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1. QUESTION: Explain “Transubstantiation” 
 
A. Remember the larger context of Church teaching and worship: for the first millennium, “Body 

of Christ” referred first of all to the Church and the Eucharist was Body of Christ “in a 
mystical way.”  At the beginning of the second millennium because of heresies and 
confusion, Church affirmed a true change in the species. “Body of Christ” now referred to 
the Eucharist and Church/assembly was the mystical “Body of Christ.” 
 

B. The term is not itself a “dogma” but rather a means used since the Middle Ages and Thomas 
Aquinas to convey a presence which abides, a presence which changes the inner 
“substance” of bread/wine while the “accidentals” of appearance and taste remain the same 
and retain their normal qualities. [Note: the Orthodox believe in real presence but refuse to 
use the term “transubstantiation.”] 

 
C. “Substance” is confusing in our contemporary ways of thinking/explaining but it has value 

because the term brings together both causality and finality: Christ acts on the bread and 
wine in a way we cannot represent ourselves; it is an extension of His action of permanent 
self-gift at the time of His passion. 

 
D. Remember the presence is dynamic, not static; we should not “localize” Christ “locked” in 

the Tabernacle or try to discover physic-chemical changes in the elements!  Christ’s Word-
promise – is eternal and has power and validity beyond time; however we say the species 
remain Eucharistic as long as they remain “assimilable food.” 

 
 

2. QUESTION: Is the Institution Narrative/“words of consecration” the critical “magical” 
moment of change? 
 
A. Thomas Aquinas said that there is an “instantaneous” change as the priest pronounces the 

sacred words of Jesus; these words with the bread are the “form” and “substance” of the 
Lord’s presence and it cannot be a “gradual process.”  However… 
 

B. The larger tradition (Roman Catholic and Orthodox) before and after Thomas Aquinas 
raised critical points to consider. 

I. Think of the whole anaphora as one prayer of thanksgiving to the Father but the 
Institution Narrative “breaks” the flow and is historical declaration, not really a prayer. 
 While in the West, we emphasize the historical narration, the East emphasizes 

the epiclesis or invoking of the Spirit. 
 The Chaldean Church has an ancient Anaphora of Addai and Mari which has no 

“historical” institution narrative but was recognized by the Roman Church as a 
true Eucharistic Prayer! 

 Even in our tradition, in the first several centuries, the institutional Narrative was 
not “fixed.” 

 
II. We could think of it this way, our Eucharists are extensions or continuations of the 

one true Eucharist of Christ at the Last Supper and on Calvary, what we do is 
commemoration. 
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III. Note further Jesus gave a meal and so eating and drinking are necessary 
“compliments” to His promise and the formula of His Words; eating and drinking are 
necessary parts of the consecration narrative. 
 

IV. Think of the larger dynamic of how Holy Thursday depends on Good Friday: it is one 
“flow” of self-giving.  In a sense He is already “dying” as He verbally hands Himself 
over to them; the disciples are already entering into His death at the table.  Jesus 
“experiences” His death twice!  Again, we should not try to “pin-point” one moment: a 
process. 

 
 

3. QUESTION: So, what about bells at consecration and genuflections after each element?  
What about standing vs. kneeling during Eucharistic Prayer? 
 

In our tradition, standing for prayer was the usual posture for centuries; kneeling was 
brought into customary use as a sign of reverence and sorrow as the Mass focused more on 
sacrifice and less on the meal aspect of the gathering.  Today, in many parts of the world, 
standing is the usual posture for the Eucharistic Prayer. 

 
4. QUESTION: Why did the Church change the English translation of consecrating words 

over the wine from “For you and for all” to “for you and for many”? 
 
A. Attempt to be closer to the Marcan/Matthean tradition and the Latin text of the Eucharistic 

Prayer. 
 

B. In this, they looked to the underlying text – Isaiah 53 – wherein the contrast is between the 
personal sacrifice of the Suffering Servant and its effect on “the many” (in Scripture means 
“all.” 

 
C. Pope Benedict instituted on “many” instead of “all” lest we fall into a false sense of universal 

salvation; “many” means that one must choose to accept the salvation offered. 
 

D. A related question – why “chalice” not “cup”? 
I. While “cup” has many meanings (destiny, trials to be endured, victory), Church 

wants to highlight this is more than a container for the wine; something for drinking 
the sacred presence together. 
 

II. Paul speaks of the “blessing cup” in I Corinthians 10:16… “chalice” is sacred cup of 
the covenant. 

 
 

 
 


