wise	are	they	partakers	of	Christ:	but	rather,	to	their	condemnation,	do	eat	and	
drink	the	sign	or	Sacrament	of	so	great	a	thing.		
	
Article	29	is	a	new	article	in	1563.	It	was	written	by	Archbishop	Parker	and	approved	by	
the	Convocations	of	Canterbury	and	York,	but	removed	by	the	direction	of	Queen	
Elizabeth	I.	Article	29,	therefore,	has	the	distinction	of	being	the	only	article	approved	by	
the	council	of	the	church	but	removed	by	the	Crown.	As	we	saw	above,	Archbishop	
Parker	thought	that	article	28’s	1563	removal	of	Cranmer’s	extra	carnem	demanded	more	
precision.	Thus,	an	additional	article	was	required	that	set	out	a	further	clarification	of	
biblically	faithful	doctrine	of	the	Supper	that	protected	the	integrity	of	the	two	natures	of	
Christ.		
	
The	political	climate	of	the	next	eight	years	left	the	Church	of	England	with	an	unfinished	
confession.	Historians	suggest	that	Elizabeth	and	her	privy	council	spent	the	1560s	hoping	
for	an	alliance	with	the	Lutheran	princes,	but	by	1571	key	councilors	moved	to	choose	
doctrinal	clarity	over	political	pragmatism.	Thus	undaunted,	Archbishop	Parker	
reinserted	article	29.	It	was	duly	signed	by	the	Crown	and	promulgated	in	1571	along	with	
the	other	38.	Even	the	Bishop	of	Rochester	who	was	sympathetic	to	the	Lutheran	view	
became	resigned	to	the	fact	that	there	is	a	fundamental	difference	in	the	Anglican	and	
Lutheran	doctrines	of	the	presence	of	the	Lord	Jesus	Christ	in	the	Supper.	In	1577	the	
Lutheran	Formula	of	Concord	responded	in	kind	to	anathematize	anyone	who	believed	
the	doctrine	of	article	29,	although	not	naming	it	explicitly.12		
	
As	we	saw	in	the	example	of	the	Service	for	the	Communion	of	the	Sick,	the	key	to	the	
article's	teaching	is	the	phrase,	lively	faith.	A	lively	faith	is	genuine	trust	and	confidence	of	
the	mercy	of	God	through	our	Lord	Jesus	Christ	and	a	steadfast	hope	of	all	good	things	to	
be	received	at	God's	hand.	If	a	lively	faith	is	not	there,	the	spiritual	benefit	cannot	be	
gained.	Such	hypocrisy	is	a	dangerous	presumption,	not	because	the	elements	themselves	
have	any	power	in	themselves	to	harm,	but	the	spiritually	blind,	cut	off	from	God’s	grace,	
abuse	his	great	gift.		
	
 	

 
12	See	Formula	of	Concord,	‘Solid	Declarations’,	Article	VII:	Holy	Supper,	section	66-67.	The	Book	of	Concord:	
The	Confessions	of	the	Evangelical	Lutheran	Church,	Robert	Kolb,	Timothy	J.	Wengert,	eds.,	(Fortress	Press	
Minneapolis,	MN)	p.	604-605.	
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The	Black	Rubric	
Our	catholic	Christology	also	shows	up	in	the	instructions	concerning	distribution	of	the	
elements.	This	rubric	reframed	the	act	of	kneeling	as	one	of	gratitude	to	God	rather	than	
the	adoration	of	the	elements.	But	notice	how	the	reinterpretation	of	the	act	is	grounded	
in	the	logic	of	the	extra	carnem	(underlined)	that	Christ’s	body	is	in	heaven	and	cannot	
be	in	multiple	locations:	
…	For	the	Sacramental	Bread	and	Wine	remain	still	in	their	very	natural	substances,	and	
therefore	may	not	be	adored;	(for	that	were	Idolatry,	to	be	abhorred	of	all	faithful	
Christians;)	and	the	natural	Body	and	Blood	of	our	Saviour	Christ	are	in	Heaven,	and	not	
here;	it	being	against	the	truth	of	Christ's	natural	Body	to	be	at	one	time	in	more	places	
than	one.	
	
Notice	the	emphasis	on	the	bread	and	wine	remaining	their	‘natural	substances,’	
unchanged	in	terms	of	transubstantiation	or	consubstantiation.	This	does	not	leave	us	
with	some	form	of	spiritualization	or	abstraction	of	Christ’s	presence	as	Lutherans	may	
allege.	Rather,	Cranmer’s	reference	to	the	extra	carnem	underlines	the	offer	of	Christ	as	
his	personal,	reconciling	self-surrender,	not	behind	or	under	a	substance.	It	is	in	the	
surrender	of	both	his	body	and	his	blood	in	death.	The	criticism	we	make	against	
transubstantiation	and	consubstantiation	is	directed	against	their	‘depersonalization’	of	
Christ’s	person,	present	both	in	Rome	and	the	Lutherans.	‘Body’	and	‘blood’	are	here	
placed	by	themselves	as	‘substances’	that	form	the	point	of	departure	for	true	
communion.	One	is	left	with	the	conception	that	the	partaking	of	flesh	and	blood	
consists	in	some	crass	form	of	enclosing.		
	
