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TERTIUS ORDO PENITENTIAE LETTER Nº 31









      June 16, 2022







        The Feast of Corpus Christi
Dear Tertiaries and Aspirants,

The Feast of Corpus Christi is a Dominican feast par excellence. The Dominican Hughes de Saint Cher was instrumental in having Pope Urban IV establish the feast, following the revelations to a nun in Belgium to whom Our Lord made known His desires for the institution of such a liturgical commemoration of this sacrament. Then Saint Thomas Aquinas was asked by the Pope to compose the beautiful texts of the feast, texts which chant with so much profound theological penetration and devotion the great mystery which is its object.
On this occasion we share with you a portion of Dom Ansgar Vonier's book Key to the Doctrine of the Eucharist, a book written for the faithful and yet highly praised by theologians who say that it expresses perfectly the doctrine of Saint Thomas on the Eucharist (Fr. Roguet, a well-known Dominican theologian, even translated the book into French, an honour rarely accorded to English religious books). Despite its simple appearances, it is not an easy book. In this it is like the Summa of Saint Thomas whose simple doctrine it simply exposes. This simplicity, however, contains immense depths. May it help you grow in your devotion to the Blessed Eucharist, one of the special devotions of the Order.








In Sancto Patre Dominico








   
Father Albert
NEWS
On March 26 at Our Lady of Peace Chapel in Vernon, British Columbia, Canada two postulants were received into the novitiate : Mrs. Rita de Vries who took the name of Elisabeth of Hungary and Mrs. Cathy Irving, whose patron in the Order will be Saint Monica, mother of Saint Augustine, whom we call Father because of the fact that we follow his Rule.

Sister Mary Reginald in Saint Mary's Kansas tells us that the Little Office of the Blessed Virgin according to the Dominican rite is available for $35 plus shipping (which will depend on the destination).  Her email address is : mjgillman@protonmail.com
We add another article of Fr. Lussiaa's commentary on the Rule.

THE EUCHARISTIC SACRIFICE 

A long study of the Eucharistic doctrine of St. Thomas fills one with admiration for his power of grasping a truth and never swerving from it. When one sees how constant has been the tendency of pious men to slip from sacramental thought into natural thought, one cannot help admiring St. Thomas, who does not show one single instance of such a lapse.

The essence, then, of the sacrifice of the Mass ought to be completely stated before we reach Christ in the personal aspect; that is to say, the Eucharistic sacrifice is not directly a mystery of Christ's Person, but is directly a mystery of Christ's Body and Blood. Christ's Body is offered up, Christ's Blood is offered up; these are the inward kernel of the external sign in the sacrificial rite; and beyond these – the Body of Christ and the Blood of Christ must be that divine prolongation of our sacramental actio at Mass, otherwise the sacrament would not signify the truth. Body and Blood must be the inward kernel of the external signification. In this we must find the whole essence of the sacrifice; I might almost say we must rest content with this and not go beyond, as we have no authority to go beyond.

When we offer up the great sacrifice we say that we are acting Christ's death sacramentally. Now, Christ's death is Body and Blood separated; we do neither more nor less when we sacrifice at the altar. We do not enter directly into the mystery of Christ's Person; we enter into the mystery of Christ's Body and Blood. In the mystery of Christ's Body and Blood we must find the essence of the Eucharistic sacrifice.

The sacrifice of the Mass, then, is this, that we have a separation between Christ's Body and Christ's Blood brought about, not by a fiat of God's omnipotence, irrespective of any precedent or human connections, but as a prolongation, as the inward kernel of reality, of the whole commemorative rite which historically, and as an unbroken chain of remembrance, is linked up with the dead Christ on the cross. Separation of Body and blood on the altar in itself, absolutely considered, would not make a sacrifice; nor would a figurative rite make a true sacrifice; but the two together, one as the human act of commemoration, and the other as the divine prolongation, the infinitely real inwardness, of that same act, make the Eucharistic sacrifice. Were we to admit that in the sacrifice of the Mass there is some mysterious change in the state of Christ's self, this change could not be anywhere else than in His Body and in His Blood, as the words of consecration do not signify anything sacramentally beyond Body and Blood. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that the immolation of Christ on the altar really affected the Person of Christ, it could not affect Him except in His Body and in His Blood. It is the Body that is offered up, it is the Blood that is poured out in virtue of the consecration words. By all laws of sacramental reality we ought not to look for the essence of the sacrifice to any other portions of Christ than His Body and His Blood supposing even that an internal change in Christ were necessary in order to make the Mass a real and actual sacrifice. But St. Thomas has succeeded in giving to the Mass the highest degree of sacrificial reality, nay, even of immolation, without the necessity of any change whatever in Christ's own self. (...)
The Council of Trent insists emphatically on the distinction of role between sacrament and concomitance, copying, almost word for word, the language of St. Thomas himself. But it is no exaggeration to say that for the purpose of explaining the sacrifice of the Mass we need not remember anything else except Christ's Body and Christ's Blood. To such an extent is this accurate that (St. Thomas says that) if Mass had been celebrated by one of the Apostles directly after Christ's death on the cross, when Body and Blood were separated and Christ's Soul was in limbo, there would have been as complete and as true a sacrifice as on any Christian altar today. The principal portion of Christ's Person, his Soul, would not have been united to that Body and that Blood; but this could make no difference in the sacramental sacrifice as the sacramental signification terminates directly and exclusively in Christ's Body and Christ's Blood. (...)

