
MAGIS ... PRO NOSTRA SENTENCIA  JOHN WYCLIF, HIS MEDIAEVAL PREDECESSORS AND  REFORMED SUCCESSORS, AND  A PSEUDO-AUGUSTINIAN EUCHARISTIC DECRETAL  John Wyclif had not a high regard for Lanfranc. There were gen-  eral grounds: though he lived three hundred years earlier, Lanfranc was on  the wrong side of the great millennial divide. For the first one thousand  years after the ascension of Christ, Satan, the father of lies had been  bound, as the Apocalypse says. Consequently, in that time, there had been  a succession of truthful teachers, "correctly logical, philosophers con-  formed to the faith of Scripture"'. Ambrose, Augustine and Jerome were  the principal of these, and "any of them is one thousand times more valu-  able than a dozen subsequent doctors and popes, when the enemy of truth  m2  is free and sowing lies contrary to the school of Christ  -There were;  moreover, particular grounds which moved Wyclif to go far beyond de-  spising Lanfranc’s authority. He both made him an object of invective, and  al_so directed reason, as well as, scriptural and patristic authority against  him  There was the manner of Lanfranc’s attack on Berengarius, to  whom Wyclif had a most ambiguous relation. He was strongly enthusiastic  for the decretal Ego Berengarius which recorded the confession of  Berengar. But this was, after all, an enforced retraction!* They were, in  ' JOoHANNIS WYCLIF, De Eucharistia Tractatus Maior, ed. J. LOSERTH, (London,  1892), p. 286: "Sed pro distinccione doctorum in ista materia notandum quod Sathan pater  mendacii ligatus est mille annis post ascensionem Domini (ut dicitur Apok. XX, 2 ).  Tempore autem huius ligacionis successerunt doctores veridici, recti loyci atque  philosophi conformes fidei scripture".  ? JOHANNIS WYCLIF, Tractatus de Apostasia, ed. M. H. DZIEWICKI, (London, 1889),  p. 50: "unde allegavi sepe pro hoc sensu Ambrosium, Augustinum et Jeronimum doctores  precipuos in primo millenario etatis ecclesie, quando ligatus est sathanas, pater mendacii;  et quilibet eorum valet mille duodenas doctorum vel paparum sequencium, quando solutus  est inimicus veritatis, seminans mendacia contraria scole Christi".  * M. KEENn, Wyclif, the Bible, and Transubstantiation, in A. KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his  Times, (Oxford, 1985), p. 12: judges that Wyclif misread "the decretal of Nicholas II that  embodies Berengar’s confession" and gave it "the opposite of its intended sense". See alsoPRO SENTENCIA
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Times, (Oxford, Judges that Wyrclıf 1sread "the ecrefta: of ıcholas I1 that
embodıes Berengar’s confession" and DgaVvVc ıt uthe opposıte of 1ts ntended sense"'. See Iso
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Wyrclıf’s VIEW, fellow soldiers 1ın the arı of truth Like the Berengar of
the decretal, Wyclıf held both that the sacrament of the altar Was truly,
CVCNH, "substantıally”, the body of Christ, and also that the dentıity of the
sacrament and hrıst’s body WAas figuratıve. The decretal Ca the

both TEa and wıne, and also the true body and (070] Thus,
Wyclıf WOU. wısh, Berengar stand both for real and

al$o agaınst A transubstantıiation 1C WOU annıhılate the TrTeAa|l and
WITNIC

Lanfranc, "though he WOU. be holy INAaN, had proceeded ın
another hıs nOot artıfıcıal but rather inept invective" agaınst
Berengar. Not only WAas the invective inapproprliate saınts, but it Was

merely negative, produce evıdence, and wrongly construed the ancıent
fathers“. econdly, and fundamentally, Lanfranc WAas A  one of the fırst

"ö5cultıvators of the eOrYy of accıdents Thıs theory ıf maiıntaıined, WOU.
requıre the church canonize stotle and OTpPHAYTY, detaching substance
and accıdents that the consecrated sacrament must be eiıther
substantıally TEeAl 0)4 substantıally the body of Christ, NOT both TIhus it
had ruined modern eucharıstic doectrine®.

Wyclıif’s opposıtıon thıs doctrine WAas phılosophıc,

KENNY, Wyclif, (Oxford, 88. LEFF, 'oOhn Wyclif: The 'ath Dissent,
Raleıigh eC; Hıstory, Proceedings of the British Academ,y, vol W 178, de
Apostasia, VI1. De Eucharistia, Z both affırms the decretal and the gloss
it On Wyrclıf"s euchariıstic theology generally, which both have een the major

of h1s conflıct ıth ecclesijastical authorıties and have undergone amenta.
development, SCC the above and {8} CATTO, Wyclif and the 'ult of the Eucharist,
Katherine and Dıana WOOD, eds., The Bible In the Medieval World, Essays ıIn
emory of Beryl Smalley, Studıies UrC. Hıstory, subsıdıa 41 (Oxford, 269-
286, LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics INn Wyclif’s Theology, ın Anne HUDSON and
Miıchael eds., From Ockham Wyclif, Studies ıIn UrC. Hiıstory, subsıdıa 5‚
(Oxford, 217-232, idem, Wyclif and Huss. Doctrinal Comparison,
KENNY, ed., Wyclif INn his I imes, 05-25, Heather John Wyclif and the
Öptics of the Eucharist, Anne HUDSON and Miıchael eds., From Ockham
Wyclif, 245-258 and WORKMAN, John Wyclif, Study of the English Medieval
Church, vol (Oxford, 1, 3()-45 TIhe sıdes of h1s eucharıstic doctrine, 1e
desıre for real and opposıtıon the doctrine of transubstantıatıon, INaYy be SCCH

hıs ractatus de Blasphemia, ed. WICKI, (London, m VM
de Eucharistia, 283 "Iste utem Lanfrancus, 1Ce! fuerıt Sanctus, alıunde tamen In

inveccıone inartıf1C10se procedit, quıa Siıne evıdencıa DUN! contendit", SCC also FT
and 288 and de LpDOsStasia, 194

de Eucharistia, "Lanfrancı quı videtur fulsse de Dr1m1s cultoribus
accıdentis".

de Apostasia, \ "S1 ıgıtur oportet fidelem credere ut fiıdem catholıcam, quod
sacramentum 'arıs sıt accıdens Sıne subiecto, eit Porphirıus ei Arıstoteles In isto
verissıme pertinentissıme laboravunt, oportet 1sto cCanonisare sentenc1as Su0os”.
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CONSCQUCNCEC of hıs realısm. In hıs treatise de Eucharistia, St Augustine 15
ırst employe a4as authorıty that A  NO accıdent 15 able ex1ist wiıthout
underlyıng subject", and h1s early phılosophıca. tract, de Quantitate
Animae, 15 quoted often and al length’. But later, after attack St
Ihomas Aquınas’ eucharıstic doctrine, example of thıs bad eachıng
wıthout basıs In Scripture OT the greater part of the doctors, yclıf

that "decretal, W.  1C wıth ıts gloss, all the decretals of the
saınts, makes MOStT for OUT posıtıon. For 1ın ıt] Augustine dıstinguishes
between the sacrıfıce and the sacramentsJOHN WYCLIF  215  consequence of his realism. In his treatise de Eucharistia, St. Augustine is  first employed as an authority that "no accident is able to exist without an  underlying subject", and his early philosophical tract, de Quantitate  Animae, is quoted often and at length’. But later, after an attack on St.  Thomas Aquinas’ eucharistic doctrine, as an example of this bad teaching  without basis in Scripture or the greater part of the doctors, Wyclif comes  to that "decretal, which, with its gloss, among all the decretals of the  saints, makes most for our position. For [in it] Augustine distinguishes  between the sacrifice and the sacraments. ... So he calls the sacrifice an  aggregate, not something which results by means of a composition of parts  [namely] of sensible sacrament and the body of Christ with his blood.  Moreover Augustine approves of figurative speech [in this matter] ..." The  bitter and astonishing irony is that what Wyclif quotes as Augustine  against Lanfranc and his followers are the words of Lanfranc himself!®  7 de Eucharistia, p. 3: "per multiplex testimonium Augustini quod nullum accidens  potest esse sine subiecto" and see pp. 5 and 133. DZIEWICKI, introduction to de Apostasia,  p. xxi, asserts: "His doctrine of the Eucharist is an evident deduction from his Realism".  This is the position also of the introduction to de Eucharistia, of WORKMAN, op. cit., ii,  pp- 30 ff.; Leff and Phillips in the articles cited in note 3 above, see it arising from  Wyrclif’s realism and the inconceivability of the annihiliation of substance for him. M.  KEEN, art. cit., treats this view (p. 10) and modifies it; Wyclif was motivated in his  campaign against transubstantiation "rather from the point of view of abuse than of a  metaphysical system" (p. 11). Keen’s view is also that of CATO, art. cit. But no one  doubts the centrality of his philosophical realism and commitment to the theory of  indivisibles for his theology, as Keen makes clear at The Influence of Wyclif, in A.  KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his Times, p. 144. These also determine his view of sin (A. KENNY,  The Realism of the ‘De Universalibus’, in A. KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his Times, p. 29,  idem, Wyclif, pp. 10-17), Scripture and church (N. KRETZMANN, Continua, Indivisibles,  and Change in Wyclif’s Logic of Scripture, in A. KENNY, ed., Wyclif in his Times, pp. 31-  63, M. TRESKO, John Wyclif’s Metaphysics of Scriptural Integrity in the ‘De Veritate  Sacrae Scripturae’, in Dionysius, 13 (1989), 153-196, LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics,  pp- 224-226, 232, and PHILLIPS, art. cit., pp. 249-250).  $ The two parts of the quotation are taken from Gratian’s Decretum, treatise de  consecratione, distinction 2, chapter 48, with the standard accompanying gloss or  explanation, known, from its first words, as Hoc est. The best present edition is by A.  FRIEDBERG in Corpus Iuris Canonici, vol. 1 (Lipsis, 1879 - reprint Graz, 1959) at  columns 1331 and 1332. Gratian’s title for the decree is Sacramentum, et res sacramenti  sacrificium ecclesiae conficitur and he credits it to Augustinus in libro sentenciarum  Prosperi. Wyclif’s remarks at de Eucharistia, p. 224, are: "Doctum est autem quod  sentencia Thome sit nimis debilis in hac parte; nec dubito quia nulla nova sufficiencia  subintrabit, quia non fundatur in scriptura vel maioribus doctoribus  notandum quod  inter omnia decreta sanctorum istud decretum cum glossa sua magis facit pro nostra  sentencia. Augustinus enim distinguens inter sacrificium et sacramenta dicit quod  ‘sacrificium conficitur ex sacramento et re sacramenti que est corpus Christi et sanguis’,  ut est in persona Christi, non quod deitas et humanitas sint partes Christi est eiusSo he ca the sacrıfıce
aggregalte, noOoTt somethinga results by of composition of parts
namely| of sens1ıble sacrame and the body of hrıs wıth h1is (070]
Moreover Augustine of figuratıve speech [ın thıs matter| TIhe
bıtter and astonıshıng 1IrONYy 15 that what Wyclıf quotes dS Augustine
agaınst Lanfranc and hıs followers AIC the words of Lanfranc himself!®
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potest SSC sSıne subiecto  M and SCC and 133 DZIEWICKI, introduction de LDOsStasia,

XXI1, asserts "Hıs doctrine of the Eucharıst 15 vıident deduction from hıs Realısm  ”
Thiıs 15 the posıtıon 1Iso of the introduction de Eucharistia, of WORKMAN, CI 1,

B eff and Phıillıps the artıcles C1ite: in ote above, sSCcCC it arısıng from
Wyclıf"s realısm and the inconce1vabılıty of the annıhılıation of substance for hım.
KEEN, Aart. H.. thıs 1eW 10) and modifies ıt; Wyclıf Wäas motivated h1s
campaıgn agaınst transubstantiation "rather TOmM the pomt of 1eW of abuse than of
metaphysıcal system” 11). Keen’s VIEW 1s also that of CATO, CıL. Rut OIlCc

doubts the centralıty of hıs phılosophıcal realısm and commıtment the theory of
iINnd1ıvısıbles for hıs theology, Keen makes clear at The Influence of Wyclif,
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The Realism of the ‘De Universalibus ', in KENNY, ed., Wyclif In his I imes, 29,
iıdem, Wyclif, * Scripture and Urc KRETZMANN, Continua, Indivisibles,
an Change In Wyclif’s OgZiC of Scripture, In ENNY, ed., Wyclif in his / imes, 31-
63, IRESKO, '"ohn Wyclif’s Metaphysics of Scriptural ntegri In the 'De Veritate
Sacrae Scripturae , 1n Dionysius, (1989). 153-196, LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics,

224-226, 232, and ArtL. CIt., 249-250).
Ihe parts of the quotation taken TOom Gratjan s Decretum, treatıse de
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Corpus Turis Canonici, vol 1ps1s, 1879 reprint Graz, at
columns 1331 and 3372 Gratian s for the decree 1s Sacramentum, el res sacramenti]
sacrificium ecclesiae conficitur and he credıts it Augustinus In libro sentencıarum
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More mportantly, the passSagc quoted 15 inconsıstent wıth the genuılne
teaching of Augustine, known Wyclıf, and Was recogniızed such by
earlıer theologıans.

Master Wyclıf 15 quoting passagc IC Gratian’s Decretum
falsely attrıbuted Augustine and falsely abeled the Sentences of
Prosper. How Lanfranc Camne be credıted Augustine, what Lanfranc
teachıng In the passSagc WAäs, how ıt 15 INg1Iy opposed Augustine’s
OWI)l teachıng the nNatu: of sacramen(tSs, and in what earlhıer
mediaevals dıscerned and indıcated that the DassSasc Was problematical,
mMust consıder later. We discover that, hundred YCaIs after
yclıf, Anglıcan Reformers of the sıxteenth tu  > despıte theır
advantages relatıve Wyclıf and other mediıiaevals In both the avaılabılıty
of genuıne and the erıtic1ısm of falsely attrıbuted, made the SaIinc

mistake Wyclıf. We should iın CO:  CC, consıder care
the FrOOLT of hıs CITOIL, nOoTt only for what it reveals about hım and hıs tiıme,
but also that Cal COMDAIC hım hıs predecessors and SUCCESSOTS

yclıf’s problem Was not exXxcessive gullıbılıty. He neıther accepted
the doctrine NOT the authenticıty of what he Oun! ıIn the Decretum wıthout
question. Indeed, he iınveıghs agaınst the g10ss 'Eg20 Berengarıus’ in the
Decretum, and, In hıs eucharıstic and other treatıses, ıt 1$ the conception of
authorıty and vernmen ıC he discerns In them IC he ODDOSCS
above all Hs speaks of the ”  stup1 heresy of the decretalısts" and ODDOSCS
theır authority”. Certamly, he WOU COTTECT the later decretalısts by
of the doctors of the fırst Christian mıllenıum OUnN! both wıthın and
wıthout the Decretum. It 1S part of hıs pleasure and prıde dialecticıan

the old agaınst the 181%)  S from wıthın the SaInllec work!®©. But, Eeven

when cıtıng the fathers, he oes noTt Sımply accept what he 15 g1ven. He

quıddıtates, qUaTum est L[OTUS hrıstus. S1C sacrıfıcıum dicıt aggregatıve et 9(0) 01 pPCT
viam COMPOSI1IC1ON1S partıbus sacramentum sensıbıle ei COTDUS Christı CUIMIN sanguıne.
Ulterius Augustinus approbans locucıonem tropicam ıta ser1bit “Caro st1 el quam sub
forma panıs opertam in Sacramento acCCıpımus216  W. J. HANKEY  More importantly, the passage quoted is inconsistent with the genuine  teaching of Augustine, known to Wyclif, and was recognized as such by  earlier theologians.  Master Wyclif is quoting a passage which Gratian’s Decretum  falsely attributed to Augustine and falsely labeled as the Sentences of  Prosper. How Lanfranc came to be credited to Augustine, what Lanfranc’s  teaching in the passage was, how it is strikingly opposed to Augustine’s  own teaching on the nature of sacraments, and in what sense earlier  mediaevals discerned and indicated that the passage was problematical, we  must consider later. We shall discover that, two hundred years after  Wyclif, Anglican Reformers of the sixteenth century, despite their  advantages relative to Wyclif and other mediaevals in both the availability  of genuine texts and the criticism of texts falsely attributed, made the same  mistake as Wyclif. We should pause, in consequence, to consider carefully  the root of his error, not only for what it reveals about him and his time,  but also so that we can compare him to his predecessors and successors.  Wyclif’s problem was not excessive gullibility. He neither accepted  the doctrine nor the authenticity of what he found in the Decretum without  question. Indeed, he inveighs against the gloss on ‘Ego Berengarius’ in the  Decretum, and, in his eucharistic and other treatises, it is the conception of  authority and government which he discerns in them which he opposes  above all. He speaks of the "stupid heresy of the decretalists" and opposes  their authority”. Certainly, he would correct the later decretalists by means  of the doctors of the first Christian millenium as found both within and  without the Decretum. It is part of his pleasure and pride as a dialectician  to turn the old against the new from within the same work'®. But, even  when citing the fathers, he does not simply accept what he is given. He  quidditates, quarum utraque est totus Christus. Sic sacrificium dicit aggregative et non per  viam composicionis ex partibus sacramentum sensibile et corpus Christi cum sanguine.  Ulterius Augustinus approbans locucionem tropicam ita scribit: ‘Caro Christi et quam sub  forma panis opertam in sacramento accipimus ... Si quod caro est corporis et sanguis est  sanguinis sacramentum’. Hic patet quod iste sanctus loquitur tropice ut scriptura et docet  quod corpus Christi ibi absconditur sic quod non ibi videtur oculo corporali. Et ... expla-  nat et applicat hunc sensum expressius: ‘Panis’, inquit, ‘celestis qui vere est caro Christi  suo modo vocatur corpus Christi cum revera sit sacramentum corporis Christi’ quod  exponit anterius per hoc quod istis signatur vera caro Christi et sanguis". He then quotes  the gloss to the effect that the heavenly sacrament is called the body of Christ improprie  and returns to the decretal where it says that the immolation made by the priest’s hands is  the passion, death and crucifixion non rei veritate sed signandi misterio.  ? de Eucharistia, p. 126: "stultam heresim decretistarum"; also pp. 172 and 225.  '° Je Eucharistia, pp. 23, 35, 163, 221, 288; de Apostasia, pp. 57, 64, 85, 109, 213  and elsewhere.S1 quod Cal est COrporI1s el Sangu1s est
Sangu1nıs sacramentum). Hıc quod iste Sanc Oqur Topıce ut scr1p' et 0Ce'
quod Christı 1b1 abscondıtur SIC quod NON 1bı VI| oculo corporalı. Ft216  W. J. HANKEY  More importantly, the passage quoted is inconsistent with the genuine  teaching of Augustine, known to Wyclif, and was recognized as such by  earlier theologians.  Master Wyclif is quoting a passage which Gratian’s Decretum  falsely attributed to Augustine and falsely labeled as the Sentences of  Prosper. How Lanfranc came to be credited to Augustine, what Lanfranc’s  teaching in the passage was, how it is strikingly opposed to Augustine’s  own teaching on the nature of sacraments, and in what sense earlier  mediaevals discerned and indicated that the passage was problematical, we  must consider later. We shall discover that, two hundred years after  Wyclif, Anglican Reformers of the sixteenth century, despite their  advantages relative to Wyclif and other mediaevals in both the availability  of genuine texts and the criticism of texts falsely attributed, made the same  mistake as Wyclif. We should pause, in consequence, to consider carefully  the root of his error, not only for what it reveals about him and his time,  but also so that we can compare him to his predecessors and successors.  Wyclif’s problem was not excessive gullibility. He neither accepted  the doctrine nor the authenticity of what he found in the Decretum without  question. Indeed, he inveighs against the gloss on ‘Ego Berengarius’ in the  Decretum, and, in his eucharistic and other treatises, it is the conception of  authority and government which he discerns in them which he opposes  above all. He speaks of the "stupid heresy of the decretalists" and opposes  their authority”. Certainly, he would correct the later decretalists by means  of the doctors of the first Christian millenium as found both within and  without the Decretum. It is part of his pleasure and pride as a dialectician  to turn the old against the new from within the same work'®. But, even  when citing the fathers, he does not simply accept what he is given. He  quidditates, quarum utraque est totus Christus. Sic sacrificium dicit aggregative et non per  viam composicionis ex partibus sacramentum sensibile et corpus Christi cum sanguine.  Ulterius Augustinus approbans locucionem tropicam ita scribit: ‘Caro Christi et quam sub  forma panis opertam in sacramento accipimus ... Si quod caro est corporis et sanguis est  sanguinis sacramentum’. Hic patet quod iste sanctus loquitur tropice ut scriptura et docet  quod corpus Christi ibi absconditur sic quod non ibi videtur oculo corporali. Et ... expla-  nat et applicat hunc sensum expressius: ‘Panis’, inquit, ‘celestis qui vere est caro Christi  suo modo vocatur corpus Christi cum revera sit sacramentum corporis Christi’ quod  exponit anterius per hoc quod istis signatur vera caro Christi et sanguis". He then quotes  the gloss to the effect that the heavenly sacrament is called the body of Christ improprie  and returns to the decretal where it says that the immolation made by the priest’s hands is  the passion, death and crucifixion non rei veritate sed signandi misterio.  ? de Eucharistia, p. 126: "stultam heresim decretistarum"; also pp. 172 and 225.  '° Je Eucharistia, pp. 23, 35, 163, 221, 288; de Apostasia, pp. 57, 64, 85, 109, 213  and elsewhere.expla-
nat ei applıcat hunc SCHNSUMM eXpressI1us: ‘Panıs’, Inquıit, ‘celestis quı CGIe est ‚aTrO st1
SUOo modo COTDUS Chriıstı CUIM IECVCIA sıt sacramentum COTpOTrIS hrısti" quod
exponit anterıus DCT hoc quod 1st1s sıgnatur VvVera Cal‘ ST1 ei sangu1s". He then quotes
the gl0ss the effect that the eavenly sacramen!' 15 called the body of hrıs improprie
and returns the ecreta. where it SaySs that the immolatıon made by the priest’s anı 15
the passıon, death and crucıifixion ANON rel verıtate sed signandi mister1l0.

