QUESTION 81
The Use of This Sacrament by which Christ Used it in First Instituting It

Next we have to consider the use of this sacrament by which Christ used it in first instituting it.
And on this topic there are four questions: (1) Did Christ Himself consume His own body and blood?
(2) Did He give the sacrament to Judas? (3) What sort of body did He receive or give, a passible body or
an impassible body? (4) How would Christ have been related to this sacrament if the sacrament had been
reserved, or even consecrated, during the triduum of His death?

Article 1
Did Christ consume His own body and blood?

It seems Christ did not consume His own body and blood (Christus non sumpserit corpus suum et
sanguinem):

Objection 1: What is not handed down by the authority of Sacred Scripture should not be asserted
about the deeds and sayings of Christ. But we do not have it from the Gospels that Christ ate His own
body or drank His own blood. Therefore, this should not be asserted.

Objection 2: Nothing can exist within itself, except perhaps by reason of its parts, viz., in the
sense that one part of it exists within another part, as is explained in Physics 4. But that which is eaten
and drunk exists within the one who eats and drinks it. Therefore, since the whole Christ exists under
both sets of appearances in the sacrament, it seems impossible for Him to have consumed this sacrament.

Objection 3: There are two ways of receiving this sacrament, viz., the spiritual and the
sacramental. But spiritual reception was not fitting for Christ, since He received nothing from the
sacrament. And, as a result, neither was sacramental reception fitting for Him, since, as was established
above (q. 80, a. 1), sacramental reception is incomplete without spiritual reception. Therefore, there is no
way in which Christ received this sacrament.

But contrary to this: In Ad Heldibiam Jerome says, “The Lord Jesus, Himself the diner and the
banquet, He it is who eats and who is eaten.”

I respond: Some have claimed that, at the supper, Christ gave His own body and blood to the
disciples, but did not Himself consume His own body and blood. But it does not seem correct to says this.

For Christ Himself first observed those things which He instituted to be observed by others. Thus,
He wanted to be baptized Himself before He imposed baptism on the others—this according to Acts 1:1
(““... Jesus began to do and to teach”). Thus, He likewise consumed His own body and blood first and
afterwards handed them to His disciples to be consumed. And a Gloss on Ruth 3:7 (“And when [Boaz]
had eaten and drunk ...”) says just this: “Christ ate and drank at the supper, when He gave the sacrament
of His body and blood to the disciples. Hence, ‘because children have blood and flesh in common, He,
too, has shared in these same things’ (Hebrews 2:14).”

Reply to objection 1: We read in the Gospels that Christ “took the bread ... and the chalice.” But
this should not, as some claim, be understood to mean that He took them only into His hands; instead, it
should be understood to mean that He took them in the way in which He handed them to the others to be
taken. Thus, since He said to the disciples, “Take and eat,” and, again, “Take and drink,” it should be
understood that our Lord Himself ate and drank when He took them. Hence, some have put it into verse
as follows:
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The King at supper sits,

Surrounded by the twelve,

In His hands He holds Himself,

The very food consumes Itself .

Reply to objection 2: As was explained above (q. 76, a. 5), Christ, insofar as He exists under this
sacrament, is related to a place not with His own proper dimensions, but with the dimensions of the
sacramental appearances, so that Christ Himself exists in any place where those appearances exist. And
since those appearances were able to exist in the hands and mouth of Christ, the whole Christ Himself
was able to exist in His hands and in His mouth. However, this would not have been the possible insofar
as He is related to a place with His own proper appearance.

Reply to objection 3: As was explained above (q. 79, a. 1, ad 2), the effect of this sacrament is not
only an increase of habitual grace, but also the actual pleasure of spiritual delightfulness (actualis
delectatio spiritualis dulcedinis). And even though grace was not increased for Christ by the reception of
this sacrament, nonetheless, He took a sort of spiritual pleasure in newly instituting this sacrament;
hence, in Luke 22:15 He Himself says, “I have greatly desired to eat this passover with you”—which
Eusebius explains as being about the new mystery of the New Covenant that He was passing on to His
disciples. And so He did indeed eat spiritually and, similarly, sacramentally, insofar as He ate His body
under the sacrament, and He understood and prepared for this sacrament of His body. However, He ate
sacramentally and spiritually in a way different from others who eat sacramentally and spiritually, since
they receive an increase of grace and they need the sacramental signs in order to perceive the reality.

Article 2
Did Christ give His body to Judas?

It seems that Christ did not give His body to Judas (Christus ludae non dederit corpus suum):

Objection 1: As we read in Matthew 26:29, after our Lord had given His body and blood to the
disciples, He said, “I will not drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine until that day when I shall drink
anew with you in the kingdom of my Father.” From this it seems that those to whom He had given His
body and blood would drink with Him again. But Judas did not drink with Him afterwards. Therefore, he
did not receive Christ’s body and blood along with the other disciples.

Objection 2: Our Lord fulfilled what He commanded—this according to Acts 1:1 (“... Jesus began
to do and to teach”). But in Matthew 7:6 He said to them, “Do not throw what is holy to the dogs.”
Therefore, since He knew that Judas was a sinner, it seems that He did not give him His body and blood.