It is evident from the very nature of the hypotheses here made by St. Thomas that the reality of the eucharistic sacrifice could never depend on an intrinsic change, either in Christ's Person or in Christ's Body and Blood at the moment of the sacrificial immolation on the Christian altar. May we not say that the Eucharistic immolation by its very nature is supposed to take Christ's Body and Christ's Blood such as it finds them, in the state in which they happen to be? The immolation itself never causes a new state, either in Christ's Person or in Christ's Body and Blood. If Christ, considered in His natural existence, be a mortal man like ourselves, as He was at the Last Supper, the Eucharistic immolation is accomplished in the mortal Body and Blood; if Christ, in His natural existence, be in the glorious state as He is now in heaven, the Eucharistic immolation is accomplished in an immortal Body and Blood; if Christ be really dead, the Eucharistic immolation is accomplished in a Body and Blood which are not inhabited by the Soul which gives life. In other words, the Eucharistic immolation is above the states either of Christ's Person or of Christ's Body and Blood; it does not cause any state. Such varieties of state are caused by Christ's natural mode of existence at the time. (...) If there are changes in Christ's state under the Eucharistic form, such changes are not the result of the sacramental immolation, but they are anterior to it; we offer up at the altar the Body and Blood such as we find them, I say this again.
It may be described as a tendency of modern piety to read into the mystery of the Eucharistic sacrifice certain elements of a more drastic kind which seem to give greater reality to the Eucharistic immolation than is warranted by the strictly sacramental view. But let us remember over and over again that in the sacrament we are not dealing with the natural life of Christ; we are dealing with His representative life, representing the natural life. The Eucharistic Body and the Eucharistic Blood represent Christ's natural Body and Christ's natural Blood. The Protestant would go so far as to say that the Eucharistic bread and wine represent Christ's Body and Christ's Blood; the Catholic goes beyond that and says that Christ's Eucharistic Body under the appearance of bread, and Christ's Eucharistic Blood under the appearance of wine, represent Christ's natural Body and Christ's natural Blood as they were on Calvary. This is the true and final expression of sacramental representation; and such representation suffices by itself to constitute the sacrifice, because the representation is of that period of Christ's wonderful existence when he was nothing but sacrifice, as His Blood was separated from His Body. (...)
In the Eucharistic mystery Body and Blood exist separately — through a sacramental separation completely sufficient for the purpose — though the natural Person of Christ be whole and entire.

Christ, who gave His Body and Blood to the Apostles at the Last Supper, was whole and entire at the head of the festive board. The Christ whose Body and Blood is on the Catholic altar is whole and entire in heaven. Now the Body and Blood of the Eucharist are representations of the Christ in the state in which He was not whole and entire, but when He was broken up into parts on the cross at His death. The Eucharistic Body and the Eucharistic Blood, therefore, at the Last Supper, were the representation, or, to choose our word more accurately, the presentation, of the Christ who would be broken up the day after, not of the Christ who was there at the head of the table. The Eucharistic Body and the Eucharistic Blood on our altars are the representation — here the word (taken by its roots) is quite accurate — not of the Christ who is in heaven, but again of the Christ who was broken up on Calvary.

If we were to say that at the sacrifice of the Mass Christ comes down from heaven and is sacrificed again, we should be expressing the mystery of the Eucharist in a totally wrong way. Such phrases, of course, may be allowed in ordinary devotional language; but they would be extremely inaccurate in strict theology. If by some supposition Christ came down from heaven in Person, however disguised, and if He were sacrificed on the altar, such an event, if at all possible, would be something quite different from the Eucharistic sacrifice. It is the very nature of the Eucharistic sacrifice to be a representation of the past, not a mactation  
 in the present. Christ's Body and Blood represent aptly and completely that phase of Christ when He was dead on the cross; they do not represent in any way that other phase of Christ's existence, His glorious life in heaven. The full Person of Christ brought down on our altars could never be a representation of Himself. The memory of the death of the Lord could never be the living Lord, but His Body and Blood, separated in sacramental truth, can be the memory or representation of that Lord whose Body was on the cross, whose Blood was poured out on the hill of Calvary.
The Eucharistic sacrifice, then, is essentially representative ; it pours on the altar the Christ of Calvary, the great spectacle which Mary beheld as she gazed at the Body of her dead Son.