de Eucharistia, 126 "stultam heresim decretistarum  ” also 172 and 225
10 de Eucharistia, 2 $ 35 163, 224 288; de Apostasıa, 5 $ 64, 8 E} 109, 213

and elsewhere.
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rejects, correctly, pPasSsSagc scrıibed Augustine Spur10us and
9 incorrectly, eOrYy for the alse ascrıption it Was by
Augustine of Canterbury instead of 1ppo Hıs erıtical grounds for
hrowıng thıs text Out of the Augustinıan COFDUS AdIic TOA| and sound:
there AICc problems both of style and content, and ıt VUDDOSCS what 15 often
taught iın hıs accepted 00 "Never WEIC such words OT Op1n10Ns found
1in Augustine !ull Moreover, ıt 15 clear, both from hıs long cıtatıons of de
Ouantitate Animae and, because of the grounds he sed reject what he
takes Spur10us Augustine, that he had ole 00 of the fathers
avaılable hım and that he had read INnan of them

Why then 0€es Master yclıf not reject; 0)8 al least decline Uusc
the decretal Hoc est In IC the doctrine of 'anc bears the amne of
Augustine? Ihree features of hıs writing aTre suggestive: he wrıtes
polemically and for practical, NOoTt theoretical, ends, hıs VIeW of church
hıstory nables hım wıth theologıans 1CcCAarIeTr hım than
the fathers, and what he 1N| In Lanfranc presented Augustine

de Apostasia, "Ht ad allegatum de eato Augustino VI| am
stilo quam sententia quod NUMqgUam Tant ista verba vel sentencıa ugustinı, quıd NeEC
z  - legıbus vel posteri0ribus doctoribus cCommunıter allegata, sed SCOTUMmM opposıta
hıbrıs Augustinı communıbus crebrius inculcata  ” Ihe compıilatiıon of the Z  - quantıty of
materı1al falsely ascrıibed ugustine the Miıddle Ages 15 ell underway but remaıns
incomplete. The assessment of the character of the ıtera' and the Causcs for ıts
existence and quantıty has only Just begun The followıing recent ımportant
contrıbutions hıch g1ve bıbliographic ACCc°cs5 earlıer ST1L essentıial work:
BLUMENKRANZ, La SUFrVvVIie medievale de saınt Augustin fravers Ses apocryphes, In
Augustinus Mazgister. Congres international augustinıen, Paris, 21]-24 Septembre, 1954,
vols., 11 (Parıs, X  P KROON, Pseudo-Augustin IM Mittelalter.
Entwurfeines Forschungsberichts, in Augustiniana, (1972). 511-530, DEKKERS,
Le SUCCES etonnant des ecrits pseudo-augustiniens Moyen Age and MACHIELSEN,
Contribution E  e  tude de Ia pseudepigraphie medievale matiere patrıstique. Problemes
d’attriıbution el de remanıement des homiletiques, both Fälschungen IM
Mittelalter. Internationaler Kongres der Monumenta (G(rermaniae Historica München,

September 1986, vols., Fingierte Briefe Frömmigkeit und Fälschung,
Realienfälschungen, Monumenta Germanıiae Hıstorica Schriften, 33 5 (Hannover,

361-368 and 345-359, P.-L FRANSEN, D Eugippius ede le Venerable. DFODOS de
leurs florileges augustiniens, ın Revue Benedictine, (1987), 187-194,
MACHIELSEN, CIavis Patristica Pseudepigraphorum Medii Aevl, Vol Opera Homiletica
Dars (Praefatio)(Ambrosius-Augustinus), Orpus Christianorum Ser1l1es atına (Turnhout,

DEKKERS, Quelques nOTLes SUr les florileges augustiniens Aancıens el medievauXx,
Augustiniana, (1990). 27-44 aAaDDCATrs that the pseudepigraphal Augustinıan

ul whole intentional TauU! 15 Tare, but that VE ften 'alse works WEIC much
INOTE popular than cComparable genuine 19 (5NJI Blumenkranz wriıtes: "On vient de dıre quC
’esprit criıtique est partıculıerement sSeNs1. quand CEes textes Supposes SONLT employes
dans controverse” (p.
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coincıdes wıth hıs phılosophiıcally determıiıned eucharıstic EOTY.
The Contemporary reader, ıke the nıneteenth edıtors of

these X 15 struck by the virulence of the attacks the opposition “.
Ihe IMNeTIEC fact that [WO of the treatises in 16 fınd hıs eucharıstic
heology AI entitled de Apostasıia and de Blasphemia Says enough. Both
of them egın wiıth, expand UuDOIN, and repealt agaın and agaln, Wyclıf’s
theorıies about the W1 and dıabolical corruption of the modern church,
cCorruptions he has experienced In terms of personal deprivations and
losses al the anı of the eccles1jastıcal government. Hıs attack modern
eucharıstic heology takes place wıthın attack the Siructiure and
exerc1ıse of Z0oVve In contemporary Chrıistendom We told that
Wyclıf consıdered SOTIILC of these treatises be of h1s Summa
Theologica; ıf S' its theoretical character 1s secondary”>. Certamly
medıiaeval heology had always struggle free itself from the urgent
and practical CONCEINS of the C  UrCc. and ıts anguage Was often polemical
and ars but Wyclıf’s eucharıstic treatises belong at the extireme end!*

Generally the medıiaeval theologıans there Was dıvısıon
between the treatment accorded the authorıties of the Chrıistijan past and
contemporarıles. TIhe eginnıngs of Latın eucharistıic CONLTOVETISY in the
nınth CeNTUry arec characterized by C1vilıty, calm and contemplatıve
tTeedom 704 dıd not last It9 that Paschasıus Radbertus
and Ratramnus dıd nOoTt ırectly address ONe another ‘> Panıc Was first
aroused when it appeare that the CONTtrOverSYy sei the athers agaınst ONMNC

another and Augustine agaınst himself!®.

12 For thıs and hat ollows SCcCC and above, the introductory CSSays the
treatises cıted, and WORKMAN, CIL. He consıders "Wyclıf the sacraments” wıthın
his chapter "Wyclıf"s Ooncepts of UrCc and State'"

13 de Apostasılia, V1 and KENNY, Wyclif, and 03 The introduction the
I ractatus de Universalibus, ed MUELLER, (Oxford, and Ivan MWUELLER,

"Summa ”“ of 'ohn Wyclif, Anne HUDSON and Miıchael eds., From
Ockham Wyclif, 179-183 useful the of his works: KENNY, Wyclif,

g1ves the pomt at which hıs theologıcal from speculatıon the
practical.

On thıs problem In relatıon Aquiınas, CC Ihe Setting of the Summa
I' heologiae of Saint OmAS, The Etienne Gilson Ser1i1es 57 oronto, Is Thomas
equanımıty and charıty in the treatment of those wıth whom he AaBICcC> and those wıth
whom he dıffers, result of hıs SUCCESS achieving theoretical freedom and approprıiate
form for eology?

s See ean-Paul BOUHOT, Ratramne de Corbie, Histoire litteraire el CONLrOvVerses

doctrinales, (Etudes Augustinjennes, Parıs, 7', 72-4, VT
16 In the opınıon of BOUHOT, iDid, 125-7, Ratramnus dıd NOT understanı the

he quoted from Augustine (de Doctrina Christiana al chapter XX X111 and Epistola ad
Bonifacium at XXXV) hıs De Corpore el Sanguine Domini (ed IN VAN DEN BRINK,
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The exTi majJor round of conflıct about the eucharıst, between
Lanfranc and Berengar, Was full of personal anımosıI1ty, bıtterness, and
contempt . The of the venerated athers WeIC hurled back and forth
ıke SPCAaIS. The results WeTiIC opposed ere Was both increased
CONSCIOUSNESS of the dıfferences between the ex(s, wıth the CONsequent
suspicıon that SOTINEC WeTIC Spur10us, and also the desıre 1(8) accumulate
INan 4S possıble or OUT position  n18. The CONCErTN authoritatıve

| Amsterdam, 1954], 221) contradıcting themselves the ther fathers he cıtes. Nor
15 it NECCESSaTY regar| the Fredugard whom Paschasıus wrıtes thınkıng them
contradıctory. But, at Iınes 72-4 (Epistola ad Fredugardum PASCHASIUS TUS,
De Corpore el Sanguine Domini, ed PAULUS, CCM repols, 147,)
Paschasıus sks whether "1pse egregIius doctor Contra diceret, ut recolo
sermonıbus ad neophıtos?" Thıs 15 SpUr10US Augustine SCc«C AUGUSTINE,
Sermones post Maurinos reperti, Miscellanea Agostiniana, vol 19 ed MORIN,
ome, 18-20, De Sacramentis In die paschae. RABANUS AURUS (De
Corpore el Sanguine Domini adversus Katpertum, 112 at col 15 astonıshed aft
hat he finds Ambrose be reported wrıting and thinks Augustine dıspute
Ambrose: however, anus 1S already dealıng both wıth the VC) free handlıng of
Ambrose by Paschasıus Radbertus and wıth of Paschasıus hımself posiıng
Augustine. HERIGER LOBBES, whose treatıse De Corpore el Sanguine Domini 18
incorrectly identified wrıtten Dy Gerbertus afiterwards Pope Sylvester 1) 139, 1S
labourıng under the Sa1lllc problems Rabanus but he still the texts Can be
reconcıled A  S1 ad plenum ei dıiscrete essent intellectae", col 179 B- (see BOUHOT,
CH.: 34-5)

. See SOUTHERN, Lanfranc of Bec and Berengar of [ours, Studies In
Medieval History presented Frederick Maurice Powicke, edited by HUNT,
PANTIN and THERN, (Oxford, 27-48; yLanfranc el
Berenger. La CONLroverse eucharistique du Xie siecle, Spicılegium AaCTUumMm Lovanıense, 3°
(Leuven, and .9 Eg20 Berengarius, In Journal of I heological Studies,

(1989)
I® OF JEGE, Liber de Sacramentis Corporis el Sanguinis Domini (PE 180) lon

1C| SGn I_ ’‘idee du Sacrifice de Ia Messe d apres les theologiens depuis
l’origine JUuSqu a NOS JOUFS (Parıs, /79117£.; HARING, Study In the
Sacramentology of Alger of Liege, Mediaeval Studies, (1958), 41-78:
s C: 465-71] 18 the elr the CONLTOVETISY both terms of the dıverse
interpretat1ons of and Iso terms of the accumulation of pseudo Sıgnificantly
ger begıns wıth 1eW the varıety the wrıtings of the saınts the Dody and
00 of hrıst and the in the dıtiıon. He collects and trıes reconcıle the
sententiae and 15 1Impo for Giratian and the twelfth CENTUTY collections. He

have een influenced Dy UITMUND OF AVERSA who abours mightıly in hıs De
Corporis SangZuinis Christi Veritate In Eucharistia (PL 149) SaVe Augustine from the
interpretation of stulte ef Iinsıpıentissime Berengarli 1457C) and who produces great
Trange of ugustinıan and pseudo-Augustinian Much the Same be saıd of
DURANDUS OF IRO Liber de Corpore el Sanguine Christi CONIFra Berengarium el
IUS sectatores (PL 149) More Drielly, but sımılarly, there 18 ILLIAM OF ITHIERRY’S
De Corpore el Sanguine Dominıiı (PL 180) 1C. recogniızed the apparent contradıctions
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9 harmoniızed from one’s standpoıint, resulted in development of
the florilegia. ese collections of exXTis detached from the 00 1C
they belong had ex1isted from the beginnıng. (vw the genumne er
Sententiarum of Prosper of Aquıtaine Was compıle: durıng Augustine’s
ıfe OT Just after. Its sententiae arc all from Augustine and are all authentic.
But the evelops Next, gel the mıxed florilegia number of
athers and scripture sStrung together matter and the uUsSsc of earher
orilegia provıde the As ıIn Bede these MaYy SCIVC 1D11C2Q.
Commen(TarYy. IT'hen, aITıve al the arran. of from dıverse
OUTCES for doctrinal argument and polemical assertion. The pseudo
Sentences of Prosper 15 Just ONC example of thıs development””. The fact
that theologıcal argument in thıs per10 (as it 111 be agaın In the sıxteenth
cen Was often the polemical interpretation of patrıstic texXT, 0)8

accumulatıon of E} made the confusıon of ancıent and modern authors
the ILNOTIC CaSY.

The exTi ıIn the development of theologıica forms proceeds
naturally from thıs 0)el  ® The reconcılıatiıon of dıverse authorities 1S the a1ım
of Gratijian’s Decretum, the SOUTCE for Wyclıf of hıs passagc of Lanfranc
under the amnec of Augustine. The Decretum 1S, In fact, entitled: C’oncor-
dantia Discordantium Canonum, LE.; The Concordance of Discordant
Canons. Reconcıilıatiıon 15 the ultımate aım also of Peter Abelard’s SIC el

and obscurıties of the fathers and and g1ves 1ist of Diversae sententiae
SaNCLIOrum 1a77 de COFDOFE domini beginning al 362D HILDEBERT OF LAVARDIN 1s
rather exception wıth h1s Brevis de Sacramento altarıs (PL LE hıch
produces massıve compilatıon NOT complex theory by hıch dıversıty and apparent
contradıction reconcıled, but attempts hold thıngs ogether wıth Vaguc secundum
modum aliquem existendi. Generally these theologıans ead the WaY the famous
text 0O0| which the twelfth Century produce: for the rest of the mediaeval per10 and
beyond.

19 See DEKKERS, Quelques notes, 78 and T, P} FRANSEN, D ’ Eugippius,
P.TI. GRAY, 'The Select Fathers Canonizing the Patristic Past, Studia Patristica
X 24 |for the 1987 Conference], (Leuven, 21-36, PROSPER OF AQUITAINE,
Liber Sententiarum, Orpus Christianorum Serlies Latına ( Turnhout,
for StOry of the development of Patrıstic florilegiae, and for the genulne Sentences of
Prosper. In contrast, derıving from genuılne writings of Augustine, but hıch have
been arrange: and explaıned 'ansIiorm theır SOUTCES eıther by development
CON!  ictio0n and passe works of Augustine reproduced C:
xtraıts de Paschase Radbert", 759-786 and "Extraits de Tanc",  n 786-797;
MORIN, Cıte: note above: FOLLIET, Un abrege du ‘De Sacramento Corporis el

SANZUINIS Domini' d’Alger de Liege, MLS 'OUS le NO: de Augustin, 1n Recherches
augustiniennes, 8, (Parıs, w BOUHOT, Extraits du ‘De Corpore el

Sanguine Domini de Paschase Radbert OUS le NOmM d’Augustin, in Recherches augusti-
nıennes, (Parıs,
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Non, of the Decretum and Panormia of Ivo of Chartres, and of Peter
ombard Sententiae*. But neıther In the NOT in the sıxteenth
centuries Can theology remaın satısfıed wıth such form It proved

In both per10ds lectio, the readıng, exXxeges1s and
cCommentary exis, from systematıc heology proper“'. the thırteenth
Century, characterıstic results of the eed for Ne  S theologıca. forms aDDCAaTr
In the cCommentarıes by Ihomas Aquınas ıblıcal, patrıst1ic (he COIMM-
mented the Divine Names of the pseudo-Dionys1ius), and philosophic
9 ın hıs Uus«c of the quaestio in the Commentary ombard Senten-
f1ae, and in the existence, iındependently of these commentarıes, of the
great SUMMAE, especılially the Summa Theologiae 1C WAas inspıred by the
eed nıte theologıca form and content“. Wıth the second stage of

For Ivo of Chartres, SCC 161; HAÄARING, Aart. Cit., 51-6 and 65 wrıtes that Ivo
Was for ger and Gratian, Nal Iso I9 m O 461, note Gratian
used both Alger and Ivo The Prologue of SIiCc el Non. Critical
Edition, edıted by and N’ (Chıcago, explicated Dy Jean
JOLIVET, Arts du langage el theologie hez Abelard, Etudes de philosophie medievale

(Parıs, 3 provıdes the best of hat Was intended these
collecti10ns. TIhe euchariıstic section of the sentences 1s found Sententiae In Libris
Distinctae, vol., IL, (Grotta- errata,

On the MOvemen! Dy which Scriptural exeges1s Came nclude theologıcal and
phiılosophical questions, SCcCC Marcıa COLISH, ‘Psalterium Scholasticorum : Peter
Lombard and the Emergence of Scholastic Psalms Exegesis, in Speculum, 6 E # E uly,

531-548 "Gilbert (of Poıitiers| 18 really the first scholastıc eXegele of salms
develop theologıcal quaestiones Out of the {® The classıc work these
developments 15 SMALLEY, The Study of the Bible In the Middle Ages, 3Ard edn
(Oxford, For SUHMUMNAaTY, SCC Rıchard SOUTHERN, Beryl Smalley and
the Bible, in ALSH and eds., The Bible In the Medieval World. ESSays In
Memory of Beryl Smalley, But che had revise radıcally her VIEWS the
ırteenth CenNntury especlally 1g of Henri Al Exegese medievale. Les quatre
SE de [ ’E‘criture, vols., Theologie 41, and arıls, 1959-1964) and of the study
of the organızatıon of medieval eachıng reported, for example, in M.-
Toward Understanding Yg Ihomas (Chicago, She 1S, however, rıght OU! the
dırection of the developments VCcCxn ıf the Causes and the stages must be reconsıdered.
ecently ere 1S JORDAN, Ordering Wisdom. The Hierarchy of Philosophical
Discourses In Aquinas, Publications In Medieval Studies Al (Notre Dame, » 1n
which the i  < CONSCHNSUS ll be OUN! See ‘Secundum dionysium dicendum quod
superlores angeli HUNGUUAM immediate CIrCca minısterium habent‘: Aquinas, Proclus and
Isaiah V1.6, 1ın Platonism and Medieval Philosophy, ed. Robert AN, (Albany, New
ork: SUNY Press,

See God In Himself: Aquinas’ Doctrine of God Expounded INn the Summa
Theologiae, (Oxford, 19-35 Brevard CHILDS, Biblical T’heology of the Old
and New lestaments: Theological Reflection the Christian Bible, (Miınneapolıs:
Fortress Press, 40-43 still Aquınas accordıng the early VIEWS of 1C|
Smalley later repented; but, at 49, he advances the argument when he notes that, whıle
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eformed heology 1n the sıxteenth CenturYy, COTMNNC Rıchard Hooker’s
Aaws of Ecclesiastical Politie and Jo  S Calvın’s, equalliy systematıc,
Institutes of the Christian eligion. In both the and the sıxteenth
centurIies, the scientific Og1C C forms theologıcal discourse must

be hıdden assumption. It must COINC Oout ınto the OD Theologıca
Cclence must become ıtself theologica object. Wyclıf Can only be
understood part of the late mediaeval development of thıs phılosophiıcal
self-conscio0usness In heology.

Thıs demand, therefore, that the OgI1C through 1C theology 15
systematızed and ıts Content understood be ıtself ırectly subject for
theologıca reflectiıon 1S later mediaeval development, though ıts
necessity ses Out of problems In the earlıer StOTY. The divisıons about
1C OgI1C 1S appropriate, and the dırect and self-cCOonsSCI10us connection of
these logıics the theologıca. character of theır Systems, belong especlally

the theologıans of yclıf’s OW: time. But, Just hıs veneration for
authoriıties from the first Christian mıllennı1um nables hım TEa
moderns and contemporarıes wıth ontemp(t, fee]l eed COMeEe

wıth them SVCN about commonliy sed also it forces
hım and them miıisuse these and these venerated authorities“. Ihe
ancıent must answer modern questions poseı in modern form, and 1in
the old authorıties Must be OUuUnN!| the phılosophiıcal OgI1C for CONtemMpOTrarYy
theologıca SYySiemSs.

