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Task of the Church/Covenant Sign              Jose Francis Martinez                                                       Lecture 3
The Significance of the Lord’s Supper 

Introduction
1. The church is founded and associated with two divine covenants or oaths – the Messianic Covenant and the New Covenant. The Messianic Covenant is the Covenant God made with Messiah (Heb 7:18-22) and the New Covenant is the Covenant God made with the disciples of Messiah (1Co 11:23-27). Now each of these covenants has a sign – the Messianic Covenant has baptism as its sign and the New Covenant has as its sign the Lord’s Supper. Therefore, it is one of the tasks of the church to observe both of these covenantal signs: Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 

2. In our previous lectures, we have dealt with baptism. Now we move to consider the Lord’s Supper.

3. And this study is divided into two parts: 1) The Significance of the Lord’s Supper 2) The Observance of the Lord’s Supper. Let us consider the first in this lecture, the Significance of the Lord’s Supper. 
Trans: In order to accurately grasp of the significance of the Lord’s Supper, it is perhaps best for us to consider the various views of the Lord’s Supper.

I.
THE ROMAN CATHOLIC VIEW 
A. The View – Stated: 

1. The Roman Catholic view is called “Transubstantiation”, which means the changing of the substance.  

2. When the R.C. priest takes the bread and wine and pronounces the blessing, then the substance of the bread and the wine miraculously become the literal body and blood of Christ. Although the wafer does not change in appearance, or taste, yet it has really become the literal physical body and blood of Christ. And in the Mass, the bread and wine which has become the body and blood of Christ is again offered as a sacrifice for the sins both of the dead and the living. And the host that the people partake is literally the body of Christ. 
3. Quotations from Roman Catholic sources

a.
R.C. Catechism: “What is the Holy Mass? The Holy Mass is the sacrifice of the body and blood of Jesus Christ, really present on the altar under the appearance of the bread and wine, and offered to God for the living and the dead.”
b.
R.C. Catechism: “Jesus Christ gave us the sacrifice of the Mass to leave to His church a visible sacrifice which continues His sacrifice on the cross until the end of time.  The Mass is the same sacrifice as the sacrifice of the cross.  Holy Communion is the receiving of the body and blood of Jesus under the appearance of bread and wine.” 
c.
Council of Trent: “The sacrifice (in the Mass) is identical with the sacrifice of the Cross, inasmuch as Jesus Christ is both priest and victim.  The only difference lies in the manner of offering, which is bloody upon the cross and bloodless on our altar.” 

B. The View – Refuted: Now is this view the biblical view?

1. Of course not! For the bible clearly teaches that Christ’s atoning sacrifice for the sins of His people in Calvary, is a once-for-all, all sufficient sacrifice for sins for all time Heb 7:26-28; 9:11-14; 10:10-14 (READ). 
2. So this idea that Christ is again offered as a sacrifice in the mass is a denial of the biblical gospel. It is heretical. It is a damning error.

C. An Objection Answer:  “But what about Christ’s actual words when He instituted the Lord’s Supper? Did He not Himself say – ‘Take eat; this is My body’”? 

1. Yes. But Christ’s words should not be taken in a crass literalistic way. Ills: Picture of my wife. And Scriptures themselves warrant this manner of speaking.

a. 2Sam 23:15-17 (READ). This passage is not saying that David is speaking of the literal blood of these of men. But since the men risk their lives to get the water David craved for, that water in a sense represented the blood of these men.

b. 1Co 10:1-4 (READ) - The OT were shadows of NC realities. The rock was Christ - it represented Christ.

2. Moreover, it is clear from the context of the institution of the Lord’s Supper that Christ’s words are not to be taken in a crass literalistic way.  

a. Mt 26:26-29 (READ). The wine which the disciples were to drink remained the fruit of the vine. The elements do not change.

b. 1Cor 11:23-26 (READ). The bread remains the bread and the wine remains the wine. The elements do not change.

3. Therefore, let us not put meaning into Scriptures that is not warranted by Scriptures.

D. We are to teach our people what the Roman Catholics believe in order to warn them of the errors of Rome. The more our people understand what Rome teaches, the more they will see the impossibility of ever “uniting with Rome”.

Trans: 
Having considered the Roman Catholic View, let now proceed to consider...
II. THE LUTHERAN VIEW

A. The View – Stated: 

1. Luther rejected the Mass and transubstantiation. However, he developed a unique theology of the Supper, which is called as consubstantiation. 