We have said already that every one of the seven sacraments is representative of the passion of Christ in its own way; but the Eucharist represents it in a supremely realistic fashion, because it is what Christ was at one time, Body and Blood. When Christ was Body and Blood only He was the perfect sacrifice; and the Eucharist is perfect sacrifice because it is that literal rendering present — such is the true meaning of representation — of what there was on this earth of Christ after the consummatum est had been pronounced by Him, when His Soul had been given up to His Father. (...)

That Christ should have ever been one who was Body and Blood in a state of separation gives to the Eucharistic separation of Body and Blood its whole meaning. The Eucharistic separation of Body and Blood is the memory, the representation of that real separation in historic time. Body and Blood separated would have no meaning but for the historic precedent in Christ's career when the last drop of His Blood left His Body. The Eucharistic representation is, indeed, a thing in which metaphors have no place; it is a thing of absolute literalness. (...)

It is, indeed, the one great thought that illumines the Eucharistic doctrine with a light as clear as the light of the rising sun that one phase of the divine career of the Son of God on earth is kept perpetually present amongst us with an exactness of repetition that is truly overwhelming when we come to meditate on it. After His death, and before the Resurrection, Christ was truly on this earth; but in what a state! His Body was lifeless and bloodless, His Blood poured out, and the earth drank it as it had drunk the blood of Abel; yet in this broken condition the Person of Christ remained, for the death of Christ was not as the death of Able. The hypostatic union survived that great breaking up — that is to say, the divine Person of the Word remained united as before, both with the Body and the Blood of Christ; the Person of Christ as Person remained entire, though the human nature of Christ had been broken up; so that it may be said in all exactness of theological language, that the Body and the Blood on Calvary or in the sepulchre were Christ, on account of the divine Person hypostatically united. The Son of God never ceased to be a complete Person, even in death (...)
We may, then, consider Christ's Person in three stages: His mortality, from the moment of His birth to the death on  the cross; His immortality, from the Resurrection in saecula saeculorum; His death, a phase which lasted but a short time, yet which, in spite of that great severance between Body and Soul, between Flesh and Blood, is one of the three periods under which the Person of Christ is known to our faith. (...)
If the dead Christ on Calvary is a Victim that is immolated, then, of course, by sheer truth of equation, Christ is immolated on our altar, because that kind of Christ, that Christ of the second phase who was on Calvary, is on the altar in absolute identity. We do not think of the Christ of the first phase nor of the Christ of the third phase when we speak of the immolated Christ; we think of the Christ of the middle phase.
It is truly the Christus passus of St. Thomas who is thus contained in the Eucharist. In virtue of the sacrament, the Eucharist contains, not the mortal Christ, nor even the dying Christ; nor does it contain the glorious Christ; but it contains the Christ directly after His death, though without any of the gaping wounds. "For as often as you shall eat this bread and drink the chalice, you shall shew the death of the Lord, until He come" (1 Co 11:26).

From this we see that a very important distinction is necessary when we speak of Christ as being contained in the Eucharist. At the Last Supper, when the mortal Christ celebrated the Eucharistic mystery, in virtue of His direct act He was contained in the Eucharist in the same phase of His existence which was to come about soon after on Calvary; but in virtue of the concomitance He was contained in the fulness of the mortal phase of His divine Personality. If Mass had been celebrated during the three days of Christ's death the Eucharist would have contained the second phase of the Christ-personality, and nothing more; there would have been no other concomitant personal quality. Today on our altar, again in virtue of the sacrament, we have that second or middle phase of the Christ-personality; but in virtue of concomitance we have also the whole third phase in the Christ-personality, the glorious phase. But when treating of the sacrifice we need not think of any other rendering present except that of the second phase of the Christ-personality. (...)
I have made it clear in this chapter how we may, on the one hand, make the sacramental Body and Blood of Christ the basis of all our thinking, and how, on the other hand, we come, through those divine elements, into direct and sacramental contact with the Person of Christ, I mean with the Christus passus of Calvary, who is the one represented, applied, immolated, and contained in the Eucharistic sacrifice.
�  —Dom Anscar Vonier, O.S.B., Key to the Doctrine of the Eucharist, The Newman Press, Westminster, Maryland, 1951, p. 110-133.


� – A ritual slaughter.