As already indıcated, the fiırst IN of Augustine in Wyclıf"s de
Eucharistia 15 of hıs de Ouantitate Anıiımae. Thıs earl y, purely phılo-
sophıca dıalogue 15 Suppose: provıde authorıtatıve grounds for rejecting
the separatıon of substance and accıdents essentıial eucharıstıic heology
after Lanfifranc He 1ın In it the metaphysıc K 189 15 generally recognized
as determinatıve of hıs eucharıstic theology, lercely antı-nominalıst
Platonıc realısm. Michael Iresko’s aCCOunt of Wyclıif’s A  metaphysıcs of

alvın, lıke Aquınas, separates exeges1s and eOlogy, he 0€es it for the opposıte 1C4SOIMN

"Thomas Aquımas wrote Summa S the whole of Christian teachıng ınto
1C| the provıde buildıng blocks In strıkıng Contrast alvın reversed
the process! The role of theology Was a1d interpreting the Bıble Hıs INOVE Was
the direction of dogmatıcs exeges1s”. Thıs Onftrast 18 enlıghtenıng and it sustaıns
fundamental pomt about the necessity of dıvidıng the eNrES, but it 18 equally that the

of phılosophical and theological reflection 1s for Aquınas gathered back into h1s
commentary Scripture; SCcC armelo PANDOFI, San Tommaso filosofo nel Commento al
Salmı Interpretatione dell’essere nel modo ' esistenziale‘ dell invocazione, (Bologna,

and Towards, 233 234 and STA
23 For hıs hıstorical schema, SCC note above. WORKMAN, CI IL, 3 E note 5‚

indicates that Wyclıf dıivided the hıstory of eucharıstic doctrine into three per10ds: the first
mıllenı1um, from Berengar NNOcent INL, modern doctors of the ast 200 YCAars
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Scriptural integrity" discerns sımılar relatıon to the ancıent authoriıties:
"Ihere alllc time when he experienced LICW insıght into the WaY
meanıng 15 contaıned ın ScriptureJOHN WYCLIF  223  Scriptural integrity" discerns a similar relation to the ancient authorities:  "There came a time  when he experienced a new insight into the way  meaning is contained in Scripture ... The turning point that Wyclif describes  was his conversion to realism. He came to consider this metaphysics a  tradition that had been upheld by the providence of God ... For without  universals, he held, there can be no truth, and without a philosophy that relies  upon universals there can be no assurance of truth ... He describes this event  in De Dominio Divino. ‘For I cannot demonstrate and understand the creature  except through demonstrating and understanding God. I went a long time  before I understood this theory of ideas from Scripture. But I discovered it  unexpectedly when I received illumination from God, whereupon I gave joyful  thanks to him, along with his servant Augustine and all the others, whom God  ordains from eternity to minister to me and help me to this understanding  nvZ4_  It is not surprising that Wyclif should give credit to Augustine for helping  him arrive at a theory of universals. Augustine understood knowing and  reality in a way which owed much to the Platonic tradition, though,  importantly, the form and content of his philosophical and theological  logic were very different from their character in the fourteenth century.  But, as Michael Tresko remarks, "What is most striking here is that Wyclif  n25  claims to have found universals in the teaching of Scripture  .  One half of our own century would have been less surprised than  we are. The so-called "biblical theology" and Etienne Gilson’s discovery  of what he takes to be Aquinas’ philosophical logic in Exodus with its  "philosophy of esse" are positions analogous to those of Wyclif”®. But  many of the dilemmas of theology in the second half of the twentieth  century are owed to the now evident impossibility of reading theology and  philosophy immediately into, and, as a result, out of, the Bible. Revelation  no more teaches philosophical realism — as opposed to nominalism —  ?% TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 160-61. See also LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, p. 224.  3 Jbid. On Wyclif’s special attachment to Augustine, see KENNY, Wyclif, p. 10 and  KRETZMAN, art. cit., p. 48.  2% See W.J. HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy in St. Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and  Transformation, in Actes du Colloque sur Aeropagite et sa posterite en Orient et en  Occident, ed. Ysabel DE ANDIA, serie Moyen Äge (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1995),  412-445, in press., idem, ‘Secundum dionysium”; idem, Making Theology Practical:  Thomas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, in Dionysius, 9 (1985),  pp. 94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and  Modern Christian Teaching ‚ ed. G.R. BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St. Peter Publications,  1989), pp. 7-21, especially p. 8; Jonathan Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the  Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late Antiquity, (London, 1990),  p. 77 and E. ZUM BRUNNn, Le Dieu de Platon et le Dieu de Möise, in Saint Augustin, ed.  P. RANSON, Le Dossiers H, (Giromagny, 1988), pp. 35-39.The turnıng pomnt that Wyclıf descr1ibes
Was h1is conversion realısm. He ame cons1ıder thıs metaphysıcs
tradıtion that had been upheld by the provıdence of GodJOHN WYCLIF  223  Scriptural integrity" discerns a similar relation to the ancient authorities:  "There came a time  when he experienced a new insight into the way  meaning is contained in Scripture ... The turning point that Wyclif describes  was his conversion to realism. He came to consider this metaphysics a  tradition that had been upheld by the providence of God ... For without  universals, he held, there can be no truth, and without a philosophy that relies  upon universals there can be no assurance of truth ... He describes this event  in De Dominio Divino. ‘For I cannot demonstrate and understand the creature  except through demonstrating and understanding God. I went a long time  before I understood this theory of ideas from Scripture. But I discovered it  unexpectedly when I received illumination from God, whereupon I gave joyful  thanks to him, along with his servant Augustine and all the others, whom God  ordains from eternity to minister to me and help me to this understanding  nvZ4_  It is not surprising that Wyclif should give credit to Augustine for helping  him arrive at a theory of universals. Augustine understood knowing and  reality in a way which owed much to the Platonic tradition, though,  importantly, the form and content of his philosophical and theological  logic were very different from their character in the fourteenth century.  But, as Michael Tresko remarks, "What is most striking here is that Wyclif  n25  claims to have found universals in the teaching of Scripture  .  One half of our own century would have been less surprised than  we are. The so-called "biblical theology" and Etienne Gilson’s discovery  of what he takes to be Aquinas’ philosophical logic in Exodus with its  "philosophy of esse" are positions analogous to those of Wyclif”®. But  many of the dilemmas of theology in the second half of the twentieth  century are owed to the now evident impossibility of reading theology and  philosophy immediately into, and, as a result, out of, the Bible. Revelation  no more teaches philosophical realism — as opposed to nominalism —  ?% TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 160-61. See also LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, p. 224.  3 Jbid. On Wyclif’s special attachment to Augustine, see KENNY, Wyclif, p. 10 and  KRETZMAN, art. cit., p. 48.  2% See W.J. HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy in St. Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and  Transformation, in Actes du Colloque sur Aeropagite et sa posterite en Orient et en  Occident, ed. Ysabel DE ANDIA, serie Moyen Äge (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1995),  412-445, in press., idem, ‘Secundum dionysium”; idem, Making Theology Practical:  Thomas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, in Dionysius, 9 (1985),  pp. 94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and  Modern Christian Teaching ‚ ed. G.R. BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St. Peter Publications,  1989), pp. 7-21, especially p. 8; Jonathan Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the  Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late Antiquity, (London, 1990),  p. 77 and E. ZUM BRUNNn, Le Dieu de Platon et le Dieu de Möise, in Saint Augustin, ed.  P. RANSON, Le Dossiers H, (Giromagny, 1988), pp. 35-39.For wıthout
unıversals, he held, there Call be truth, and wıthout phılosophy that rehes
upON un1ıversals there Can be 4A4SSUTAaNCE of truthJOHN WYCLIF  223  Scriptural integrity" discerns a similar relation to the ancient authorities:  "There came a time  when he experienced a new insight into the way  meaning is contained in Scripture ... The turning point that Wyclif describes  was his conversion to realism. He came to consider this metaphysics a  tradition that had been upheld by the providence of God ... For without  universals, he held, there can be no truth, and without a philosophy that relies  upon universals there can be no assurance of truth ... He describes this event  in De Dominio Divino. ‘For I cannot demonstrate and understand the creature  except through demonstrating and understanding God. I went a long time  before I understood this theory of ideas from Scripture. But I discovered it  unexpectedly when I received illumination from God, whereupon I gave joyful  thanks to him, along with his servant Augustine and all the others, whom God  ordains from eternity to minister to me and help me to this understanding  nvZ4_  It is not surprising that Wyclif should give credit to Augustine for helping  him arrive at a theory of universals. Augustine understood knowing and  reality in a way which owed much to the Platonic tradition, though,  importantly, the form and content of his philosophical and theological  logic were very different from their character in the fourteenth century.  But, as Michael Tresko remarks, "What is most striking here is that Wyclif  n25  claims to have found universals in the teaching of Scripture  .  One half of our own century would have been less surprised than  we are. The so-called "biblical theology" and Etienne Gilson’s discovery  of what he takes to be Aquinas’ philosophical logic in Exodus with its  "philosophy of esse" are positions analogous to those of Wyclif”®. But  many of the dilemmas of theology in the second half of the twentieth  century are owed to the now evident impossibility of reading theology and  philosophy immediately into, and, as a result, out of, the Bible. Revelation  no more teaches philosophical realism — as opposed to nominalism —  ?% TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 160-61. See also LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, p. 224.  3 Jbid. On Wyclif’s special attachment to Augustine, see KENNY, Wyclif, p. 10 and  KRETZMAN, art. cit., p. 48.  2% See W.J. HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy in St. Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and  Transformation, in Actes du Colloque sur Aeropagite et sa posterite en Orient et en  Occident, ed. Ysabel DE ANDIA, serie Moyen Äge (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1995),  412-445, in press., idem, ‘Secundum dionysium”; idem, Making Theology Practical:  Thomas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, in Dionysius, 9 (1985),  pp. 94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and  Modern Christian Teaching ‚ ed. G.R. BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St. Peter Publications,  1989), pp. 7-21, especially p. 8; Jonathan Z. SMITH, Drudgery Divine: On the  Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late Antiquity, (London, 1990),  p. 77 and E. ZUM BRUNNn, Le Dieu de Platon et le Dieu de Möise, in Saint Augustin, ed.  P. RANSON, Le Dossiers H, (Giromagny, 1988), pp. 35-39.He descr1ibes thıs even!
in De OMINLO Divino. °For Cannot demonstrate and understand the creature

eXcept through demonstrating and understandıng God went long time
before understood thıs eOrYy of ideas from Scripture But discovered ıt
unexpectedly when received ıllumınatıon from God, whereupon DaVC Joyful
thanks hım, along wıth hıs sSservant Augustine and all the others, whom God
ordaıns from eternity minıster and help this understandıng nvZ4_

It 15 nOot surprising that Wyclıf cshould g1ve credit tOo Augustine for helping
hım arrıve al eOTrYy of unıversals. Augustine understood knowıng and
realıty ın WaYy hıch owed much the Platoniıc tradıtıon, though,
importantly, the form and content of hıs phılosophiıcal and theologıca.
Og1C WEeEeIC V dıfferent from theır character in the fourteenth
But, d Miıchael Iresko remarks, "What 15 MOStT strıkıng ere 1S that yclıf

125claıms ave OUnN! unıversals in the teaching of Scripture
One half of OUT OW WOU. ave een less surprised than

AI The SO-Calle' "bıblıca theology” and Etienne (Anlson’s discovery
of what he takes be Aquiınas’ phılosophiıcal Og1C in Exodus wıth ıts
"phılosophy of esse”" aAarec pos1ıti1ons analogous those of Wyclif”®. But
Man Yy of the dılemmas of heology in the second half of the twentieth

AI owed the NO  < evıdent ımpossıbılıty of readıng theology and
phılosophy iımmediately into, and, d result, Out Of, the Revelatıon

INOTEC teaches phılosophical realısm opposed nomiınalısm

I RESKO, art. CH.. See 1Iso LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, 224
25 Thid. On Wyrclırf"s specıal attachmen: Augustine, SCC KENNY, Wyclif, and

KRETZMAN, ArtT. H..
See HANKEY, Dionysian Hierarchy In A Thomas Aquinas: Tradition and

Transformation, In Cclies du Colloque SUr Aeropagite et posterite Orient el
Öccident, ed Y sabel ANDIA, ser1e oyen Age (Parıs Etudes Augustiniennes,
412-445, 1n , ıdem, ‘“Secundum dionysium ; ıdem, Making Theology Practical:
T homas Aquinas and the Nineteenth Century Religious Revival, Dionysius, (1985),

94-6; idem, Scripture and Theology: the Current Dilemma, in The Scriptures and
Modern Christian Teaching ed BRIDGE (Charlottetown: St eiter Publıcations,

7-21, especıially 8 onathan MIT' Drudgery Divine: On the
Comparison of Early Christianities and the Religions of Late ntiquity, (London,

and ZUM BRUNN, Le Dieu de Platon el le Dieu de Möise, ın Saint Augustin, ed.
Le Dossiers H, 1romagny, 35-39
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than it OpPpPDOSCS transubstantıiatiıon, as Wyclıf claıms it does  27 because it
Ca the food of the eucharistic meal "bread”. One OT another phılo-
sophıcal Og1C OT theoretical construction IMNa y be INOTEC OT less capable of
g1ving ratiıonal cContent what revelatıon o1VvesS, of enablıng us lıve in
WOT. that 15 complete for reflection, and of sustaınıng ıtself dıalectically.
Because the belıever WONU. understand, he 15 far from indılieren] phılo-
sophıca. theory. But the Scripture o€es not SaVC hım from the paın of the
OUur of phılosophıc reflection“®.

What 15 the doctrine of Hoc est? How o€eSs it er from Augus-
tine’s teachıng that SOIINC earlıer mediaeval theologıans eıther rejected
ıts doctrine eing from Augustine’s DCH, OT indıcated that it dıd nNnOL fıt
hıs other teachıng, OT TEE! themselves from dependence 1ts authorıty?
Why 0€es Wyclıf regard it above all other decretals MAaQLS224  W. J. HANKEY  than it opposes transubstantiation, as Wyclif claims it does”, because it  calls the food of the eucharistic meal "bread". One or another philo-  sophical logic or theoretical construction may be more or less capable of  giving rational content to what revelation gives, of enabling us to live in a  world that is complete for reflection, and of sustaining itself dialectically.  Because the believer would understand, he is far from indifferent to philo-  sophical theory. But the Scripture does not save him from the pain of the  labour of philosophic reflection”®.  What is the doctrine of Hoc est? How does it differ from Augus-  tine’s teaching so that some earlier mediaeval theologians either rejected  its doctrine as being from Augustine’s pen, or indicated that it did not fit  his other teaching, or freed. themselves from dependence on its authority?  Why does Wyclif regard it as above all other decretals magis ... pro nostra  sentencia?  Gratian indicates its purposes for him in the title: "The sacrifice of  the church consists in the sacrament and in the reality signified by the  sacrament (res sacramenti)". And quotes what he designates as Augustine  in libro sentenciarum Prosperi as follows:  "the sacrifice of the church consists of two things: in two it remains: of the  visible form of the elements and of the invisible flesh and blood of our Lord  Jesus Christ; both of the sacrament and the thing signified by the sacrament:  even as the person of Christ stands and consists of God and man, since he is  true God and true man, for everything contains in itself the nature and truth of  that in which it consists. Now the sacrifice of the church consists of two  things: the sacrament and the thing signified by the sacrament, that is, the  body of Christ. Therefore there is both the sacrament, and the reality to which  the sacrament refers, that is, the body of Christ".  The first part of Wyclif’s quotation is drawn from these words.  Gratian goes on to quote, what he supposes are the words of  Augustine, further:  "1. There is his flesh, which we receive in the sacrament working in the form  of bread, and there is his blood, which we drink under the form and taste of  wine. Evidently flesh is sacrament of flesh and blood is sacrament of blood.  By flesh and blood, each invisible, spiritual, intelligible is signified the body  of our Lord Jesus Christ, visible and palpable, full by grace and by divine  majesty of all virtues. 2. As the heavenly bread, which is the true flesh of  Christ is called the body of Christ, since in very truth it is sacrament of the  27 For example at de Apostasia, p. 181, de Eucharistia, pp. 224 and 288; see KEEN,  Wyclif, p. 12 and KRETZMAN, art. cit. for other philosophical positions derived from "the  logic of Sceripture".  23 See my The Bible in a Post-Critical Age, in After the Deluge, Essays Towards the  Desecularization of the Church, ed., Wm. ODDIE, (London: SPCK, 1987), pp. 41-92, es-  pecially pp. 41-3 and 69-72.DFO NOSIra
sentencia?

Gratian indıcates its PUITDOSCS for hım in the tıtle sacrıfıce of
the UrCc consısts In the sacrament and in the realıty sıgnıfıed Dy the
sacrament (res sacramenti)”. quotes what he designates as Augustine
INn FYOo sentencliarum Prosperi ollows

"the sacrıfiıce of the church consısts of things: in it remaılns: of the
visıble form of the elements and of the invisıble flesh and 00 of Lord
Jesus Christ; both of the sacrament and the thıng signifie: Dy the sacramen!t:
VCIN the Crson of Chriıst stands and consısts of God and MMan, SInCe he 15

(G10d and IN for eVE)  ıng contaıns in iıtself the nature and truth of
that In ıe it consısts. Now the sacrıfiıce of the church consısts of
thıngs: the sacrament and the ıng sıgnıfle: Dy the sacramen(t, that 1S, the
body of Christ Therefore there 1Ss both the sacrament, and the realıty which
the sacrament refers, that 1S, the body of Christ"

The first part of yclıf’s quotation 1S drawn from these words.
Giratian SCS qu  9 what he are the words of

Augustine, er
n1 ere 15 hıs flesh, 1C recelıve In the sSsacrament workıng in the form
of rea| and there 15 h1ıs 00 which drınk under the form and of
WINe Evıdently flesh 15 sSsacrament of flesh and 00O! 15 sacrament of 00
BYy flesh and 00 each invisıble, spırıtual, intellıgıble 15 sıgnıfie the body
of OUT ord Jesus 1st, visıble and palpable, full by BTACC and Dy dıvine
majesty of all virtues. As the heavenly bread, which 1S the flesh of
Christ 15 called the body of 1st, Since In vVEeIy truth ıt 1S Ssacrament of the

27 For example at de Apostasıa, 181, de Eucharistia, 724 and 288; N KEEN,
Wyclif, 12 and ETZMAN, CIL. for ther philosophıcal pos1ıt1ons derıved TOM "the
og1C of Scripture”.

28 See The Bibhle In Post-Critical Age, After the Deluge, SSAYS Towards the
Desecularization of the Church, ed., Wm. ONdon: SPCK, 41-92, CS-

peclally 41-3 and 69-/2
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body of Christ, namely of that body which being visıble, palpable and mortal
Was put the (0)  ‚ and, that ımmolatıon of the flesh which 15 made by
the priest s hands, 15 called the passıon, death, crucifixion of Christ not ıIn the
V truth of the thın but In signifyıng MYSLETY, the sacrament of al
1.e baptısm, 18 faıth"

gloss explanatiıon accompanıed thıs decretal 1ın the form
the authors consıder OUunNn! it

eavenly sacrament, 1C truly represents the body of Christ, 15 called
Christ’s body, but a(8)1 ıIn plaın speech. Therefore the uthor] SdyS 1n certaın
Way’, not in the truth of the thıng, but Dy s1gnıfyıng mMYSTeTY; thıs 15 the

it 15 called the body of Chrıist, 1t sıgnıfies it the body]"”®.
Wyclıf also sed part of the second section of the decretal and Its gl0oss

In 1926, epin traced the PDITOCCSS by 36 Lanfranc’s De ( Or-
DOFEe el SanQzuine Domini (PL 150,421-425), Was chopped rearranged,
abrıdged and entered eucharıstic CONLTOVEISY for 500 primarıly, but
NOLT exclusıvely, Augustine’s Sentences of Prosper. of ıt WeIC ST1

29 For references SCC ote above, the text 15 OC est quod dicımus, quod omnıbus
modis approbare contendimus, sacrıfıc1um ecclesıe conficı duobus, 19(6) CONstare
vıisıbilı elementorum specıle, el invısıbiılı Domuini nostrı Jesu Christı Carne eit sanguılne; et
sacramen(to, el sacramentI, ıd est COTDOTC Christi, Sıcut DErSONa Chrıstı Constat et
conficıtur Deo et homine, Ipse stus VEeTUS Deus sıt et eIus homo, quıla mMn1s
105 11L Larum ICI U na  am ei verıtatem In continet, quıbus onficıtur. ONTICI!
autem sacrıfıcıum eccles12e duobus sacramen(to, eit sacrament!, 1d est u Christi
Item: Caro 1US est, quam orma panıs opertam 1n sacramento aCC1pımus, ei Sanguls
e1us, quCm sub V1nı specıe SAaDOTIC potamus Caro videlıcet Carnis, ei SanquI1Ss
sSsacramentum Sangu1n1Ss; CaIllec ei sanguıne, utroque Invisıbıilı, spırıtuali, ıntellıgıbıilı,
sıgnıfıcatur visıbıle Domuin1ı nostrı1ı lesu Christı, eit palpabıle, plenum gratia Oomnıum
virtutum, ei dıvına maıestate. Item: Sıicut CTSO celest1is panıs, quı vere”* ‚A1O Christı est,
SUO modo VOCatur u Christi, CUIIN IeVCOIa sıt sacramentum COrporI1s stl, iıllıus
videlıcet, quod visıbıle, quod palpabıle, mortale in IUC® est posıtum, vocaturque 1psa
carnıs inmolatıo, quc sacerdotis manıbus Ht Chrıstı passı10, INOTS, CrucC1f1xX10, 19(0) 81 re1i
verıtate, sed sıgnıfıcantı mister10: SIC entum fıde1, quod baptısmus ıntellıgıtur, fiıdes
est  d Ihe VeErE, which have affıxed 18 missıng from the edıtions lısted in the
following Otfe ell TOmM REMBOLT, Parıs, 1507 CCCCXXXUUI verso) and
earher printings. The reformers ıt wıthout the ere and theır do Nnot
protest. ave found it first Parısıan edıtiıon of 1612 which notes "Haec eadem
habentur apud Lanfrancum (ex quO C1ta! Ivo) el apud gerum (quı ıtıdem Gratianus
TO sententiarum Prosper1) NOoON tamen eodem ordıne CONOCAa: Fx quıbus quıdem
auctorıbus nonnulla SuUunt emendata”. So it that ater scholarshıp the ere

when ıt discovered the SOUTCE of the texT.
The gloss reads "Coeleste sacramentum, quod OI T  al ul Chrısti,

dıcıtur stl, sed improprie. nde dıctur, SUO mOdo; sed NON rel verıtate, sed
sıgnıfıcante mySster10; uft sıt SCHSUS, Vocatur u Christı; 1d esT, sıgnıificat" the
following London edıtıons Franco1s Fradın, [933: apud Hugonem et Haeredes emonıs
Porta, 1541; Ausultus, 1559
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credıted In the sıxteenth Century Ambrose and Gregory the Great, for
example.) Thıs Was ITrONIC twıst g1ve Prosper’s faıthfully reproduced
Sentences from Augustine! Subsequent scholarshıp has only refined the
relatıon between Ivo of Chartres and ger of jege In the transmıssıon of
the text De orpore el{ Sanguine Dominl, Lanfranc 15 respondıng
Berengar and In partıcular Berengar’s cıtatıon and interpretation of
portion of Augustine’s Letter Boniface*”. Thıs letter entered eucharıstic
CONtrOVerSYy rıght al the eginnıng wıth Ratramnus’ De Corpore el angul-

Domini, and 15 quoted al length ell In iragments and bridge-
throughout the e1g centurıes considering. In CVECIY debate,

both sıdes consıder ıt theır 0} DFO nNOSIra sententia. Moreover, SINCE,
interpreted Dy Berengar and reinterpreted Dy Lanfranc, ıt enters collections
ıke Gratian’’s Decretum, elard  s SIC el Non and ombard Sentences, ıt
1S OUuUnN! both sıdes of questions! Thıs 1S, however, another STOTY hıch

hope SOOMN ell in another place Whıle Berengar cıtes the letter often
In hıs works, he g1ves only few words OT al most ONC (always
the Samne words and the Sarmne sentence) make only OMNC point. Ihe SCI1-

1S ıf the sSsacraments had nNnOoTt certaın lıkeness the realıtıes of
i e they AIl sacramen!ts, they WOUuU not be sacraments al " the poimnt:
there 1S lıkeness (similitudo between sacrament and thıng, not
dentity OT equality (identitas, equalitas)”“.