2. Luther believed that although the bread and wine remain the bread and the wine, and yet be believed in the simultaneous coexistence of two substances. In other words, although the bread and the wine remains the bread and the wine, and yet mysteriously, it also becomes the body and blood of Christ. In Luther’s own language, the actual body and blood of Christ exist, ‘in, with, or under” the elements of the bread and wine.
3. James Bannerman: “By the Lutheran Church, the real presence of Christ in the ordinance is maintained, not upon the principle of such a change in the substance of the elements into Christ’s body and blood as contradicts the testimony of our senses, but, rather upon the supposition that the bread and wine remaining the same, the real body and blood of Christ are nevertheless united to them is some mysterious manner, so as to be actually present wit them, and actually received along with them, when they are partaken of by the communicants.” (The Church of Christ Vol. 2, p. 156
B. The View – Refuted: 

1. However, Luther’s view of consubstantiation faces insurmountable problems. First, it does violence to the human nature of Christ by making it ubiquitous or present everywhere. The divine presence of Christ is with us but not His human or physical presence. For where now is Christ’s resurrected body? In heaven, and not on earth! Act 1:11 (READ). 
2. Moreover, it is rather strange that the only line of defense Luther had for insisting in his position is the language of Christ when He instituted the Supper – “This is My body”. And on that basis, Luther insisted that although the bread and wine remain bread and wine, and yet the literal body and blood Christ is really present in, with, and under the bread and wine. But again, we must allow flexibility in Scriptural language, which was written in the language of man. The thing that represents something can be spoken of as if it is the very thing itself. And here Luther was more influenced by Aristotelian philosophy rather than sound biblical exegesis.  
C. The View – Evaluated:

1.
The Lutheran view is not as bad as the Roman Catholic View. For Luther did not share the Roman Catholic view that Christ is continually sacrificed on the altar. He believed that Christ’s death was once and for all, and that it was all-sufficient to pay for the sin’s wages. However, Luther’s view is still not the accurate biblical view. 
2.
And because of that, it still fraught or accompanied with dangers.   

a.
It still has the natural tendency towards worshipping the host, as in the case of the Roman Catholic. For the bodily presence of Christ is in, with, and under the  
b.
Moreover, will this view not ascribed to the one officiating in the service some magical power to bring Christ’s physical presence into the bread and wine?
Trans:  Now, that leads us to...
III. THE REFORMED OR BIBLICAL VIEW

....There are three aspects of this view. 
A.
First, the Lord’s Supper is essentially a commemorative meal.

1.
The Westminster Confession and the 1689 Baptist Confession states, “In this ordinance [the Lord’s Supper] Christ is not offered up to his Father, nor any real sacrifice made at all for remission of sin of the living or dead, but only a memorial of that one offering up of himself by himself upon the cross, once for all....” And this is clearly founded in Paul’s words in 1Co 11:23-26 (READ).
2.
In connection with this, the actual eating of the bread and drinking of the wine is also primarily commemorative. James Bannerman: “Over and above its positive institution in remembrance of the death and crucifixion of our Lord, there is a pictorial significance in the action and elements of the Sacrament, fitted to keep constantly in view the grand and essential idea of the rite, as a rite of commemoration. The broken bread representing the broken and crucified body, - the wine poured out, the shed blood, - the eating and drinking of them the participation in Christ’s blessings to nourish the soul and make it glad, - the ‘one bread’ and ‘one cup’, the communion of Christ with His people, and them with each other, - all these are not dumb or dark signs, by speaking and expressive of what it is intended to commemorate. This obvious characteristic of the sacramental ordinance, then, is most clearly seen in the Lord’s Super, that it an outward and visible sign of an inward and spiritual truth. It is the primary idea of the institution, never to be forgotten without infinite damage  done to our understanding of its meaning, that, both naturally and by express Divine appointment, it is a symbolical and commemorative observance.” (The Church of Christ, Vol 2, p. 134-135).
3.
Every time we partake of the Lord’s Supper, we must keep this significance in mind.
B.
A second aspect of this view is that the Lord’s Supper is a God-given means of spiritual nourishment.
1.
This is brought out clearly in 1Cor 10:16 (READ). Indicated here is that the partaking of the wine and the bread in the Lord’s Supper is more than just commemorative. The language suggests an actual partaking of the body and blood of Christ, an actual partaking of the spiritual nourishment or benefits that Christ’s body and blood bring. Therefore, the Lord’s Supper is more than just commemorative, it is a God-given means of spiritual nourishment.
2.
But how exactly is the spiritual nourishment of the Lord’s Supper brought to our souls? 
a.
The Roman Catholic will say that the bread and the wine actually changes in substance that they become the body and blood of Christ, and therefore, by eating and drinking, we eat and drink the body and blood of Christ. Now, this, we have seen, is entirely unbiblical. It confuses the symbol with the reality that it represents.
b.
The Lutherans will say that Christ’s physical presence is in, with, and under the bread and the wine, and therefore, by eating and drinking, we eat and drink the body and blood of Christ. Again, this is also wrong. It still confuses the symbol with the reality.