In	the	Anglican	doctrine	of	the	Lord’s	Supper,	the	believer	has	communion	with	the	
glorified	Christ	because	he	has	communion	with	his	body	and	his	blood.	But	this	
communion	is	not	a	communion	with	Christ’s	glorified	‘body’	and	‘blood’	as	a	substantial,	
isolated	reality,	but	a	communion	with	him	in	his	offering	and	in	his	true	body	and	blood,	
with	him	who	has	become	flesh	and	was	crucified	in	history	and	whose	flesh	is	now	in	
heaven.		
	
The	Anglican	doctrine	of	the	Supper	does	full	justice	to	the	limit	imposed	on	the	manner	
of	Christ’s	presence	read	in	the	light	of	the	reality	of	his	ascension.	Our	forbearers	were	
aware	that	this	presence	could	not	be	identical	with	that	of	Christ’s	second	coming,	
whereas	the	difference	never	becomes	clear	in	Lutheran	theology.	By	pointing	at	the	
object	of	faith	(not	contemplation)	in	heaven,	we	do	not	minimize	the	reality	of	Christ’s	
presence,	but	indicate	its	present	nature.	We	are	called	to	‘lift	up	our	hearts’:		
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Grant,	we	beseech	thee,	Almighty	God,	that	like	as	we	do	believe	thy	only-begotten	Son	our	
Lord	Jesus	Christ	to	have	ascended	into	the	heavens;	so	we	may	also	in	heart	and	mind	
thither	ascend,	and	with	him	continually	dwell.13	
		
The	‘already’	of	the	promised	present	and	the	‘not	yet’	of	the	future	still	to	come	should	
not	outbalance	one	another,	but	should	come	together	and	together	bring	the	full	
comfort	of	that	faith	Jesus	Christ.	The	ascension	of	Christ	is	not	a	devaluation,	but	a	
confession	of	the	full	significance	of	both	the	saving	significance	of	the	cross	and	a	refusal	
to	detach	the	fruits	of	Christ’s	reconciliation	from	his	person.	One	therefore	seeks	for	
language	(as	did	the	formularies)	that	expresses	this	presence.	
	
Pastoral	Considerations	
A	godly	minister	will	comprehend	the	danger	of	an	unintended	impersonality	that	arises	
as	a	consequence	of	a	‘substance’	focus.	The	consequence	for	ministers	who	are	called	to	
be	faithful	to	the	Savior	as	expressed	in	our	catholic	Christology	is	the	ending	of	reserving	
elements,	to	extinguish	lights,	and	to	open	doors	of	empty	aumbries	and	to	remove	
Tabernacles	entirely.	But	such	reformation	should	be	accompanied	by	a	sermon	series	in	
Eastertide	that	underlines	the	integrity	of	Christ’s	two	natures	and	its	application.	
Ascension	Day	observance	and	teaching	is	an	obvious	opportunity.	A	small	group	or	an	
adult	Sunday	School	class	on	Christology	will	answer	many	of	the	questions	of	
consequence,	namely	its	application	of	our	right	use	of	the	elements.		
	
The	nature	of	visitation	to	the	sick	must	change.	The	priest	and	deacon	will	assume	
differing	responsibilities	for	pastoral	care.	This	is	where	the	1662	Book	of	Common	Prayer	
is	a	ready	resource.	It	distinguishes	between	visitation	of	the	sick	and	communion	of	the	
sick.	It	is	very	moving	to	those	lain	low	in	sickness	to	have	the	liturgy	of	the	Supper	in	as	
full	a	form	which	is	sensitive	to	their	strength	to	comprehend.	
	
The	godly	pastor	should	study	carefully	the	contents	of	the	1662	services.	Rather	than	
diminish	the	ministry	to	the	sick,	it	is	enhanced	by	the	shared	ministry	of	laity,	vocational	
deacon,	and	priest.	Instead	of	an	extension	from	the	unique	Sunday	observance	of	the	
supper	of	one	conveying	depersonalized	elements	to	a	particular	person,	care	for	the	sick	
must	return	to	a	corporate	ministry	in	visitation	for	prayer	and	the	comfort	of	God’s	
Word.	A	corporate	visitation	for	Holy	Communion	then	assumes	a	regular	but	not	
constant	pattern	as	the	1662	commends.		

 
13	The	Collect	for	Ascension	Day	
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It	would	be	sad	if	custom	or	convenience	were	to	override	God’s	clear	and	constant	Word	
and	the	witness	to	that	Word	of	our	catholic	Christology.		
	

Respectfully	submitted,	
	

Henry	Jansma	
Canon	Theologian,	ADLW	

St.	Aidan,	2022	