Epistle 9 C 33,363-64; SEL 34/2, ed. GOLDBACHER (Vıenna,
O-31; er numerations designate it Epistle 2 E} Wyclıf cıtes ıt both and
For Berengar SCC Rescriptum CONLFra Lanfrannum, ed R.B HUYGENS, CCM
(Turnhout,

32 “Sl enım sacramenta quandam simılıtudınem ICI UMNN QqUaTumn SUnt sacramenta,
DNON aberent, OMNIınNO NON essent” quoted Rescriptum III, 190-192; h1s pomt May be
found for example al Rescriptum II, 243'7-2444 "Cum egas In eato Ambros1ıo0
sımılıtudınem prec10s1 San gu1nıs bıbis’ legas et eato Augustino epıstola ad
Bonefacıum ep1SCOpuUm: S1 sacramenta reTunmNnl, QqUarum sacramenta sunt, S1111}  inem NOn
aberent (non aıt rerum, (quas erant), vecordıter asser1s SS5C in sacramenti1s 'arıs
ımılıtudınem panıs ef Vinı, ad quod confirmandum ımılıtudıinıs adverbıa HON valere ad
ıdemtitatem vel equalıtatem scr1psıistı, indıgne satıs erudıtione". Hıs pomint ere 1S the
Sda1i11Cc that made Dy Ratramnus there 1s the Samlıe 1ıkeness both before and fter
consecratıion. er references thıs Passagc I, -  y IL, and 28TO-
2871 and La lettre d’Adelman de Liege Berengar de Tours, RB HUYGENS, Textes
latins du AXIle XIIIe siecle, Studı Medievalı, ser1e terza I1 (1967), 477, 35-40
Berengar and hıs ought that the treatise by atramnus, IC Orme!
Berengar’s euchariıstic VIeWS, but hıch he had only read Wäas Dy John Scot
Eriugena, regarded heretic (see note 3 % below). Berengar WAas CONvınced that ıf
Eriugena WAas heretic indeed WeTEC Augustine, Jerome and Ambrose (see
Huygen’s artıcle al 455 and 456 and Rescriptum I‚ 42- On Berengar’s partıal
readıng of .atramnus, SCC Jean de ONTICIOS al 457 of Huygen’'s artıcle and Epistola
Berengarlii ad Ascelium (FL 150), 66B, lınes PTE The only longer quotatiıon of Epistle
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But ıf Berengar’s reaction Lanfranc’s eucharıstic theories Was

conservatıve, old fashıonedly Augustinıan and doctrinally sımple, the
opposıte 15 irue of Lanfranc’s developments””. He has cConvınced Jean de
Montclos, in OUT time, and the of thıs scholar, though
complex, also persuade 901 that Lanfranc’s interpretations and develop-

of Augustine WEIC NCCCSSaTY both for the reconcılıatıon of the
dıverse aspects of Augustine’s doctrine and also for furthering it in the
eleventh Moreover, Lanfranc’s contemporarıes WEIC convınced
of thıs that they identified Lanfranc’s words those of Augustine and
other athers

TOM Rabanus Maurus 0 the realıst sıde of ; the CONLrOVerSY
ere °realıst’ 15 opposed noTt ‘nominalıst’”, the phılosophıca. posıtıon
opposed Wyclıf’s, but ‘T1gurative’ OT “sacramentalıst’, the posıtıon in
the eucharıst CONtLrOVerSY taken Dy Berengar, eY, Cranmer and ewel,
for example, and perhaps Dy Ratramnus WAas also assısted by the ıdenti1-
ficatıon of wrıtten Dy Paschasıus Radbertus the words of
Augustine. ese, d ep1n showed, substituted for Augustine’s
teachıng the body of hrıs 11Cc  S teachıng IC 15 essentıal for the
11C  S doctrinal developments:

"whıiıle for Augustine there three INanneTSs of understandıng °the hrıst”
God, God made IN and identified wıth the entire body of the

church, of which he 15 the Head, Paschasıus speaks of three INanneTrs of
understandıng °the body of which 15 entirely dıfferent. the
explanatıon which he g1ves hıs thought 15 In effect VEIYy dıvergent: the body
of Christ 15 able be hıs natural body, hıs eucharıstic body, hıs mystıcal
body the Church"**

ere 1S nothıng INOTC important the estern doctrinal developments
than the changes in the understandıng of hrıst’s body” Fınally,

9 E by Berengar 1s ın Un inedito di Berengario di Tours ı] concilio Romano del
1079, ed sOrbis OMANUS Biblioteca di est medievale, Miılan,

119; but it extends beyond the portion cıted by atramnus and thıs treatise 15 NO W

regarded by dıscıple of Berengar SCCy €il.. v Indeed, Man
problems Ssurround the authenticıty and datıng of the remaıns of erengar’s wrıtings, SCC

'ANI, Status quaestion1s dei falsi berengariani: ole sulla prıma fase della
disputa, ın Fälschungen IM Mittelalter. Gefälschte Rechtstexte der bestrafte Fälscher,
M.G 33, annoVver, 191-215

33 See Southern and OnN{tiIcCclos Cıte' note 1/ above.
hıs 18 translatıon of CIL. at 765; for the development, SCC Iso

HARING, Cil,. andy CI CSD 405 Ihe ast thınks Augustine
inspıred the development.

35 NSee DE A Corpus Mysticum. L’eucharistie et [’Eglise V dage, 2nd
dıtıon (Parıs, KANTOROWICZ, The King s Iwo Bodies: Study INn Medieval
Political T'heory, (Princeton, 194 ff.; INGAR, L’Eglise de saınt Augustin
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however, ıt 15 when jJudging 1C sıde, realıst OT figuratıve, WAas

MmMoOst aıthful tO Augustine consıder CUr10US fact.
ıle the words and doctrines of Paschasıus and Lanfranc WeTC

identified d those of Augustine, Ratramnus’ De Corpore 21 Sanguine,
IMNOTE nearly exegetical lectio of Augustine than dialectica quaestio,

be iıdentified 4S wriıtten by Jo  34 Scot Eriugena, regarde: 4S

heretic. Moreover, Ratramnus’ treatıse disappeared from 1eW until the
sixteenth u  9 eXcept fOor thıs brief 18NOM1N1I0US appCAaranNncC 1n the
eleventh CEeNTUrYy because Berengar had read part of it” Evıdently, the
theologıans In that Augustinian AaYC of the estern church recognized hım
In the doctrinal developments made by Paschasıus and Lanfranc Bou-
hot has made much the Sarmnlc kınd of Case for Paschasıus Iirue iscıple
of Augustine that Monclos made for Lanfranc, and regards Lanfranc, not

Berengar, aSs the elr of both Paschasıus and Ratramnus. FOor, wıth the
exception of pıece of deception by Godescalc, AI NOT confronting

u37_intentional fraud, only, what NO call, "communiıcatıon problems
Just after Berengar’s favorıte NS from Augustine’s letter

Boniface, the Bıshop of 1ppo wrıtes:
"From thıs simılıtude, commonly hey have the of those thıngs (of
which they AICc sacraments). So therefore In certaın WaYy the sacrament of the
body of Christ 15 the body of Christ and the sacrament of the 00 of Christ

l’epoque moderne, (Parıs, For SUMINAaT y of the question In the hıstorıical and
doctrinal context considering, SCcCC PELIKAN, The Christian Tradition, vol., HL,
The Growth of Medieval T’heology (600-15300), (Chıcago, 191-202 Up date
bıblıography 11l be found In Thomas Aquinas ’ Vision of the Church.
Fundamentals of Ecumenical Ecclesiology, Tübınger theologische Studiıen 27 (Maınz,

and SCULLY: The Theology of the Mystical Body of Christ INn French
Language Theology In The Irish Theological QuartertTy, (1992). 58-74

36 See notes 1 E 18 and above; the fate of atramnus work, essential the
'otice Bibliographique DYy J.N. VAN DEN h1s dıtıon of the De Corpore el

Sanguine Domini, 605 and BOUHOT, 77 P 83 and elsewhere. At note

5 $ 139, that the identificatıon of atramnus work by Eriugena 15
problem «x  nsoluble  ” Eriugena’s sacramental doctrine and hat hım it VE
ıTieren: from the doctrine and approac of Ratramnus; the fırst. SCC G.S WALKER,
Eriugena s Conception of the Sacraments, Studies In Church istory, vol 3, ed.
IN eıden, 150-158 and Oratio Placabilis Deo  n Eriu-
SENA Fragmentary FEucharistic Teaching In light of the Doctrine of the Periphyseon in
Dionysius, 13 (1989), At PELIKAN, C: e there 15 usefu.
SUMIMAaTr'y of the fate of the eucharıstic treatises of Paschasıus and RKatramnus and
references praise of Paschasıus’ genuıne wrıtings by h1is SUCCESSOIS

EW On the fraud of Godescalc, SCC BOUHOT, CLE 55-6 and Aart. CH. 135
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18 the 00 of Christ, lıkewıise the sacrament of faıth 15 faith">3
thınk it INaYy be Nowed that ON 0€es nOT become partısan in the

centurıes long debate OVECT the meanıng of thıs text Sa y ıt admıts of
ambiıgulty; the secundum quendam modum 1S nNOoTt specıfied. The connection
made wıth namıng ea Ihomas Cranmer and others in the sixteenth

settle atters by translatıng ıt "after certaın of
SPeCCOH ; but thıs 1S interpretative translatıon and 15 both reasonably
objecte: by hıs opponents and reasonably Justified by him:  359 Wyclıf

3 "Ex hac autem sımılıtudıine plerumque 1am ıpsarum TECTIUMN nomına accıpıunt, sıcut
CISO secundum quen modum sacramentum COrporI1s Christı COIDUS Christı est, SdCId-
mentum San gu1nıs Chriıstı Sanguls STı esT, ita sacramentum fide1 fides est  x See note 31
above, CSEL, S3T lınes S

39 TIThomas CRANMER, Writings and Disputations relative the Sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper, Parker Soclety (Cambrıdge, i Bıshop Gardıner of
Wınchester objects An  NOr St. Augustine hath such words, but only secundum quendam
modum, fter certaın INaNNCT, whereas put ‘of speech‘’ 1s addıtion INOTEC than truth
requıired of necessity” 126) Cranmer replies "read the place of St. Augustine who will,
and he fınd that he speaketh of the INanneTr of speech, and that of such INanneTr of
speech, calleth OMNC thıng by the Namme of another, where it 15 19(0)1 the VC] thıng indeed"

127} John WEL, The Works of John Jewel, vols, arker Socliety Cambrıdge, 1845
-50), L, 167 has uby certaın of speech"; 1L, 570; H1L, 471 and 602 have
"after ertaın of speech"; but at I, 489 and 503, he omıts "Of speech"”. Wm.

Defense of the Sincere and Irue Translations of the Holy criptures Into the
English Iongue, arker Soclety (Cambrıdge, 270 Iso translates "after certaın
manner” wıthout "of speec  , GRINDAL, Fruitful Dialogue hbetween Custom and
Verity declaring these words of Christ. "This 15 body  LL The 'emains of Edmund
Grindal, er Socılety (Cambrıdge, 61 But ıcholas Treatises an
Letters of Dr Nicholas Ridley, er Socıiety Cambrıdge, 4!  s has "after
certaın INanneTr of speech‘”. Rıdley probably introduced Cranmer thıs passagc SINCe ıt

he had made hım acquaınted ıth Ratramnus who quoted ıt at length and ıth
whom it entered eucharıstic Controversy. On atramnus, eYy and Cranmer, SCC IN
VAN DEN CH.: 100-102 and the introduction by }} PACKER The Work of
T homas Cranmer, TIhe Courtenay 1brary of Reformatıon Classıcs AA (Appleford,
Berkshıre, XV1 "Ihe 1T mılestone Was change mınd OU' the nature of
the eucharistic SCNCC, 1C. he ame In 1546 when “doctor Rıdley dıd confer ıth
INC, and by sundry persuas1ıons and authorıties of doctors TEW quite from

‚R1Op1nıon In the Otfe Packer Says "Rıdley eached h1s 1415  < 1eW of the eucharıstic
through readıng Ratramnus nınth-century actJOHN WYCLIF  229  is the blood of Christ, so likewise the sacrament of faith is faith"*®,  I think it may be allowed that one does not become a partisan in the  centuries long debate over the meaning of this text to say it admits of  ambiguity; the secundum quendam modum is not specified. The connection  made with naming leads Thomas Cranmer and others in the sixteenth  century to settle matters by translating it "after a certain manner of  speech", but this is an interpretative translation and is both reasonably  objected to by his opponents and reasonably justified by him“°. Wyclif  3 "Ex hac autem similitudine plerumque iam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt, sicut  ergo secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi est, sacra-  mentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est, ita sacramentum fidei fides est". See note 31  above, CSEL, p. 531, lines 5-9.  3 Thomas CRANMER, Writings and Disputations relative to the Sacrament of the  Lord’s Supper, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), pp. 124-27; Bishop Gardiner of  Winchester objects: "nor St. Augustine hath no such words, but only secundum quendam  modum, after a certain manner, whereas to put ‘of speech’ is an addition more than truth  required of necessity" (p. 126). Cranmer replies "read the place of St. Augustine who will,  and he shall find that he speaketh of the manner of speech, and that of such a manner of  speech, as calleth one thing by the name of another, where it is not the very thing indeed"  (p- 127). John JEWEL, The Works of John Jewel, 4 vols, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1845  -50), I, p. 167: has "by a certain manner of speech"; II, p. 570; HII, pp. 471 and 602: have  "after a certain manner of speech"; but at I, pp. 489 and 503, he omits "of speech". Wm.  FULKE, A Defense of the Sincere and True Translations of the Holy Scriptures into the  English Tongue, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 270 also translates "after a certain  manner" without "of speech", so E. GRINDAL, A Fruitful Dialogue between Custom and  Verity declaring these words of Christ: "This is my body", The Remains of Edmund  Grindal, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 61. But Nicholas RIDLEY, 7reatises and  Letters of Dr Nicholas Ridley, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 40, has "after a  certain manner of speech". Ridley probably introduced Cranmer to this passage since it  seems he had made him acquainted with Ratramnus who quoted it at length and with  whom iit entered eucharistic controversy. On Ratramnus, Ridley and Cranmer, see J.N.B.  VAN DEN BRINK, op. cit., pp. 100-102 and the introduction by J.I. PACKER to Zhe Work of  Thomas Cranmer, The Courtenay Library of Reformation Classics 21 (Appleford,  Berkshire, 1964), p. xvi: "The third milestone was a change in mind about the nature of  the eucharistic presence, to which he came in 1546 when ‘doctor Ridley did confer with  me, and by sundry persuasions and authorities of doctors drew me quite from my  au  opinion  . In the note Packer says: "Ridley reached his new view of the eucharistic  presence through reading Ratramnus’ ninth-century tract ... printed at Cologne in 1532  and Geneva in 1541 ... This seems to have been in 1545." There is, however, nothing in  Ratramnus to justify this translation, and its defect is that, for Augustine, the similitude of  the thing and the sacrament is the cause of the common name, but their identity is the  work of the divine Logos and is not reducible to subjective acts of signifying or naming.  What separates the Reformation from Augustine and the mediaevals lies in a difference  between them on the relation of subjectivity to God and objective being. We must ask if  Cranmer and his companions are capable of understanding Augustine on this matter. They  regard reality from another perspective; see note 41 below.printed at Cologne In 1532

and Geneva 1541JOHN WYCLIF  229  is the blood of Christ, so likewise the sacrament of faith is faith"*®,  I think it may be allowed that one does not become a partisan in the  centuries long debate over the meaning of this text to say it admits of  ambiguity; the secundum quendam modum is not specified. The connection  made with naming leads Thomas Cranmer and others in the sixteenth  century to settle matters by translating it "after a certain manner of  speech", but this is an interpretative translation and is both reasonably  objected to by his opponents and reasonably justified by him“°. Wyclif  3 "Ex hac autem similitudine plerumque iam ipsarum rerum nomina accipiunt, sicut  ergo secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis Christi corpus Christi est, sacra-  mentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est, ita sacramentum fidei fides est". See note 31  above, CSEL, p. 531, lines 5-9.  3 Thomas CRANMER, Writings and Disputations relative to the Sacrament of the  Lord’s Supper, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), pp. 124-27; Bishop Gardiner of  Winchester objects: "nor St. Augustine hath no such words, but only secundum quendam  modum, after a certain manner, whereas to put ‘of speech’ is an addition more than truth  required of necessity" (p. 126). Cranmer replies "read the place of St. Augustine who will,  and he shall find that he speaketh of the manner of speech, and that of such a manner of  speech, as calleth one thing by the name of another, where it is not the very thing indeed"  (p- 127). John JEWEL, The Works of John Jewel, 4 vols, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1845  -50), I, p. 167: has "by a certain manner of speech"; II, p. 570; HII, pp. 471 and 602: have  "after a certain manner of speech"; but at I, pp. 489 and 503, he omits "of speech". Wm.  FULKE, A Defense of the Sincere and True Translations of the Holy Scriptures into the  English Tongue, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 270 also translates "after a certain  manner" without "of speech", so E. GRINDAL, A Fruitful Dialogue between Custom and  Verity declaring these words of Christ: "This is my body", The Remains of Edmund  Grindal, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 61. But Nicholas RIDLEY, 7reatises and  Letters of Dr Nicholas Ridley, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1843), p. 40, has "after a  certain manner of speech". Ridley probably introduced Cranmer to this passage since it  seems he had made him acquainted with Ratramnus who quoted it at length and with  whom iit entered eucharistic controversy. On Ratramnus, Ridley and Cranmer, see J.N.B.  VAN DEN BRINK, op. cit., pp. 100-102 and the introduction by J.I. PACKER to Zhe Work of  Thomas Cranmer, The Courtenay Library of Reformation Classics 21 (Appleford,  Berkshire, 1964), p. xvi: "The third milestone was a change in mind about the nature of  the eucharistic presence, to which he came in 1546 when ‘doctor Ridley did confer with  me, and by sundry persuasions and authorities of doctors drew me quite from my  au  opinion  . In the note Packer says: "Ridley reached his new view of the eucharistic  presence through reading Ratramnus’ ninth-century tract ... printed at Cologne in 1532  and Geneva in 1541 ... This seems to have been in 1545." There is, however, nothing in  Ratramnus to justify this translation, and its defect is that, for Augustine, the similitude of  the thing and the sacrament is the cause of the common name, but their identity is the  work of the divine Logos and is not reducible to subjective acts of signifying or naming.  What separates the Reformation from Augustine and the mediaevals lies in a difference  between them on the relation of subjectivity to God and objective being. We must ask if  Cranmer and his companions are capable of understanding Augustine on this matter. They  regard reality from another perspective; see note 41 below.hı1s have een 19545 ere 1S, however, nothing in
Ratramnus Justify thıs translatıon, and 1ts defect 1s that, for Augustine, the sıimılıtude of
the thıng and the Sacrament 1S the of the Name, but theır dentity 1s the
work of the dıvine Logos and 1s not reducıble subjective CTS of sıgnıfyıng namıng.
What separates the Reformatıon TOmM Augustine and the mediaevals 1€eS$ dıfference
between them the relatıon of subjectiviıty G0od and objective eing. We MUust ask ıf
Cranmer and hıs Companıons dICc capable of understandıng Augustine thıs matter. They
regarı realıty from another perspective; SsSCcCC ote 41 e1I0W.
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takes the Same approac. 4S Cranmer, interpreting the pasSagc thus
"+hıs mode Augustine explaıns NOL accordıng substance but accordıng
s1ignification. then that thıs ought be understood accordıng certaın
allegory and figure and not accordıng ıdentity nature|l40.