c.
And here some Presbyterians are a bit confusing. For some make it appear as if it is by means of eating the bread and drinking the wine that you in faith assimilate Christ. But this also confuses the symbol with the reality. 
1)
What is the object of our faith? Not the bread or the wine, but Christ, who is represented in the Lord’s Supper by the bread and the wine. 

2)
Moreover, what is the means by which we assimilate Christ? Not by eating the bread and drinking the wine, but by means of faith, visibly represented by our eating the bread and drinking the wine. John 6:35: “I am the bread of life; he who comes to Me will never hunger, and he who believes in Me will never thirst.” According to Jesus, we assimilate Him by coming to Him and believing in Him. And this is what is solemnly and symbolically represented in the Lord’s Supper. It is not by means of eating the bread and drinking the wine that you feed your soul with Christ. It is by means of believing or trusting in Christ that you assimilate Christ, and that is what is solemnly and symbolically represented by eating the bread and drinking the wine. 

3)
Never confuse the symbol with the reality or you will still be guilty of sacerdotalism or a form of unbiblical sacramentalism.

3.
So how exactly, then, is the spiritual nourishment of the Lord’s Supper brought to our souls?
a.
First, we remember Christ and His atoning work on Calvary as He is represented in the bread and the wine. Moreover, by means of faith in Christ, we assimilate Christ, and this is visibly represented by our eating the bread and drinking the wine.
b.
And this is how the Lord’s Supper is more than just a commemorative meal. It actually becomes a means of spiritual nourishment. By looking at the bread and wine, we remember Christ. And as we eat the bread and drink the wine, we, by means of faith, and not by our eating and drinking, assimilate Christ. The act of eating and drinking the visible elements assimilating the bread and the wine into our bodies are concurrent with the believing and assimilating Christ into our soul. However, the two must never be confused. 
c.
The 1689 states it very clearly. Chapter 30, par 7. “Worthy receivers, outwardly partaking of the visible elements of this ordinance, do then also inwardly by faith, really and indeed, yet not carnally and corporally, but spiritually receive, and feed upon Christ crucified, and all the benefits of his death; the body and blood of Christ being then not corporally or carnally, but spiritual present to the faith of believers in that ordinance, as the elements themselves are to their outward senses.”    
d.
Therefore, the grace we received by hearing with the gospel is not different from the grace we received by partaking with faith the Lord’s Supper. The only difference is that in the Lord ’s Supper the bread and the wine visibly represent Christ and our assimilation of Christ by means of faith is visibly represented by our eating the bread and drinking the wine.

Conclusion

1.
The Roman Catholic teaching of the Lord’s Supper is outrageously heretical. The Lutheran teaching of the Lord’s Supper is not without danger. The Reformed teaching on the Lord’s Supper is clearly the Biblical teaching. However, even among the Reformed, there is still a tendency to confuse the means by which Christ is assimilated in the Lord’s Supper. It is not by eating the bread and drinking the cup that we assimilate Christ in the Lord’s Supper, it is by faith in Christ that we assimilate Christ, and that is visibly represented by our eating the bread and drinking the wine.
2.
And here we must be on our guard against any form of sacerdotalism or an unbiblical form of sacramentalism. One of the things I have observed in some evangelical churches is that during Lord’s Supper Sunday more people attend than the other Sundays of the month – and I can only ask: Why? Is it because of the leaven of sacerdotalism? I leave you that question to ponder upon. 