But there 1S another sıde the PassSagc and, ıf Dage 1Ss rıght,
Augustine“. The connection between the sacrament of al 1.e baptısm,
and faıth 1S not sımply nomiınal. 10 the Iwenty-fifth of the Anglıcan
Articles of Religion:

"Sacraments be NOL only badges tokens of Christian men s profession,
but rather they be certaın SUI! wıtnesses and effectual S1gNs of BTACC Dy
16 he doth work invisıbly in 'u42

The sacraments S12N1 ealıty 1C also works through them In
CaSC, logıcally, siımılıtude requiıres SOTINC element of ıdentity between the
terms compared. For the sacramental realısts lıke Lanfranc and Paschasıus,
the simılıtude between the eucharıstic sıgn and and the thıng it sıgnıfies
requires real, not merely nomıinal, dentity. The dentity 1S nOoTt Just in the
subjective aCTSs of s1gn1fyıng, rather s1ıgnıfyıng has ıtself objective
presupposıtion. Because, for them, the subjective sıde 1S CcCovered by the
sacrament 1QUFd, 1.e as s1gn1ıfyıng, verıtas requıres dentity
belonging essentia.

Happıly, do not need, for the PUTITDOSCS of thıs DAaDCTI, explaın

et Ilum modum explicat Augustinus, NOMN secundum substancıam, sed secundum
s1gn1ıficacıonem. Eg0 utem 1C0O hoc debere ıntellıgı secundum quendam tropum ef
fiıguram et 1ON secundum quendam ydemptificacıonem vel naturam ”; de LDOSTASIA, 51

SAGE, L’Eucharistie dans la pensee de saınt Augustin, Revue des etudes
augustinıennes, (1969), "Le ‘secundum quemdam modum)’ n elımıne
pas le realısme de la formule230  W. J. HANKEY  takes the same approach as Cranmer, interpreting the passage thus:  "this mode Augustine explains not according to substance but according to  signification. I say then that this ought to be understood according to a certain  allegory and figure and not according to identity or nature  u40.  But there is another side to the passage and, if A. Sage is right, to  Augustine*', The connection between the sacrament of faith, i.e. baptism,  and faith is not simply nominal. To quote the Twenty-fifth of the Anglican  Articles of Religion:  "Sacraments ... be not only badges or tokens of Christian men’s profession,  but rather they be certain sure witnesses and effectual signs of grace  ü by  which he [God] doth work invisibly in us ..  'll42  The sacraments signify a reality which also works through them. In any  case, logically, similitude requires some element of identity between the  terms compared. For the sacramental realists like Lanfranc and Paschasius,  the similitude between the eucharistic sign and and the thing it signifies  requires real, not merely nominal, identity. The identity is not just in the  subjective acts of signifying, rather signifying has itself an objective  presupposition. Because, for them, the subjective side is covered by the  sacrament as figura,  i.e. as signifying, veritas requires an identity  belonging to essentia.  Happily, we do not need, for the purposes of this paper, to explain  40 n  et illum modum explicat Augustinus, non secundum substanciam, sed secundum  significacionem. Ego autem dico hoc debere intelligi secundum quendam tropum et  figuram et non secundum quendam ydemptificacionem vel naturam"; de Apostasia, p. 51.  * A. SAGE, L’Eucharistie dans la pensee de saint Augustin, in Revue des etudes  augustiniennes, XV (1969), pp. 209-40: "Le ‘secundum quemdam modum’ ... n’elimine  pas le realisme de la formule ... Le corps et le sang du Christ sont ‘in sacramento’ aussi  reellement presents que la foi dans le bapte&me" (p. 219). He makes the necessary point  that for Augustine the subjective and objective sides are united by the Logos "incree" (p.  218) found in Scripture and understood both there and in Augustine’s Neoplatonic  philosophy as living and active, running through and uniting all things. H. CHADWICK,  art. cit., p. 419 says: "Certainly, Augustine used much symbolist language about the  eucharist... [but his] doctrine of Eucharistic presence is not merely symbolist".  %* I have quoted the edition of the Thirty Nine "Articles of Religion" as printed in The  Book of Common Prayer 1962 Canada, pp. 707-8; but they may be found generally in  editions of Z7The Book of Common Prayer and elsewhere. On the sacramental doctrine of  the Articles, one might now start with O. O’DONOVAN, On the Thirty Nine Articles: A  Conversation with Tudor Christianity, (Exeter, 1986), pp. 126ff. and R. T. BECKWITH,  The Doctrine of the Sacraments in the Thirty-Nine Articles, in The Thirty-Nine Articles,  ed. G. R. BRIDGE, (Charlottetown, P.E.I., 1990), pp. 68-78. Their doctrine may be called  "symbolic instrumentalism", a term used for Calvin’s teaching: see P. J. LEITHART,  What’s Wrong with Transubstantiation? An Evaluation of Theological Models, in West-  minster Theological Journal, 53 (1991), 321, note 96.Le COIDS ei le Sall; du hrıst SONT sacramento’ aussı
reellement presents que la fO1 dans le bapteme” 219) He makes the NCCESSaTY pOo1n!
that for Augustine the subjective and objective sıdes unıiıte: Dy the 0g20S iıncree  ‚0
218) found Scripture and UunderstO0O both there and Augustine’s Neoplatonic
phılosophy lıving and actıve, runnıng oug) and unıtiıng all thıngs. .

C 419 SaysS "Certaunly, Augustine used much symbolıst anguage OU! the
eucharıst. (but h1S] 0CC of Eucharistic 15 NOL merely symbolıst".

42 ave quoted the edıtiıon of the Th: Nıne "Articles of Relıgion" printed The
ook of Common rayer 1962 Canada, 707-8; but they MaYy be found generally In
edıtions of The ook of Common rayer and elsewhere. On the sacramental OC of
the Artıcles, ‚0)41= might DOW ST ıth O’DONOVAN, On the I’hirty Nine Articles:
Conversation ith Tudor Christianity, (Exeter, and y
The Doctrine of the Sacraments In the I hirty-Nine Articles, In The I'hirty-Nine Articles,
ed. BRIDGE, (Charlottetown, P-B.k. 68-78 Theır doctrine mMaYy be called
"symbolıc instrumentalısm"', te]  3 used for VINn'Ss eachiıng: SO 9
What Wrong ith TIransubstantiation? An Evaluation of Iheological Models, West-
minster Theological Journal, 53 (1991), 321, note
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the precıse OgI1C 1C compels and g1ves meanıng the 1C
became known A the Sentences of Prosper”. We aATrec doubly fortunate in
thıs because NOT only 15 thıs step in the development of eucharistic realısm

1I11ICU. ONC, but also even Lanfranc’s most sympathetic followers,
mediıiaeval and modern, AaQICC that h1is phılosophıcal OgI1C 15 NOLT adequate

hıs argument. Berengar 15 sımpler, clearer, INOTC intellıg1ble, hıs WaYy
of usıng Augustine’s ad Bonifacium 15 indıcatıve 1Cc 15 doubtless
why he really conceded that hıs posıtıon Was WIONS He had
reason thınk it was! Neıther the conceptual anguage the
doctrine of transubstantıatıion, NOT the term ıtself, were used Dy Lanfranc.
Moreover, the problems encountered Dy Lanfranc’s SUCCESSOTS for
example, ger of Jjege and Gultmund of Aversa In rendering hIis
statements intellıgıble and reconcılıng them wıth what they took be the
other dicta of Augustine and the athers made it clear noTt only that he had
made leap forward, but that another leap Wäas requıred. The Arısto-
telıanısms of the twelfth and the thırteenth centurıes and theır employmen
Dy Aquınas and others iın the Servıice of the doctrine of transubstantiatiıon
have, in thıs context, theologıca. necessıity, there 15 dle OT eXiIraneOus
ımportatıon of phılosophy into faith“*.

We mustT, however, follow Lanfranc thıs far the mode of the sımıl-
ıtude between the Sacrament of the altar and the realıty it sıgnıfles requıres
for hım both dıfference, that the remaıns sıgnıfyıng figu-

and alsoO essentıal ıdentity, that ıt 1S effective In verıtate. Thus,
the first part of Hoc B5ST, quoted above SaVYS, the sacrıfıce of the church 1S
NOoTt only of the sacrament dıstınguıshed irom ıts realıty, but also of the
realıty of the body and (070] of hrıs TIhe ımmolatıon al the an! of
the priest 15 in sıgnıfyıng mMYSTETY, there 1S 11Cc ea of Chrıst In real
fact, but the sacrıfice 1S nonetheless of the realıty, nOoTt Just of the

43 They expliıcated y CI
See eter the Venerable quoted by Ontfclos al 460, the argument TOom 441

of Lanfranc el Berenger, the artıcles have Cıte\ by Härıng and Chadwick, and
PELIKAN, CHE:. 202-204 Ler negatıve treatment of Aquınas derıves 1n part
TOmM faılure derstand the Arıstotelianısm of IThomas’ predecessors and the unıty of
eology and phılosophy In thıs per10d, (art. C: 296-306). On transubstantiation, K
Joseph GOERING, The Invention of I ransubstantiation, raditio, (1991), 158
which offers "the tentatıve hypothesıs that the term °transubstantıiation’ Was fırst
introduced al Parıs around 1 140, and that Pullen Was its inventor". On Aquımnas,
SCS MOSst recently the 1SSuUe of Revue des SCIENCES philosophiques el theologiques G
Avrıl, devoted Saint Thomas d’Aquin el l’eucharistie: Un HIR exemplaire
echanges entre philosophie el theologie wıth artıcles by Imbach, . DE Weber, and

Gy.
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sacramental 45  sign And, the second part SayS, the body 1S
of ıtself, invisıble ıng 15 sSsacrament of another invisıble realıty. Or,
pul it negatıvely, Ssacraments AI noTt Just outward and visıble S1Z2NS of
inward invıisıble realıties. 1I11ICU the decretal 1S, ıt (01 Sa y
something. For Lanfranc, because of the relatıons ON another of the
sacramental, the heavenly, and the © es of Christ (clearly
dıstiınguished for hım), and because of the unıon in the eucharıstic sacrıfıce
of the sacramental sıgn and the realıty sıgnıfie: thereby (whıch remaın for
Lanfranc dıstınguıshed ell ıdentifıed), the representatıve, figuratıve
and mystical iımmolatıon in external lıturgica actıon al the priest’s
an makes effective and really present fOor the CVCTI recurrıng needs of
the sınfu WOT. the hıstorıical bodıly ea! of Christ wıthout really slayıng
hım agaın OT affecting the impassıbılıty of hıs glor10us and ascended body
(thıs requıres dıstinction and ıdentity of lıturgical mMYSterYy and
sacramental realıty), ıt mMust be saıd both that the church offers her
sacrıfıce the realıty IC the Ssacrament refers, and also that the body
of hrıs 15 sacramen: of ıtself, sıgnıfyıng and sıgnıfied; the invısıble 1s
sacrament of the invisıble.

Ihe assertion in the fırst part 15 in order draw together
dıverse sStatements of Augustine. He certamly makes the dıstinction of
sacrament and sacramental realıty and he certamly wrıtes of offering by
the Urc of her realıty in hrıs contaıned in hrıst’s offerıng of
himself*. But the drawn together ın the of the
called Sentences of Prosper Ihe second of Lanfranc’s assertions clearly

45 interpreting 'anc teaching real euchariıstic sacrıfice, because of the
identity of SAaCTH:  nIum and res sacramenlti1, yel sacrıfıce IC 18 Iso figuratıve and
NOT carnal, followy CiH,;, who makes the pomnt INOTEC strongly
than Aart. Cit.. Härıng 1s usefu. at thıs poınt, especlally showıng
how ger of Jege and Gultmund of Aversa OUur lean the of Lan-
c’ adWIıiC also makes the pomnt. Gultmund’s treatment of the matter 1S gıven at
149, 1455, 1C 15 nslated part by Francıs CLARK, Eucharistic Sacrifice and the
Reformation, 2nd ed. (Oxford: Aasıl. aCc  Cn  9 406 Clark’s general argument
OU! the relatıon between the doctrines of eucharıstic and eucharıstic sacrıfıce 15
instructive, 18 hıs cons1ideration of mediaeval authors (pp 404-409). PELIKAN, C:,

1 84-204 g1ves SUTVCY of the teachıng and controversies concerning the real
thıs per10 and polnNts the emphasıs the sacrıfıce. sefu hat thıs INnecans 18

The Sacramental Presuppositions of Anselm ’s ‘Cur Deus Homo ,
Church LStOry, (1957), 265 have SOTINC remarks Wa Anselm and the Mediaeval
Doctors, Atonement and Sacrifice: Doctrine and Worship, ed.,
(Charlottetown: St Peter Publıcations, BA

See AUGUSTINE, In Tohannis Evangelium 26.11 3 C} 265), Sermon 292,
Infantes de Sacramento (PL 38, de (‚ivitate Dei X’ 4 E 294) and ÜM

4 $ 528) beginnıng.
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contradıcts both words of Augustine ell known OUT authors”’, and
also the specıfic character of what call hıs Platonism“®. ese pomnts
granted, OUT problem ıll be 18 explaın hOw the first part of the decretal
COUuU be laımed 4S authoriıtatıve ugustine Dy the sıxteenth CeNtury
nglıcan reformers, for whom the doctrine of eucharıstic sacrıfıce
ınvolved Was the of the V  OpIs. blasphemies, and how alıyONC
COU. claım the second part elonge o ugustine.

The problem 15 increased when reCOgNI1Ze, d must, that not
CVETYONC dıd wallow all of ıt Despıite ıts dıfficulties, the texTt 15
sufficıently clear that the problems wıth the second part became evıdent
V SOOIN. Ihe first indıcatıons WCIC In the efforts of ger of J1ege and
Gultmund of Aversa tOo reduce SOINC logıcal consistency what they
nheriıted from Lanfranc. But they, 1ıke MOStT of theır SUCCEOSSOTS eıther
sıde of the question, WeIC 11078 aDSOTDE: 1n the exigencles of CONTLTOVETISY
inquıre into the ineage of theır OUTCECS Then, there 1S the fact that Peter
Abelard includes lt, along wıth other, quıte dıfferent, Augustinıan In

47 For example, "S1gnum est enım 1CS5 praeter specıem, ingerıt sens1bus, alıud
alıquıd facıens cognitionem venıre De Doctrina Christiana IL, 1“ 17 3 'g
32) W sıgn 15 somethıng 1C. VeTrT and above the specıfic form which ıt iImpresses
the SCI1SCS Causes SOINC further object entfer cognıtion” hıch 15 found at LLAN-

de Corp. et Sang. CIiZ 130, 422 C‚ 1VO, Decretum IL, Ö, 161, 148C,
Panormia I’ SE 161, 1074 A: de Sacr. e 4, 180, ZI16; ABELARD, SIC el
Non UAXAY  ‚ FTZ. 407: GRATIAN, Decretum III, de Oons IL, c33 (Friıedberg 1,
LOMBARD, Sententiae I . (Grottaferrata 1L, 233X% AQUINAS, 1L, 60, L, ob]
sımılar 1ist could be gıven for "Sacrificıum CISO visıbıle invısıbılıs sacramentum, ıd est

sıgnum est”:  x„ De ( ivitate Dei A 417, Z} visıble sacrıfıce 18 the
Sacrament, 1.e the sacred S1gN, of the invisıble sacrıfıce". There 1s ımportant
bıblıographical otfe al Za of olume of the Grottaferrata edıtion of ombard
Sententiae (1981) and HARING, CIt., has suggestive remarks Alger’s alteratıon
of thıs tfext. Agaın ere 1s "Sacramentum est invısıbiılıs gratiae visıbılıs 'ormMa  “
Sacramen! 1S visıble form of invısıble Sahıd  grace , hıch fınd equalliy ell dıstrıbuted. It
becomes the definıtion and deriıves from AUGUSTINE, Epistola 105, 3
3 « 604). Important references AIc SIiCc el Non CAXVIUI, 109, 407; (JRATIAN
Decretum IL, de CONS., (Friıedberg 1, LOMBARD,. Sententiae I 1, and S,
(Grotta:  ferra! a, N: 2372 and 284) Many others could be supplıed.

4X On the complexı1ty of ugustine s moOovemen! from sensıble ıntellıg1ble and its
relatıon h1s PlotinJjan Neoplatonısm, SCcCC G0od In Himself, chap 2’ especılally,
45{Tr1. and Henry hadwıck’s introduction hıs translatıon of the Confessions (Oxford,

XM1-XXM11. Unpublıshed OcCcfiora. dıssertations by Dodaro (Oxford,
and Carreker (Dalhousıie, TaW the sensıble and intellıgıble ogether INOTEC

completely than do
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SIiC el Non; thıs implicıtly ra1ıses the question of hOow ıt 1ts  49 The
exıistence of what Jo  S ewe called VE barbarous gloss  „ ShOows that
the fıt 15 felt be tight”. The COomMmMentator 15 havıng rouble wıth the
notion of self-signiıfyıng sacrament(, self-signifyıng body, indeed, wıth
how, 4S "heavenly”", the body sıgnıfies al all Peter Lombard makes the
fact of problem evident°). As ıcholas ärıng remınds uS, the Master
of the Sentences introduces OUT passSagc wıth formula hıch "generally
heralds troublesome text”:

nHe DOCS tell that St. Augustine Was CONSC1IOUS of the bscurıty of h1s
OWI words (quia obscure dixeralt), fact which prompted hım (1.e Augustine)

Sa y that "the bread 15 called the body of Christ although 1n realıty, it 15 the
SacramentIum of Christ’s Body234  W. J. HANKEY  Sic et Non; this implicitly raises the question of how it fits“. The  existence of what John Jewel called "the very barbarous gloss" shows that  the fit is felt to be tight”. The commentator is having trouble with the  notion of a self-signifying sacrament, a self-signifying body, indeed, with  how, as "heavenly", the body signifies at all. Peter Lombard makes the  fact of a problem evident”'. As Nicholas Häring reminds us, the Master  of the Sentences introduces our passage with a formula which "generally  heralds a troublesome text":  "He goes on to tell us that St. Augustine was conscious of the obscurity of his  own words (quia obscure dixerat), a fact which prompted him (i.e. Augustine)  to say that "the bread is called the body of Christ although in reality, it is the  sacramentum of Christ’s Body ... just as the sacramentum of faith is called  Ta  Häring draws to our attention the hero, so far as criticism is concerned, of  the whole history, Gerhoh of Reichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote in a  book whose title is as interesting as its contents — Libellus de eo, quod  princeps mundi huius iam iudicatus sit or Liber de simoniacis i.e. A  Pamphlet on this: the prince of this world is already judged, the  following:  "Since a sacrament is a visible sign of invisible grace, I dare not apply the  word "sacrament" to Christ’s body secret and hidden from our sight. I dare not  call it a sacrament because it does not signify something sacred unless perhaps  it be called sacrament by virtue of its effects as it sanctifies the worthy  recipient ... For that reason, I cannot but feel amazed at the view of some  masters who affirm that by Christ’s body and blood — both of which are  invisible, intelligible — is signified the visible and palpable body of Christ.  After all, as a rule invisible things are signified by visible things rather than  u53'  visible things by invisible  %# See notes 18 and 45 above; in Sic et Non various selections from Liber  Sententiarum Prosperi are found in the massive Quaestio CXVII: De sacramento altaris  quod sit essentialiter ipsa veritas carnis Christi et sanguinis et contra (pp. 379 f£.), for  example number 46, p. 389.  %. JEWEL; L p: S03}  5l Sententiae IV, 10, 1 (Grottaferrata ii, p. 293).  5 HÄRING, art. cit., p. 74.  3 "Cum enim sacramentum sit visibile signum invisibilis gratiae, corpus Christi  secretum et nostro visui absconditum non audeo sacramentum appellare, quia non  significat rem sacram, sed est res sacra, nisi forte ab effectu dicatur sacramentum, quia  digne participantem sacrat ... Unde sententiam quorundam magistrorum affirmantium,  quod carne et sanguine Christi utroque invisibili intelligibili significetur corpus Christi  visibile ac palpabile, cogor ammirari, cum potius invisibilia per visibilia, quam visibilia  per invisibilia soleant significari, quod etiam affirmat auctoritas beati Augustini dicentis  ‘“Signum est res  . [de Doctrina Christiana II, 1,1]’ in Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum et  Pontificum, saeculis XT et XII, vol. 3, Monumenta Germaniae Historica (Hannover, 1897),Just the sacramentum of al 15 called
faith">*

ärıng draws OUT attention the hero, far ecrıticısm 15 concerned, of
the ole hıstory, Gerhoh of Reıichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote ın
book whose tıtle 15 interesting its 1DeLllus de El  9 quod
DFrinceps mundı Ahuius 1LAm iudicatus S1it OT er de SIMONLACLS 1.e
amphlet this the prince of this WOoTri L1$ already judged, the
followıing

"Sınce sacrament 1S visıble s1gn of invisıble SIACC, dare NOL apply the
word "sacrament“” Christ’s body secret and hıdden from OUT sıght. dare NOT
call it Sacrament because it does NOL s1gn1fy somethıng sacred unless perhaps
it be called sacrament Dy virtue of 1ts effects as it sanctıfies the worthy
recıpıent234  W. J. HANKEY  Sic et Non; this implicitly raises the question of how it fits“. The  existence of what John Jewel called "the very barbarous gloss" shows that  the fit is felt to be tight”. The commentator is having trouble with the  notion of a self-signifying sacrament, a self-signifying body, indeed, with  how, as "heavenly", the body signifies at all. Peter Lombard makes the  fact of a problem evident”'. As Nicholas Häring reminds us, the Master  of the Sentences introduces our passage with a formula which "generally  heralds a troublesome text":  "He goes on to tell us that St. Augustine was conscious of the obscurity of his  own words (quia obscure dixerat), a fact which prompted him (i.e. Augustine)  to say that "the bread is called the body of Christ although in reality, it is the  sacramentum of Christ’s Body ... just as the sacramentum of faith is called  Ta  Häring draws to our attention the hero, so far as criticism is concerned, of  the whole history, Gerhoh of Reichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote in a  book whose title is as interesting as its contents — Libellus de eo, quod  princeps mundi huius iam iudicatus sit or Liber de simoniacis i.e. A  Pamphlet on this: the prince of this world is already judged, the  following:  "Since a sacrament is a visible sign of invisible grace, I dare not apply the  word "sacrament" to Christ’s body secret and hidden from our sight. I dare not  call it a sacrament because it does not signify something sacred unless perhaps  it be called sacrament by virtue of its effects as it sanctifies the worthy  recipient ... For that reason, I cannot but feel amazed at the view of some  masters who affirm that by Christ’s body and blood — both of which are  invisible, intelligible — is signified the visible and palpable body of Christ.  After all, as a rule invisible things are signified by visible things rather than  u53'  visible things by invisible  %# See notes 18 and 45 above; in Sic et Non various selections from Liber  Sententiarum Prosperi are found in the massive Quaestio CXVII: De sacramento altaris  quod sit essentialiter ipsa veritas carnis Christi et sanguinis et contra (pp. 379 f£.), for  example number 46, p. 389.  %. JEWEL; L p: S03}  5l Sententiae IV, 10, 1 (Grottaferrata ii, p. 293).  5 HÄRING, art. cit., p. 74.  3 "Cum enim sacramentum sit visibile signum invisibilis gratiae, corpus Christi  secretum et nostro visui absconditum non audeo sacramentum appellare, quia non  significat rem sacram, sed est res sacra, nisi forte ab effectu dicatur sacramentum, quia  digne participantem sacrat ... Unde sententiam quorundam magistrorum affirmantium,  quod carne et sanguine Christi utroque invisibili intelligibili significetur corpus Christi  visibile ac palpabile, cogor ammirari, cum potius invisibilia per visibilia, quam visibilia  per invisibilia soleant significari, quod etiam affirmat auctoritas beati Augustini dicentis  ‘“Signum est res  . [de Doctrina Christiana II, 1,1]’ in Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum et  Pontificum, saeculis XT et XII, vol. 3, Monumenta Germaniae Historica (Hannover, 1897),For that TCasSO, Canno but feel amazed al the VIeW of SOME
asters who affırm that Dy Christ’s body and 00 both of which aIic

invisıble, intellıgıble 15 signifie: the 1sıble and palpable body of Christ.
fter all, dSs rule invısıble things aIc s1gnifie: by ısıble thıngs rather than

u53.ısıble thıngs Dy invısıble

See notes 18 and 45 above: Sic el Non Varı0us selections TOmM Liber
Sententiarum Prosperi AIc found ıIn the assıve Quaestio De sacramento altarıs
quod Sıt essentialiter 1DSa ver1ıtas CAaFNIiSs Christi el SANZUINILS el CONILra (pp 379 ff , for
example number 4 E} 389

1, 503
Sententiae I l 9 (Grottaferrata 1L, 293).
HARING, CI

53 "Cum enım sacramentum sıt visıbıle sıgnum invısıbılıs gratiae, u s{l
secretum eft NOSTro V1ISUlL abscondıtum 1OMN audeo sacramentum appellare, quıa NON

sıgnıfıcat TCII SaCTam, sed est ICS SaCTa, n1ıs1ı forte ab effectu dıicatur sacramentum, qula
dıgne partıcıpantem SaCrTra!234  W. J. HANKEY  Sic et Non; this implicitly raises the question of how it fits“. The  existence of what John Jewel called "the very barbarous gloss" shows that  the fit is felt to be tight”. The commentator is having trouble with the  notion of a self-signifying sacrament, a self-signifying body, indeed, with  how, as "heavenly", the body signifies at all. Peter Lombard makes the  fact of a problem evident”'. As Nicholas Häring reminds us, the Master  of the Sentences introduces our passage with a formula which "generally  heralds a troublesome text":  "He goes on to tell us that St. Augustine was conscious of the obscurity of his  own words (quia obscure dixerat), a fact which prompted him (i.e. Augustine)  to say that "the bread is called the body of Christ although in reality, it is the  sacramentum of Christ’s Body ... just as the sacramentum of faith is called  Ta  Häring draws to our attention the hero, so far as criticism is concerned, of  the whole history, Gerhoh of Reichersberg, who, about 1136, wrote in a  book whose title is as interesting as its contents — Libellus de eo, quod  princeps mundi huius iam iudicatus sit or Liber de simoniacis i.e. A  Pamphlet on this: the prince of this world is already judged, the  following:  "Since a sacrament is a visible sign of invisible grace, I dare not apply the  word "sacrament" to Christ’s body secret and hidden from our sight. I dare not  call it a sacrament because it does not signify something sacred unless perhaps  it be called sacrament by virtue of its effects as it sanctifies the worthy  recipient ... For that reason, I cannot but feel amazed at the view of some  masters who affirm that by Christ’s body and blood — both of which are  invisible, intelligible — is signified the visible and palpable body of Christ.  After all, as a rule invisible things are signified by visible things rather than  u53'  visible things by invisible  %# See notes 18 and 45 above; in Sic et Non various selections from Liber  Sententiarum Prosperi are found in the massive Quaestio CXVII: De sacramento altaris  quod sit essentialiter ipsa veritas carnis Christi et sanguinis et contra (pp. 379 f£.), for  example number 46, p. 389.  %. JEWEL; L p: S03}  5l Sententiae IV, 10, 1 (Grottaferrata ii, p. 293).  5 HÄRING, art. cit., p. 74.  3 "Cum enim sacramentum sit visibile signum invisibilis gratiae, corpus Christi  secretum et nostro visui absconditum non audeo sacramentum appellare, quia non  significat rem sacram, sed est res sacra, nisi forte ab effectu dicatur sacramentum, quia  digne participantem sacrat ... Unde sententiam quorundam magistrorum affirmantium,  quod carne et sanguine Christi utroque invisibili intelligibili significetur corpus Christi  visibile ac palpabile, cogor ammirari, cum potius invisibilia per visibilia, quam visibilia  per invisibilia soleant significari, quod etiam affirmat auctoritas beati Augustini dicentis  ‘“Signum est res  . [de Doctrina Christiana II, 1,1]’ in Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum et  Pontificum, saeculis XT et XII, vol. 3, Monumenta Germaniae Historica (Hannover, 1897),nde sententiam quorundam magıstrorum affırmantıum,
quod CaInlc el sanguıne Christı utroque invısıbilı intellıgıbılı sıgnıfıcetur u Christı
visıbiıle palpabıle, ammırarı, potius invısıbılıa DET visıbılıa, visıbılıa
PCI invısıbılıa oleant significarı, quod eti1am affırmat auctorıtas eatı Augustin1ı dıicentis
‘Sıgnum est ICS |de Doctrina Christiana IL, LEF Libelli de Lite, Imperatorum el

Pontificum, saeculis eft AII, vol. 3. Monumenta (Germaniae Historica (Hannover,
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He then ZOCS the "authorıty of St Augustine hıch affırms
thıs" and g1ves the I0CUs CIASSICUS from de Doctrina Christiana r IIA
sıgn 15 ıng 1C beyond the specıfic form it impresses the SCI1S5CS5

Causecs SOTINC er object OUT cognition”. (For latın texti SCC ofe

47)
By the thırteenth 1U  ’ head confrontatıon wıth 11I11CU

eX COUu. be voıded because the mMoOovemen! of theology Was nNOoT from
texti IEXL In lectio OT exposıtion, but from question question. Ihe
ogıcal iructure IC heology had in the mınd of the master begins
dominate. He took and placed them wıthın hıs questions
both form hıs question he wiılled and rıng Out only that aspect of
the texti 1C served the completeness and MOvemen of eology. Vast-

1y larger and LNOTC explicıt phılosophiıcal OgI1C also served free the
theologıca. argument from the OTass 7 the textual tradıtıon in thıs
arca had become. However., despıte the UsSs«c of the quaestio iın commenting

ombard Sentences, the problematıc derıving from Lanfranc had
be ea wıth somehow. Aquınas consıdered them in the exXxpos1itio LeXIus

followıng hıs theological questions in PTODCI form, and Bonaventure
simılarly ea wıth them In 14 Wıth the ST1 greater freedom of hıs
Summa Theologiae, St TIThomas SCS the Lanfranc C} ascrıbing theır
SOUTCC Augustine and Gregory, but only far they AiIc for
the complete formatıon of the heology of the sacraments*“.

Bonaventure certamly faces the contradıctions squarely; ıt 15
SdY, he observes, that the flesh 1S Ssacrament of the flesh because oth-

ıng 1S sıgn of ıtself and, if YOU should espond that 1n dıverse states
something Cal be both s1gn and what 15 sıgnıfie (Lanfranc’s WaY of
ınkıng), Bonaventure draws YOUITF attention that sıgn must be better
known than that 16 it poıints, what 15 Invısıbly 1n the sacrament
Can hardly be sıgn of the body visıble 1n heaven. Agaın, ıf yOu should
SdY, (as LOombard oes), that the flesh signıfies flesh in the form of rea|
Bonaventure observes that it 15 the TeAal 1C 15 visıble and palpable.
However, fınally, and determinatıvely fOor Bonaventure, Augustine Say>s
that the visıble flesh 1s sıgnıfle: by the invisıble flesh (our text)
Bonaventure AdL15WOIS Dy demonstratıon that there 1s double, nNnOoT

sıngle usec of f1guratıve speech; "because what belongs the s1gn 1S
attrıbuted 18 the sıgnıfi1e and what belongs the sıgnıfie 1S attrıbuted

267, Iınes 21{ff. have ollowe! Härıiıng’s translatıon.
For the here ın general, SCC references al nOtes 2 and above. Aquınas

uses the authorıty of anfranc dısguised Augustine at III, 6 $ 5 I 79
5 ITI, 83, 19 5: at III, 7 $ 1’ 'anc 15 under the of Gregory the Tea
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the ü  sign  ||55. The key for hım 1S what 15 contaıned in the Thus,
In the end, hıs solution 15 Lanfranc’s and all the dIc saved.
Bonaventure’s determıinatıon 15 dıfferent from what find 1ın
Aquınas Paradoxıically Bonaventure had proceeded from Augustinian
1eW of uman owıng doctrine of the sSsacraments 1C contradıcts
Augustine”®. Aquınas 11l do the opposıte.

In hıs Sentences mmentary, Aquiınas g1ves far less attention than
o€es Bonaventure to addressing and reconcılıng all the exXis For hım there
SCCII be contradıctions In what derıves from 'anc In another
passSagc of the old Archbıshop of anterbury, there 1S the that
"thıs 15 and thıs 15 a(0)1 the body" and the part of OUT texi from 1C
Bonaventure started o be "false' because nothing 18 sıgn of ıtself.
Aquınas it, not by anythıng elaborate d double allegory, but
rather by reference the SAdIllc key Bonaventure sed "these specles

55 Bonaventure, Commentaria In quatuor libros sententiarum Magistri 'etri Lombardi,
vol (Quaracchı, X’ 1) dubıa 4! "Item quaerıtur de hoc quod 1C1
Caro Carnıs el San gu1s sacramentum est sSanguın1s. Vıdetur enım male dıcere, quı1a nıhıl est
sıgnum SUl1 IDSIUS. 1 1Cas mıiıhı, quod idem sub dıversıs statıbus potest SsSCcC sıgnum eit

S1gna) uft CaIo, est sub sacramen(to, sıt sıgnum SUl,; est caelo, quod
VI dıcere lıttera SCqQUCNS, Contra s1ıgnum debet SSC notius sens1ıbus (quUamı s1ıgnatum;
sed Cal est sub sacramentfoO est invisıbilıs et ımpalpabılıs, caelo visıbiılıs eil
palpabılıs; CI SO NON est s1ıgnum 1US. S1 dıcas, siıcut dıcıt agıster, quod CAal‘ accıpıtur
DIO S1Z2N0 Carnıs, scılıcet DanNcC, Confira spec1es panıs est visıbilıis ei palpabılıs; sed
Augustinus 1cıt, quod aiInc invısıbilı s1ignificatur Calt‘ visıbılıs. Respondeo: Dıcendum,
quod tropologıcus est SCIIHNO NOCC tantum LTODO, sed duplıcı, quıa quod est S12N1
attrıbuıitur sıgnato el quod est sıgnatı attrıbuntur S1Z2N0. Specıes enım panıs est S1gNUm,
quon1am est visıbilıs, sed Cal interius Contenta est S1gna! quıa est invısıbılıs236  W. J. HANKEY  the sign"®. The key for him is what is contained in the sacrament. Thus,  in the end, his solution is Lanfranc’s and all the texts are saved.  Bonaventure’s determination is different from what we shall find in  Aquinas. Paradoxically Bonaventure had proceeded from an Augustinian  view of human knowing to a doctrine of the sacraments which contradicts  Augustine®. Aquinas will do the opposite.  In his Sentences commentary, Aquinas gives far less attention than  does Bonaventure to addressing and reconciling all the texts. For him there  seem to be contradictions in what derives from Lanfranc. In another  passage of the old Archbishop of Canterbury, there is the statement that  "this is and this is not the body", and the part of our text from which  Bonaventure started seems to be "false" because nothing is a sign of itself.  Aquinas saves it, not by anything as elaborate as a double allegory, but  rather by reference to the same key as Bonaventure used: "these species  ®3 Bonaventure, Commentaria in quatuor libros sententiarum Magistri Petri Lombardi,  vol. 4 (Quaracchi, 1889), X, 1, dubia 4, pp. 226-27: "Item quaeritur de hoc quod dicit:  Caro carnis et sanguis sacramentum est sanguinis. Videtur enim male dicere, quia nihil est  signum sui ipsius. Si tu dicas mihi, quod idem sub diversis statibus potest esse signum et  signatum, ut caro, prout est sub sacramento, sit signum sui, prout est in caelo, quod  videtur dicere littera sequens; contra: signum debet esse notius sensibus quam signatum;  sed caro, prout est sub sacramento est invisibilis et impalpabilis, in caelo visibilis et  palpabilis; ergo non est signum eius. Si tu dicas, sicut dicit Magister, quod caro accipitur  pro signo carnis, scilicet pane; contra: species panis est visibilis et palpabilis; sed  Augustinus dicit, quod carne invisibili significatur caro visibilis. Respondeo: Dicendum,  quod tropologicus est sermo nec tantum uno tropo, sed duplici, quia quod est signi  attribuitur signato et quod est signati attribuitur signo. Species enim panis est signum,  quoniam est visibilis, sed caro interius contenta est signatum, quia est invisibilis ... quasi  vellet Augustinus dicere: caro Christi visibilis et palpabilis signatur et continetur a specie  panis invisibiliter et intelligibiliter".  5 The essential difference between Aquinas and Bonaventure which is decisive here  is that Bonaventure allows for intellectual intuition for humans, Aquinas does not: see E.  H. COUSINS (ed.), Bonaventure: The Soul’s Journey into God, The Tree of Life, The Life  of St. Francis, The Classics of Western Spirituality (New York, 1978), p. 23; in the  Itinerarium, the first two stages are not strictly required; one may begin, as does  Anselm’s Proslogion, by passing directly into the self. On the complex, unresolved,  unsystematic "dualisme" of Bonaventure as compared to Aquinas, see E.-H. WEBER,  Dialogue et dissensions entre saint Bonaventure et saint Thomas d’Aquin ä Paris (1252-  1273), Bibliotheque thomiste 41 (Paris, 1974), pp. 140-142 and idem, La Personne  humaine au xiiie siecle. L’avenement chez les maitres parisiens de l’acception moderne de  l’homme, Bibliotheque thomiste 46 (Paris, 1991), pp. 90-108 and Alain DE LIBERA, Une  anthropologie de la gräce. Sur ‘La personne humaine au xiiie siecle’ d’ E.-H. Weber, in  Revue des sciences philosophiques et theologiques 77 (1993), pp. 241-254.quası
vellet ugustinus dicere: Cal‘ Chriıstı visıbılıs eit palpabılıs sıgna et continetur specıe
panıs invısıbılıter ei intelligıbılıter".

The essential dıfference between Aquınas and Bonaventure hıch 1S decıisiıve here
185 that Bonaventure allows for intellectual intuıtion for humans, quınas does NnOot SCC

COUSINS (ed.). Bonaventure: The Soul’s Journey into God, The Iree of Life, The Life
of SE Francis, Ihe Classıcs of Western Spirıtuality (New Y ork, 23 the
Itinerarium, the fırst not strictly required; ONe MaYy begin, does
Anselm’s Proslogion, by passıng ırectly into the self. On the complex, unresolved,
unsystematıc "dualısme" of Bonaventure compared Aquınas, SCcCC E.-H. EBER,
Dialogue el dissensions entre saınt Bonaventure el Saıint Thomas d’Aquin Parıs-

Bıblıotheque ‚Omıiıste 41 (Parıs, 140-147) and idem, La Personne
humaine XILLe siecle. 'avenement hez les maitres parısıens de [’acception moderne de
|’homme, Bıblıotheque thomiste (Parıs, and aın U/ne
anthropologie de Ia gräce. Sur 'La humaine XiLLe siecle’ E -H Weber,
Revue des SCIENCES philosophiques el theologiques (1993), 281258
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[of TeAl and wıne ] wıth the flesh contaıned called invısıble flesh">”.
However, in Aquıiınas, the definıtion of sacrament 15 not ırectly ouched
When he takes thıs ın hıs Summa eologiae, the changes he carrıed
through in the iructure of theologica argument ShOw theır importance.

In askıng "What 15 sacrament?" Aquiınas seeks first determiıine
hıch ıt belongs, and Inquıres o whether it belongs In the

Category of S12Ns. He introduces, in objection [WO and the sed Irda, 1L€e
both sıdes of the question, [WO of the V ell known sStatements of

Augustine 1C define S12n sensıble and make sacraments visıble
58  Signs But, 1i1e acknowledging that thıs creates problems for 1a-

insofar as they also en, St TIhomas determiıines thıs artıcle
by placıng sacraments in the f S1gNs wıthout stressing theır sens1-
ılıty. The question of the second artıcle 15 "Whether CVETIY sıgn of
sacred ıng 15 sacrament?" Here what 15 essentıal about S12Ns 15 NOT
theır sensıble aspect but rather that they ead from the known the
unknown, and what he emphasızes about sacraments 15 that they make
ICN holy” Ihomas Uus«c of OUT decretal in artıcle three 18 A  whether
sacraments aAre S12NS of OMNC ıng only  . 15 in order strengthen rther
thıs aSspectT. Augustine’s IN FO Sententiarum Prosperi 15 the authorıty In
the sed CONLIra. The poınnt, taken from what 15 in fact Lanfranc, 1S that r  1ın
the Sacrament of the altar the realıty sıgnıfle 15 [WO foldJOHN WYCLIF  231  [of bread and wine] with the flesh contained are called invisible flesh"””.  However, in Aquinas, the definition of sacrament is not directly touched.  When he takes this up in his Summa Theologiae, the changes he carried  through in the structure of theological argument show their importance.  In asking "What is a sacrament?" Aquinas seeks first to determine  to which genus it belongs, and inquires as to whether it belongs in the  category of signs. He introduces, in objection two and the sed contra, i.e.  on both sides of the question, two of the very well known statements of  Augustine which define a sign as sensible and make sacraments visible  signs°. But, while acknowledging that this creates problems for sacra-  ments insofar as they are also hidden, St. Thomas determines this article  by placing sacraments in the genus of signs without stressing their sensi-  bility. The question of the second article is "Whether every sign of a  sacred thing is a sacrament?" Here what is essential about signs is not  their sensible aspect but rather that they lead us from the known to the  unknown, and what he emphasizes about sacraments is that they make  men holy”. Thomas’ use of our decretal in article three as to "whether  sacraments are signs of one thing only" is in order to strengthen further  this aspect. Augustine’s in /ibro Sententiarum Prosperi is the authority in  the sed contra. The point, taken from what is in fact Lanfranc, is that "in  the sacrament of the altar the reality signified is two fold ... the true body  of Christ and the mystical"®. So, by this means, there is introduced the  three fold distinction of the body of Christ necessary to the developments  we have been considering: the eucharistic, the historical and the glorified  body. The effect of the article is to establish that the sacrament is cause of  holiness and in what sense. The sacrament sanctifies because it stands in  relation both to the historical body of Christ, in which the passion and  death securing our salvation occurred, and also to the glorious body, in  mystical union with which lies our hope. The essence of sacramentality is  here:  ” Scriptum super Sententiis Magistri Petri Lombardi, ed. M. F. Mo0Os, 4 vol., IV  (Paris, 1947), IV, dist. x, expositio textus, p. 427: "Videtur hoc esse falsum; quia nihil est  signum sui ipsius. Et dicendum quod carnem quae significat, nominat ipsas species quae  sunt signum carnis; et hoc tropice, ut Magister dicit. Et ipsae species cum carne contenta  dicuntur caro invisibilis quia sub specie illa caro Christi non videtur ..."  ® ST III, 60, 1, "Quid sit sacramentum", the texts of Augustine are de Doctrina  Christiana IL, 1, 1 and de Civitate Dei X, 5; see note 47 above.  ° ST III, 60, 2: "per nota ad ignota pervenire, ut scilicet proprie dicatur sacramentum  secundum quod nunc de sacramentis loquimur, quod est signum rei sacrae inquantum est  sanctificans homines". I quote Piana in the Ottawa, 1944 edition.  © ST III, 60, 3, s.c.: "quod in sacramento altaris est duplex res significata scilicet  corpus Christi verum et mysticum ut Augustinus dicit in libro Sententiarum Prosperi".the ITUu! body
of hrıs and the mystical"®®. DO, Dy thıs E there 1S introduced the
three fold dıstıiınction of the body of Christ the developments

ave een considering: the eucharıstic, the hıstorical and the glorıfie
body. The effect of the artıcle 15 establısh that the sacrament 15 of
holiness and ın what Ihe sSsacrament sanctıfıes because it stands in
relatıon both the hıstorical body of Christ, In 1C the passıon and
eg] securıng OUT salvatıon Occurred, and also the g10r10US body, in
mystıcal un1ıon wıth 1C lıes OUT hope The CSSCI1ICE of sacramentalıty 18
ere

5 / Scriptum Sententiis Mazgistri Petri Lombardiı, ed MOOS, vol.,
(Parıs, IV, dıst. Ays eXposıt1io0 427 "Vıde! hoc SSC falsum; qula nıhıl est
sıgnum SUl1 1PS1US. Et dıcendum quod AINCeIN QquaC sıgnificat, nomiınat 1pSsas specles QuacC
5  A sıgnum Carnıis: ei hoc tropiıce, uft Magıster dıcıt Ft ıpsae specles CaInNle OoOntenta
dıcuntur Cal‘ invisıbilis quıa subh specıe lla Calt‘ Chrıiıstı DON videtur

5 III, 60, } Quid sıt sacramentum ”, the of Augustine AI de Doctrina
Christiana IL, l, and de Civitate Dei X7 57 SCcCC oftfe above.

IIl, 60, 8  per otfa ad 1gnota pervenıire, ut scıilıcet proprie dicatur entum
secundum quod UNC de sacramentis loquimur, quod est sıgnum rel SaCIac Inquantum est
sanctıifiıcans homines". Pıana the ÖOttawa, 1944 editi1on.

ITI, 6 $ 3‚ uod In sacramento altarıs est duplex ICS sıgnıfıcata scılıcet
ul hristı VeIUM ei mysticum ut Augustinus dıcıt in lıbro Sententiarum Prosper1  ”"
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"The VC) fact that the term *‘sacrament‘’ s1ignıfies the realıty 16 sanctıfles
‚al that it should sign1ify the effect produced. For this notion 1s understood

461in the VE ConceptL of sanctıfyıng Just sanctıfyıng
The OU! artıcle of thıs question, whether sacrament 1S always

sensıble ing",  A makes clear that, by thıs poinnt, ave establıshe' only
that sacrament 15 sıgn of sacred ıng ıIn much 4S through it hu-
S AIcC sanctıfıed. Ihe question of its sens1bilıty remaıns unsettled. It
mMust 1O be 2Ce For OUT PUTrTDOSCS, the use of Augustine’s authorıity
ere 15 crucılal: he OMNCEC agaın 15 OUN|! both sıdes of the question in
objection three and ın the sed CONIFa. Moreover, the philosophıcal author1-

mMoOst ıimportant ere for unders  ıng  0 the relevant Og1C 15 Arıstotle:; the
determinıng sacred authorıty 18 Dionysıius the pseudo-Areopagıte. The mat-
ter in the end turns nOot the authorıty of Augustine, who 1S represented
both thınkıng that sensıble thıngs AICc the least of thıings "wıithout 1C
humans AIC able lıve well”, and also that sacraments ınvolve physıca
element and the comıng of the divıne word. ese arc, the of them,
genuine statements of Augustine dıifficult reconcile®?. Ihus the
turns rather the question of uman If humans ave intellectual
intuıtion, then they do noTt eed sensıble S1ZNS ead them to the holy. On
thıs aspect of anthropology, Augustine and hıs followers ATIC al est
amb1ıguo0us. As heıirs of OMNC tradıtıon of Neoplatonısm they SCCIN OW
for iıntellectual intuı1tion independent of sensatıon. Dionysıius 15

Aquınas’ SOUTCEC fOor another tradıtion of Chrıistian Neoplatonism affecting
estern mediaeval heology. For it humans COMNNC the ntellı-
g1 dıvıne realm eXCcept through the sensible®>. 5 S12NS 1
WOU ead must be sensible, nOT because S12NS aAfrec by natu: sensıble,
but rather because what (GJ0d WOU. usec make holy mMust be adapted

OUT condıiıtıion. By thıs COINC back affırm the genuılne text of

Lil, 60, 3’ ad "Dicendum quod hOoc quod sıgnıfıcat ICI

sanctıifıcantem, Oportel quod significet effec: quı intellıgıtur In 1psa sanctıfıcante
est sanctifıcans".

I1I, 60, 49 ob] ,  res sensıbıles sunt mınıma ona Sıne quıbus homo recte
Vivere potest” and "Augustinus 1C1 Uup! loan ccedit verbum ad elementum, el
fıt sacramentum

63 On Augustine and his ollowers SCC NOTfes and above:; Dıonysıus, God
In Himself, 48-52 Ihe reference for Aquinas, "Dıonysıus almost always tfollows
istotle”, 1S Scriptum Sententiis, 1L, dıst. 14, L 27 350); the MOSst
complete consıderation of the 1Cason in and for thıs apparently assoc1atıon 15
OOTH, Aristotelian Lporetic Ontology In Islamic and Christian Thinkers, Cambridge
Studıes in medieval ıfe and thought (Cambrıdge: ambrıdge nıversı' Press, TIhe
anthropologıca. impliıcatiıons of the unıfıcatıon are underlıned LIBERA, Art. Cit.,
2502254



JOHN 239

Augustine, the de octrina Christiana texti 1C appeared in the first
objection of the fiırst artıcle In thıs ser1l1es:

"And hence what dIiCc princıpally called S1gNs aIic what aATc offered the
SCNSCS, Augustine SayS In the sevorn/ d book of On Christian Doctrine ' s1gn
15 somethıng1 OVECTI and above the specıfic form 518 17 impresses upDON
the SCNSCS Causecs SOINC er object enter OUT cognıtion". Intellıg1ible
effects, however, do not have the essential I1Cason of S1gNs unless hey dIC

164made known through SOINC s1gn
Because the invisıble body 15 nOotT iıtself sens1ıble, it COu then only be
called sacrament A  1ın far ıt 15 sıgniıfie through somethıing sens1ıble"
(quodammodo SaAacCcramenla Inquantum SUuNnf significata DEr aliqua sensibi-
[ia) Augustine’s definıtion 15 saved by INCcans of Arıstotelıan and
Dıonysıan phılosophical heology.

In SU: the pseudo-Augustinıan Sentences of Prosper AIc not
rejected such. But theır eachıng 15 nOot able Augustine’s
genulmne definıtions of sıgn and of sacrament visıble s1gn eology has
TEE: iıtself from the onfused condıtiıon of the Augustinian textual
tradıtion. The theology of the sacraments 15 determined Dy Aquınas’
fundamental understandıng of (GJ0d and the human. Fınally, the theologıcal
anthropology 1Cc proviıdes place for Augustine’s definıtions 15 V
dıfferent from that of Augustine. It 15 lıkely that Ihomas doectrine of the
Ssacraments also dıffered ıimportantly from Augustine’s; thıs WAas certamly
the opınıon of the s1ıxteenth Ntu: reformers. Whether OT NOTt they WEeIC

rıght 1S question LOO large for uS, and SVECN LLNOTEC 1S the question
whether Aquınas and Augustine Aic better OT al the points where
they dıffer. Thıs, however, thınk Cal be shown: the sixteenth
Anglıcan reformers WeTC nOoTt better than theır mediaeval predecessors
eıther In dıscerning 1 WEEIC genumıne Augustine and IC exXts
WeTC illegıtimately athered hım, 0)8 1n theır willıngness uUuse CX
polemically, tendenti0usly, and wıthout CaIrc for theır PTODCI sense®

III, 60, 4! ad f inde est quod prımo et princıpalıter dıcuntur sıgna qQqua«C
sens1ıbus offeruntur: Ssıcut Augustinus 1C1 1n {{ de Doctrina Chrıstiana, quod "sıgnum est
enım ICS praeter specıem, quamı ingerıt sens1ibus, alıud alıquıd facıens
cognıtıonem venıre). Effectus autem ıntellıgıbıles NOn habent ratıonem S1g2N1 NSı
secundum quod 5  — manıfestatı PCI alıqua sıgna".

65 regreit be una| AaBICcC wıth Packer’s jüdgement of O0OMaAas Cranmer’s
metho: "havıng studied Scripture in its ıtera (LE na  a> grammatıcal, intended)
SCHSC, etting the ONEC text cCOomMMentTt another and relatıng ach author’s sStatements hıs
overall DE, the humanısts taught all the Reformers do, and havıng studied
patrıstic eology by the Samıe method, he had (0)901° SCC that hat the Fathers saıd
coıncıded for substance ıth hat the Scriptures sa1d ach pomint ea wıth." CH..

X11, SCe Ofe above. Nor 0€es the evidence indıcate such method for of the
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Let not egın wıth the WOTS but wıth the est. The Anglıcan
Bıshop Jo  S ewel, the officıal apologist for the Englısh Reformation®°®,
must ave SOINC of the praıise ave gıven Gerhoh of Reıichersberg. In
the first place, he rejects passSagc from the Decretum of Gratian wıth
doctrine ıke OUTS ıt derıves from Paschasıus rather than from Lanfranc

"Ihese words bastard and mı1sbegotten, nothiıng resemblıng eıther the
NOT the words of Augustine, but rather CONILTrary them both They

alleged only by certaın late writers, namely Dy Gratıian, by eier
Lombard, and by Algerius, 4S other thıngs also be wıthout great choice ÖT

167Jjudgement
Then, avıng thrown thıs texti out of the of Augustine g0o0od
grounds, he preven! the subversion of Augustine’s definıtion of
sacrament by usıng it interpret Tertullıan

"Here 15 imagıned another strange kınd of 1gures For hrıst’s body ıtself 15
L1LOW become 1gure And Augustine saıth Sigenum est quod specıem
ingerit OCulis: nA s1gn 1S thıng that offereth sıght unfo the AA  eye
Wherefore, by Hardıng’s Judgement, Christ’s VeC body appeareth
utwardly, and 15 SCCH In the Sacramen!: wıth OUT corporal CYCS. If S how
then 15 it there secretly, he sa1d before, and under covert? If nOL, how then
Can it be called figure?"®®

Fınally, havıng discerned the contradıction iınvolved ıIn the uUusc of
1gure in thıs WAaY, hıs practice has SOINC approx1imatıon (at least COMDPDAI-
atıvely hıs understandıng. Unlıke other Anglıcan reformers of thıs
per10d, he o€es 19{011 UuUsc the first part of Hoc est aSs the authoriıtatiıve words
of Augustine And In ON Casc only 0€Ss he qUu' version of the second
half of OUTr decretal

"Which thıng MaYy also laınly al Dy Augustine hımself In the SAalillc

place For thus he wrıteth and Jewel g1ves h1Is abbreviated latın text|240  W. J. HANKEY  Let us not begin with the worst but with the best. The Anglican  Bishop John Jewel, the official apologist for the English Reformation®®,  must have some of the praise we have given to Gerhoh of Reichersberg. In  the first place, he rejects a passage from the Decretum of Gratian with a  doctrine like ours - it derives from Paschasius rather than from Lanfranc.  "These words are bastard and misbegotten, as nothing resembling either the  sense nor the words of St. Augustine, but rather contrary to them both. They  are alleged only by certain late writers, as namely by Gratian, by Peter  Lombard, and by Algerius, as other things also be without any great choice or  1167  judgement  .  Then, having thrown this text out of the corpus of Augustine on good  grounds, he prevents the subversion of Augustine’s definition of a  sacrament by using it to interpret Tertullian:  "Here is imagined another strange kind of figures. For Christ’s body itself is  now become a figure ... And St. Augustine saith: Signum est quod speciem  ingerit oculis: "A sign is a thing that offereth a sight unto the eyes".  Wherefore, by M. Harding’s judgement, Christ’s very body appeareth  outwardly, and is seen in the sacrament with our corporal eyes. If so, how  then is it there secretly, as he said before, and under covert? If not, how then  can it be called a figure?"®  Finally, having discerned the contradiction involved in the use of  figure in this way, his practice has some approximation (at least compar-  atively) to his understanding. Unlike other Anglican reformers of this  period, he does not use the first part of Hoc est as the authoritative words  of Augustine. And in one case only does he quote a version of the second  half of our decretal:  "Which thing may also plainly appear by St. Augustine himself in the same  place. For thus he writeth: [and Jewel gives his abbreviated latin text] ... He  saith, (not the form, not the shew, not the accident, but) ‘The bread, that is the  body of Christ (not verily or indeed, but) after a manner, is called the body of  u69  Christ; whereas it is indeed a sacrament of the body of Christ ...  Anglican reformers’ use of Hoc est. For another comparison of the treatment of Augustine  by English Catholic and Protestant scholars in this period which reaches conclusions  comparable to mine see Robert DODARO and Michael QUESTIER, Strategies in Jacobean  Polemic: The Use and Abuse of St Augustine in English Theological Controversy, in  Journal of Ecclesiastical History 44,#3 (July, 1993), 432-449.  %® For the sense in which his Apology was official, see The Anglican Tradition: A  Handbook of Sources, ed. G. R. EVANS and J. R. WRIGHT, (London/Minneapolis:  SPCK/Fortress Press, 1991), pp. Xv-Xvi.  ©7 JEWEL, II, p. 603.  ® Ibid., 605.  © bla 04He
saıth, (not the form, NOL the shew, not the accıdent, but) “The bread, that 15 the
body of Christ (not verıly indeed, but) after 9 15 called the body of

31169Christ:; whereas it 15 indeed sacrament of the body of Christ240  W. J. HANKEY  Let us not begin with the worst but with the best. The Anglican  Bishop John Jewel, the official apologist for the English Reformation®®,  must have some of the praise we have given to Gerhoh of Reichersberg. In  the first place, he rejects a passage from the Decretum of Gratian with a  doctrine like ours - it derives from Paschasius rather than from Lanfranc.  "These words are bastard and misbegotten, as nothing resembling either the  sense nor the words of St. Augustine, but rather contrary to them both. They  are alleged only by certain late writers, as namely by Gratian, by Peter  Lombard, and by Algerius, as other things also be without any great choice or  1167  judgement  .  Then, having thrown this text out of the corpus of Augustine on good  grounds, he prevents the subversion of Augustine’s definition of a  sacrament by using it to interpret Tertullian:  "Here is imagined another strange kind of figures. For Christ’s body itself is  now become a figure ... And St. Augustine saith: Signum est quod speciem  ingerit oculis: "A sign is a thing that offereth a sight unto the eyes".  Wherefore, by M. Harding’s judgement, Christ’s very body appeareth  outwardly, and is seen in the sacrament with our corporal eyes. If so, how  then is it there secretly, as he said before, and under covert? If not, how then  can it be called a figure?"®  Finally, having discerned the contradiction involved in the use of  figure in this way, his practice has some approximation (at least compar-  atively) to his understanding. Unlike other Anglican reformers of this  period, he does not use the first part of Hoc est as the authoritative words  of Augustine. And in one case only does he quote a version of the second  half of our decretal:  "Which thing may also plainly appear by St. Augustine himself in the same  place. For thus he writeth: [and Jewel gives his abbreviated latin text] ... He  saith, (not the form, not the shew, not the accident, but) ‘The bread, that is the  body of Christ (not verily or indeed, but) after a manner, is called the body of  u69  Christ; whereas it is indeed a sacrament of the body of Christ ...  Anglican reformers’ use of Hoc est. For another comparison of the treatment of Augustine  by English Catholic and Protestant scholars in this period which reaches conclusions  comparable to mine see Robert DODARO and Michael QUESTIER, Strategies in Jacobean  Polemic: The Use and Abuse of St Augustine in English Theological Controversy, in  Journal of Ecclesiastical History 44,#3 (July, 1993), 432-449.  %® For the sense in which his Apology was official, see The Anglican Tradition: A  Handbook of Sources, ed. G. R. EVANS and J. R. WRIGHT, (London/Minneapolis:  SPCK/Fortress Press, 1991), pp. Xv-Xvi.  ©7 JEWEL, II, p. 603.  ® Ibid., 605.  © bla 04Anglıcan reformers’ UseCc of Hoc esti. For another comparıson of the treatment of Augustine
Dy Englısh Catholıic and rotestan! scholars ıIn thıs per10 which reaches conclusıons
comparable mMıne CS and Michael Strategies In Jacobean
Polemic: The Use and Abuse of W Augustine In English Theological Controversy,
Journal of Ecclesiastical istory 44 .#3 uly,

For the 1C| hH1s Apology Was officıial, SCC The Anglican Tradition:
Handbook of Sources, ed. and WERIGHT, London/Mınneapolıs:
SPCK/Fortress Press, XV-XVI.

67 1L, 603
68 Ibid., 605
69 Ibid., 794
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So the text he ST AD it has een changed make ıt conform hıs needs
he Can usc it he 0€Ss because he omıts caelestis from the text The

printers had already dropped the VvVere W.  1C In fact WOU. ave made 1t
'  verıily the body of Christ"!”9 Elsewhere he quotes only the gloss, which,

ave noted, he ca ".  very barbarous" but W.  1C. al anı y rate, has
inherent closer the in 1C he scs it and 1 15 not of
COUTSC ascrıbed Augustine’”.

Before eavıng Bıshop ewe wıth OUT amb1ıgu0us praıse of hıs
ambıgu0us posıtıon, should ote pomint of agreeme wıth Aquınas
26 suspect 15 sıgnıficant. ewel, iıke Aquıiınas, makes Augustine and
the pseudo-Dionysıus aAaBITCC In order strengthen the unıon of the

and intellıgıble sıdes In Augustine‘“.
What does thıs hıstory of ecriticısm of Hoc est demonstrate”? Fırst,

perhaps, that there 15 lıttle eritic1ısm that callıng it hıstory of eriticısm
15 LOO Strong. Then, that the meanıng of the texti 1S sufficıently clear
make evıdent ıts contradıction of genuine of Augustine the
sacraments sensıble S1gNs. galn, that those who accommodate the
contradıctory doctrines ONC another recogn1ıze the contradıction. er,
that al least from Peter Lombard orward, the uthorıty and the of
the texti and of its sanctıfıed author do nOoTt determıine Dy themselves the
weıght they ave In the formatıon of eucharıstic doctrine. Bonaventure,
after all, oes accept form of intellectual intuıtion for humans Just where
Aquımnas oes 18(018 Hereın les the weıght he g1ves Hoc est In determinıng
the definıtıon of sacrament. Fınally, Anglıcan theologıans supporting the
reformıng posıtiıon in the sixteenth ook be better than theır
predecessors from the days before Renaıissance earnıng 1ın theır Judgement
about and In theır UsScC of thıs text. But MaYy be able conclude INOIC

clearly f return them and Wyclıf investigate how they sed it.
the reformıng nglıcans who ave theır works publıshed 1in the

Parker Socıiety collection, besıde ewel, Ihomas Cranmer, IThomas Becon
and Ihomas Cooper employ Hoc e2st d authorıty scribed St
Augustine. For ONC of them 0€s ıt form theır doctrine of the sacrıfıce OT

the sacramen!t; indeed, ıt 1UNS in the opposıte direction from theır teachıng,
nonetheless, they fınd in ıt what they eed

I homas Cranmer declares hımself exercıised r  1ın the study of

70 On the printe: version he used, SCC and above.
See 3 503; 1L, 500; INL, 602

72 E 476: IL,D, 591; IL, 370 TIhe ast instance have CIite\| 1s especılally
CUT10US because neıther the er Soclety edıtor 19{078 have een able fınd the text
ascr1bed there Augustine.
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scripture and dıvinıty  ‚M from hıs yOoU: and therefore able llto alone, and
do examıne, Judge, and we1g all such weıighty matters” himself”. In
cContrast he characterizes hıs opponen! Bıshop Gardıner aSs "utterly 1gnorant
in holy scrıptures and doctors obstinately ent n the Iru:

y /4doctrine of thıs holy sacrament The Archbıshop o€es "neıther
willıngly about decelve the reader in the searching of St. Augustine,
(as yOUu UsSsCc do 1n CVETIY place),” DNOT O€s he tirust A  man OT frıend
herein". However, he hanks G0d

III neıther arrogant NOT WI. that 11 refuse the g00d advıce,
counsel, and admonition of . be he master, frıiend foe175

indeed, when he lısts the places where Augustine especılally teaches
that the body of Christ "  1S not corporally present, and corporally ealen.. he
ısplays wıde owledge of genuıne XTIS of the old bıshop of Hippo’®.
Nonetheless, In the debate, he 15 sometimes the first 118 introduce
from the Decretum of Gratıan, he SsSCs both genulne and SPUr10US ex(Is,
and he nMnNgs Hoc est ınto the argument of h1ıs OW) accord, not Just In
order A4NSWEeT ıts 19 by adversary””.

When he introduces and SsScs both parts of Hoc est 4S authorıty
wıth the weıght of Augustine it, 1.e d texti DFO NOSLIra sentenc1a
(to usec Wyclıf’s phrase,) the Archbishop 1n ngs IC indeed in
Lanfranc’s teaching, and thus also in the teXL, but the points he makes
wıth them AIic other than those al 3C the text alms. In COININON wıth
Lanfranc, Cranmer 1n in Hoc est that there 15 dıfference between the
sacrament and what it sıgnifies, and that the connections between
sSsacrament OT, In the Case of the oblatıon, lıturgical actıon, and what they
sıgn1fy ATrec V callıng"', "mystıica nOoTL in real tIrut 0)4 "lıterally", but
"figuratively In SOINC manner  n78. For example, he translates them In thıs
WAaY, treatıng the gloss ere as of the decretal:

lsTh offering 1C the priest maketh, 15 called improperly the passıon,
eath, crucıfyıng of Chrıist, NOLT that it 15 that, but that it sıgnıfieth it and
°the eavenly Sacrament which truly representeth Christ’s flesh 15 called
hrıst’s body, but ımproperly. therefore 15 sald, after , but NOLT in
the truth of the thıng, but In the s1gnıfyıng MYSTETY:! that the 15 thıs, it
15 called the body of 1st, that 15 SaY, signifieth’"”.

73 CRANMER, Parker D5ocIlety, L, 223
Ibid., 283

75 Ibid. 223
76 Ibid., 22
I7 Ibid., 126, > 242 DE T
78 Ibid., 128, DE 282
79 Ibid., RT
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For hım, "the words of St Augustine eing plaın, that ON Can be
more”:

"And thıs ONC place 15 sufficıent al full answer whatever YOU bring of
the of 15 1n the sacrament of Teal and wıne. For after
consecration the body and 0O of 18 be In them but 4S 1gures, althoug.

4801n the go recelvers he 15 really presentJOHN WYCLIF  243  For him, "the words of St. Augustine being so plain, that none can be  more":  "And this one place is sufficient at full to answer whatever you can bring of  the presence of Christ in the sacrament of bread and wine. For after  consecration the body and blood of Christ be in them but as figures, although  80  in the godly receivers he is really present ...  The passages quoted here come from a point in the long debate  with Bishop Gardiner where the two really work at this passage. Thomas  Cranmer comes close to recognizing that the teaching here is not all the  same as his own, for he acknowledges that the comparison in the first part  of the decretal with the union of natures in the person of Christ does not  serve his interpretation of the relation of sacrament and reality in the  sacrifice of the church:  "But yet this resemblance is not altogether like, as you say truly for so much;  for the person of Christ consisteth so of his Godhead and manhood, that they  be both in him in real presence and unity of person. But in the sacrifice it is  otherwise, where neither is any such union between the sacrament and the  n81.  truth of the sacrament, nor any such presence of the body of Christ  We may be surprised that the failure (from his perspective) of the simile  in the decretal does not alert him to its proper sense, especially as he has  grasped, and rejected, the decretal’s real point. But in this he is one with  Thomas Becon whose uses of the text are comparable to Cranmer’s®. In  relation to the section we are considering, Becon says:  "that as the person of Christ consisteth of two natures, that is to say, of his  manhood and of his Godhead; even so the sacrament consisteth of two natures,  of the elements of bread and wine, and of the body and blood of Christ. If the  elements of bread and wine remain, if that which we see with our eyes be  bread, who then perceiveth not evidently the manifest error of the popish  transubstantiation ..."  Thomas Cooper employs the decretal once where in fact he quotes the  gloss (acknowledging it as gloss). His purpose is contained within those of  Archbishop Cranmer*®*.  3 Ibid:  8! Jbid.  82 THOMAS BECON, Certain Articles of the Christian Religion Proved and Confirmed,  Parker Society (Cambridge, 1844), p. 458; the greater use of Hoc est is in The Catechism,  Parker Society (Cambridge , 1844), pp. 250, 268, and 284.  ®3 The Catechism, p. 268.  $ THOMAS COOPER, An Answer in Defense of the Truth against the Apology of  Private Mass, Parker Society (Cambridge, 1850), p. 204.TIhe quoted ere COIMINC from pomt ın the long debate
wıth Bıshop (Gardıner where the [WO really work al thıs pasSsSagc. Ihomas
Cranmer close recogn1ızıng that the teachiıng ere 15 not all the
SaInNc as hıs OW! for he acknowledges that the comparıson in the first
of the decretal wıth the unıon of natures ın the DCrSON of Christ oes noTt
SCITIVC hıs interpretation of the relatıon of sacrament and realıty In the
sacrıfiıce of the church

"But yet thıs resemblance 15 nNOT altogether lıke, yYyOUu SaYy truly for much:;
for the Crson of Chriıst consısteth of hıs Godhead and manhood, that hey
be both in hım In real and unıty of CT SON. But in the sacrıfıce ıt 15
otherwiıse, where neıther 1s such union between the sacrament and the

||81.truth of the sacrament, NOT al y such of the body of Christ

We IMay be surprised that the aılure Tom hıs perspective) of the simıle
in the decretal 0€s nNOLT alert hım 110 ıts PrOPCI 9 especlally as he has
grasped, and rejected, the decretal’s real poıint. But In thıs he 15 ON wıth
Ihomas Becon whose SCS of the texti ATIC omparable Cranmer’s*. In
relatıon the section AlC considering, Becon SaysS

"that the CI SON of T1S consısteth of na  €sS, that 15 SdY, of hıs
manhood and of hıs Godhead;: ven the sacrament consısteth of [WO natures,
of the elements of rea| and wiıne, and of the body and blood of Christ If the
elements of bread and wıne remaın, 1 that 1C SCC wıth OUT CYCS be
bread, who then perce1iveth nOoTt eviıdently the manıiıfest 110OT of the popısh
transubstantıiation

IThomas Cooper employs the decretal ONCEC where In fact he quotes the
gl0SS (acknowledging it as gloss) Hıs DUIDOSC 15 contaıned wıthın those of
Archbıshop Cranmer®*.

Ihid.
Ibid.

X22 IHOMAS Certain Articles of the Christian Religion Proved and Confirmed,
arker Socıiety Cambrıdge, 458; the greater use of Hoc est 15 in The Catechism,
Parker Socıiety (Cambrıidge 250., 268, and 284

83 The Catechism, 268
I HOMAS COOPER, An Answer In Defense of the ruth agaınst the Apology of

Private Mass, arker Society ambrıdge, 204
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SO by of what arec regarde. A4S hıs heirs”, return
Master John Wyclıf and hıs employmen of thıs decretal 16 of them all
MAaQLS facit DFO nNOSTIra sentencı1a. What dıd he find ın ıt? How dıd ıt match
hıs understandıng and hıs purposes”?

We INaYy egın to ADNSWeEeT these questions by returnıng the pomnt
al 16 left Ihomas Cranmer and Ihomas Becon: the comparıson In
Lanfranc between, the OMNC sıde, the un1ıon of the sacrament and ıng
sıgnifie: ın the sacrıfıce of the church and, the other sıde, the unıon of
the [WO natures of Chrıst in hıs PECTISON. The aspect of yclıf, W.  1C wıth
Luther, affırmed Eg2o Berengarius and ıts eucharıstic realism“®, 1N! ere

WaY of affırmıng the cColincıdent of the substances of Trea| and
wıne and the substance of the body and [070] of Chriıst. As wıth the
natures of Chrıst, both aTrec wholly and sımultaneously present. ere 1S
dıstınction and separatıon of accıdents from substance, for Wyclıf the ata
dıstinction. In thıs consubstantıatıon, elated wıth Luther
understandıng of the hypostatıc un1on, hıs Platonıc realısm and hıs
eucharıstic realısm ATC unıted, hıs phılosophiıcal and theologıca logıics AT

0)8l  a texti hıch oes much 15 MAaZNUS indeed But there 1S ST1 INOTEC
As Ihomas Cranmer put K "Thıs ON place 15 sufficıent al full answer
whatever YOU Call bring  ”

Recollect Wyclıf has ambıgu0us relatıon Berengar. He
affırms Berengar’s renuncılatıon, E20 Berengarius, In order lay claım
Berengar’s demand that "Ihıs 15 body" be understood allegorıically,
figuratıvely. The body of hrıs 1S both really and also figuratively
present. For yclıf, ıIn the second part of Hoc est

'thıs saınt speaks metaphorıcally also Scripture does and teaches that the
body of Christ 15 hıdden ere that ıt 15 nOot SCCI1 there 1ın the sacrament|
wıth the bodıly CYCn87‘

For thıs Platonic Augustinıian, realıty 15 a(0)1 grasped corporally, sens1bly,
but ınwardly, intellectually. Ihe ole body of Chriıst 1S really and
substantıally present wıth the ole substance of Tea| and wıne, but the
sensıble partıcular 1S also only 1gure, the pomnt öf departure, 18(0)1 the place
of irue substantıal eıng. Just "the codices, the sens1ıble words [(9i
Scripture do| nNOL POSSCSS the truth but point yclı accordıingly
does NOLT OW that the Scripture perce1ved by the 1S actually

85 See LEFF, Wyclif and Huss; idem, The Place of Metaphysics, 2310 KEEN, The
Influence of Wyclif; KENNY, Wyclif, 100-109; CRANMER, CIft., and number
of CSSxays Anne HUDSON and Michael eds., From Ockham Wyclif.

86 See note above and ADWICK, Aart. EH.; 416 and 443
87 See otfe above for texT.
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thıs eve 15Scripture of Scripture only called Scripture
metonymically  u88 Thıs feature it chares wıth "Thıs 15 body"”

Miıchael TIresko draws out thıs Comparıson:
"'Ihere 15 signıficant correspondence between Wyclıf"s VIEW of the and
hıs VIEW of the eucharıst. In neıther dasc would he OW that the sens1ıble
materı1al sıgn had the capacıty be the dıvine realıty. Neıther WEeEISC themselves
the object of veneratıion. In both theır sacredness lay fOor Wyclıf In theır
efficCaCy, theır utilitas, for the transformatıon of the belıever It 15 the
belıever who 15 changed in the eucharıstJOHN WYCLIF  245  this  level  1s  Scripture...  of Scripture  only  called Scripture  metonymically"®, This feature it shares with "This is my body".  Michael Tresko draws out this comparison:  "There is a significant correspondence between Wyclif’s view of the Bible and  his view of the eucharist. In neither case would he allow that the sensible  material sign had the capacity to be the divine reality. Neither were themselves  the object of veneration. In both cases their sacredness lay for Wyclif in their  efficacy, their ufilitas, for the transformation of the believer ... It is the  believer who is changed in the eucharist ... There the believer becomes the  body of Christ ... When a Christian reads the Bible he takes on the essential  qualities of Scripture  189  .  In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclif discovers a view of the  sacrament which coincides with his philosophical realism and the under-  standing of Scripture coherent with that. Wyclif, like Bonaventure, thinks  humans suited for intellectual intuition in this present life and will not be  surprised that the saint who helped him to the theory of ideas would teach  the view of the sacrament which coheres with it. In the theory of knowl-  edge, in the theology of the eucharistic sacrament, and in the metaphysics  of Scripture, freedom from the sensible particular is both the truth and the  human goal. Probably, if Wyclif had to choose between this text and the  genuine texts of Augustine on the sacrament as sensible sign, he would  prefer Hoc est. Perhaps also Lanfranc’s eucharistic doctrine as found in it  is in fact a true and necessary development of Augustine’s thought. Either  that or Aquinas is an authentic Augustinian and Bonaventure and Wyclif  are not. In any case, given the decretal’s union for Wyclif of philosophical  and theological truth, it is no wonder that he thought it magis facit pro  nostra sentencia”.  Halifax, N.S.  Wayne John HANKEY  % TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 178-79 see G. LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, pp. 219 and  224: "the metaphysical principles of Wyclif’s philosophical phase are also integral to his  conceptions of the Bible, the Church and the eucharist ... the belief in an eternal archetype  in God as the indestructible essence of everything in the world, independently of its  temporal manifestations, provided the philosophical framework for Wyclif’s concepts of  the Bible, the Church and the eucharist", and note 7 above.  ® Ibid., 181.  ® This paper was initially stimulated by differences with James Doull over the  interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinian tradition in a seminar we  taught together almost a decade ago. It has been saved from many follies by the  comments of Leonard Boyle, Robert Crouse, Richard U. Smith and Michael Carreker. Its  production has been the gift of June Dauphinee. I thank them all.There the belıever becomes the
body of hrıstJOHN WYCLIF  245  this  level  1s  Scripture...  of Scripture  only  called Scripture  metonymically"®, This feature it shares with "This is my body".  Michael Tresko draws out this comparison:  "There is a significant correspondence between Wyclif’s view of the Bible and  his view of the eucharist. In neither case would he allow that the sensible  material sign had the capacity to be the divine reality. Neither were themselves  the object of veneration. In both cases their sacredness lay for Wyclif in their  efficacy, their ufilitas, for the transformation of the believer ... It is the  believer who is changed in the eucharist ... There the believer becomes the  body of Christ ... When a Christian reads the Bible he takes on the essential  qualities of Scripture  189  .  In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclif discovers a view of the  sacrament which coincides with his philosophical realism and the under-  standing of Scripture coherent with that. Wyclif, like Bonaventure, thinks  humans suited for intellectual intuition in this present life and will not be  surprised that the saint who helped him to the theory of ideas would teach  the view of the sacrament which coheres with it. In the theory of knowl-  edge, in the theology of the eucharistic sacrament, and in the metaphysics  of Scripture, freedom from the sensible particular is both the truth and the  human goal. Probably, if Wyclif had to choose between this text and the  genuine texts of Augustine on the sacrament as sensible sign, he would  prefer Hoc est. Perhaps also Lanfranc’s eucharistic doctrine as found in it  is in fact a true and necessary development of Augustine’s thought. Either  that or Aquinas is an authentic Augustinian and Bonaventure and Wyclif  are not. In any case, given the decretal’s union for Wyclif of philosophical  and theological truth, it is no wonder that he thought it magis facit pro  nostra sentencia”.  Halifax, N.S.  Wayne John HANKEY  % TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 178-79 see G. LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, pp. 219 and  224: "the metaphysical principles of Wyclif’s philosophical phase are also integral to his  conceptions of the Bible, the Church and the eucharist ... the belief in an eternal archetype  in God as the indestructible essence of everything in the world, independently of its  temporal manifestations, provided the philosophical framework for Wyclif’s concepts of  the Bible, the Church and the eucharist", and note 7 above.  ® Ibid., 181.  ® This paper was initially stimulated by differences with James Doull over the  interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinian tradition in a seminar we  taught together almost a decade ago. It has been saved from many follies by the  comments of Leonard Boyle, Robert Crouse, Richard U. Smith and Michael Carreker. Its  production has been the gift of June Dauphinee. I thank them all.When Christian reads the Bıble he takes the essentı1al
qualities of Scripture189

In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclıf diıscovers 1eW of the
sacrament 1C colncıdes wıth hıs phılosophıcal realısm and the under-
standıng of Scripture coherent wıth that yclıf, ıke Bonaventure,
humans sulted for intellectual intuıtion In thıs present 1ıfe and 11l NOL be
surprised that the saınt who helped hım the theory of iıdeas WOUuU teach
the 1eW of the sacrament 1Cc coheres wıth it In the eOorYy of knowl-
edge, in the eology of the eucharıstic sacrament, and in the metaphysıcs
of Scripture, treedom from the sensıble partıcular 15 both the truth and the
human goal robably, f yclıf had choose between thıs texTi and the
genulne of Augustine the sacrament A sensıble s1gn, he WOUuU
prefer Hoc esL Perhaps alsSo Lanfranc’s eucharıstic doctrine OUunNn! In it
1s in fact irue and development of Augustine’s hought Eıther
that OT Aquınas 1S authentic Augustinıan and Bonaventure and Wyclıf
ATiICc not. In CasSc, gıven the decretal’s unıon for Wyclıf of phılosophıcal
and theologıca tru  ‚9 it 1S wonder that he hought ıt MAaQZLS facit DFO
nNOSIra sentencia”®.

Halıfax, ayne Jo  SE ANKEY

IRESKO, art. CI SCS LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, 219 and
224 nthe metaphysıcal princıples of Wyrclırf"s philosophıcal phase are Iso integra. hıs
conceptions of the Bıble, the UrcC. and the eucharıstJOHN WYCLIF  245  this  level  1s  Scripture...  of Scripture  only  called Scripture  metonymically"®, This feature it shares with "This is my body".  Michael Tresko draws out this comparison:  "There is a significant correspondence between Wyclif’s view of the Bible and  his view of the eucharist. In neither case would he allow that the sensible  material sign had the capacity to be the divine reality. Neither were themselves  the object of veneration. In both cases their sacredness lay for Wyclif in their  efficacy, their ufilitas, for the transformation of the believer ... It is the  believer who is changed in the eucharist ... There the believer becomes the  body of Christ ... When a Christian reads the Bible he takes on the essential  qualities of Scripture  189  .  In the second part of Hoc est, Wyclif discovers a view of the  sacrament which coincides with his philosophical realism and the under-  standing of Scripture coherent with that. Wyclif, like Bonaventure, thinks  humans suited for intellectual intuition in this present life and will not be  surprised that the saint who helped him to the theory of ideas would teach  the view of the sacrament which coheres with it. In the theory of knowl-  edge, in the theology of the eucharistic sacrament, and in the metaphysics  of Scripture, freedom from the sensible particular is both the truth and the  human goal. Probably, if Wyclif had to choose between this text and the  genuine texts of Augustine on the sacrament as sensible sign, he would  prefer Hoc est. Perhaps also Lanfranc’s eucharistic doctrine as found in it  is in fact a true and necessary development of Augustine’s thought. Either  that or Aquinas is an authentic Augustinian and Bonaventure and Wyclif  are not. In any case, given the decretal’s union for Wyclif of philosophical  and theological truth, it is no wonder that he thought it magis facit pro  nostra sentencia”.  Halifax, N.S.  Wayne John HANKEY  % TRESKO, art. cit., pp. 178-79 see G. LEFF, The Place of Metaphysics, pp. 219 and  224: "the metaphysical principles of Wyclif’s philosophical phase are also integral to his  conceptions of the Bible, the Church and the eucharist ... the belief in an eternal archetype  in God as the indestructible essence of everything in the world, independently of its  temporal manifestations, provided the philosophical framework for Wyclif’s concepts of  the Bible, the Church and the eucharist", and note 7 above.  ® Ibid., 181.  ® This paper was initially stimulated by differences with James Doull over the  interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinian tradition in a seminar we  taught together almost a decade ago. It has been saved from many follies by the  comments of Leonard Boyle, Robert Crouse, Richard U. Smith and Michael Carreker. Its  production has been the gift of June Dauphinee. I thank them all.the belıef eternal archetype

God the indes:  ctible S6SSCIICE of everythıng the WOT. ındependently of ıts
temporal manıfestati1ons, provıded the phılosophıca. iramework for Wyclıf"s of
the Bıble, the Church and the eucharıst", and ote above.

Ibid., 181
hıs Was inıtially stimulated by dıfferences wıth James Doull VeT the

interpretation of Augustine and the nature of the Augustinıan 'adıtıon semınar
ug ogether 0S decade agO. has een saved TOmM Man follıes by the
COMMEeEeNTS of Leonard Boyle, Robert CTrouse, Rıchard Smıiıth and Miıchael Carreker. Its
production has been the gıft of June auphınee. thank them all