Objection 3: In John 13:26 we read that Christ specifically extended “the bread He had dipped” to
Judas. Therefore, if He gave him His body, it seems that He gave it to him in that morsel—especially
given that we read in the same place, “After the morsel, Satan entered into him” (John 13:27). Here
Augustine comments, “From this we learn how we should beware of receiving a good thing in a bad way
... For if he is chastised who does not exercise judgment, i.e., does not distinguish the body of the Lord
from other foods, how much more will he be condemned who, pretending that he is a friend, approaches
Christ’s table as an enemy?” But Judas did not receive the body of Christ with the dipped morsel, as
Augustine explains in Super loannem when commenting on John 13:26 (“When He had dipped the bread,
He gave it to Judas, the son of Simon the Iscariot”): “It is not the case, as some careless readers think,
that at that point Judas alone received the body of Christ.” Therefore, it seems that Judas did not receive
the body of Christ.

But contrary to this: Chrysostom says, “Judas, despite being a participant in the mysteries, was
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not converted. Hence, his crime becomes more heinous in both respects—both (a) because, even though
infected with such a plan of action, he approaches the mysteries, and (b) because, despite approaching, he
was not made better either by fear, or by the favor, or by the honor.”

I respond: In Super Matthaeum Hilary claimed that Christ did not give Judas His body and blood.
And this, to be sure, would have been fitting, considering Judas’s malice.

However, since Christ had to be a model of justice for us, it did not befit His authority to cut the
secret sinner Judas off from communion with the others without an accuser and evident proof—Iest (a)
prelates of the Church might be thereby given an model for doing similar things, and lest (b) Judas
himself, exasperated by this treatment, might take it as an occasion for sinning. And so one should reply,
following Dionysius in Ecclesiatica Hierarchia and Augustine in Super loannem, that Judas received our
Lord’s body and blood along with the other disciples.

Reply to objection 1: This is Hilary’s argument for showing that Christ did not give Judas His
body and blood. But it is not a convincing argument. For Christ is speaking to His disciples, from whose
company Judas had separated himself, even though Christ did not exclude him. And so Christ, as far as
He Himself is concerned, drinks wine in the kingdom of God even with Judas, and it was Judas himself
who rejected this banquet.

Reply to objection 2: Judas’s iniquity was known to Christ as God, but it was not known to Him
in the way in which men come to know things. And the reason why Christ did not drive Judas away from
Communion was to set the example that secret sinners of this sort should not be driven away by other
priests.

Reply to objection 3: There is no doubt that Judas received simple bread, and not the body of
Christ, under the dipped bread. As Augustine says in the same place, “What was probably signified by
the dipping of the bread was Judas’s pretense, since some things are dipped in order to be dyed. If, on the
other hand, the dipping signified something good”—e.g., delight in God’s goodness, since bread is
rendered more tasty by being dipped—"then it was not without merit that damnation followed upon his
ingratitude for that same good.” And because of this ingratitude, “what was good became bad for him,”
as happens in the case of those who receive Christ’s body unworthily.

And as Augustine says in the same place, “It should be understood that our Lord had already
distributed” the sacrament of His body and blood “to His disciples, at a time when, as Luke tells us,
Judas himself was also there. And after that it came to the point where, according to John’s narration, our
Lord, by dipping the morsel and handing it over, marked his betrayer.”

Article 3
Did Christ consume, and give to the disciples, His body as impassible?

It seems that Christ consumed, and gave to the disciples, His body as impassible (Christus
sumpserit et dederit corpus suum discipulis impassibile):

Objection 1: A Gloss on Matthew 17:2 (“He was transfigured in front of them”) says, “That body
which He had through nature, He gave to the disciples at the supper, not mortal or passible.” And a Gloss
on Leviticus 2:5 (“If your oblation is from the frying pan ...”) says, “The Cross, mightier than all things,
made Christ’s flesh— which before the passion did not seem fit to be eaten—fit to be eaten afterwards.”
But Christ gave His body as something fit to eat. Therefore, He gave it such as it was after His passion,
viz., impassible and immortal.

Objection 2: Any passible body is acted upon by being touched and eaten. Therefore, if Christ’s
body had been passible, then it would have been acted upon by the disciples’ touching it and eating it.
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Objection 3: The sacramental words are not now more powerful when they are pronounced by a
priest in the person of Christ than at the time when they were pronounced by Christ Himself. But now, by
the power of the sacramental words, the impassible and immortal body of Christ is consecrated at the
altar. Therefore, much more so then.

But contrary to this: As Innocent III says, “At that time He gave the disciples His body such as
He then had it.” But at that time He had a body that was passible and mortal. Therefore, He gave His
disciples His passible and mortal body.

I respond: Hugh of St. Victor claimed that at different times before His passion Christ had taken
on the four properties (quator dotes) of a glorified body, viz., (a) subtlety (subtilitas) at his birth, when
He exited the closed womb of the Virgin; (b) agility (agilitas), when He walked on the sea with dry feet;
(c) brightness (claritas), in the transfiguration; and (d) impassibility, when He gave His body to the
disciples to eat. And, accordingly, He gave His disciples an impassible and immortal body.

Now whatever is true of the other cases—and we discussed above (q. 28, a. 2 ad 3 and q. 45, a. 2)
what one should think about them—what is claimed about impassibility is nonetheless impossible. For it
is clear that Christ’s real body was at that time seen by the disciples with its proper appearance and was
eaten under the appearances of the sacrament. But it was not impassible as it was seen with its proper
appearance—indeed, it was ready for the passion. Therefore, neither was that very same body impassible
under the appearances of the sacrament.

Yet what was passible in itself existed in an impassible way under the appearances of the
sacrament—just as what was visible in its own right existed in an invisible way under the appearances of
the sacrament. For just as vision requires the conjoining of what is seen with the surrounding medium of
vision, so being acted upon (passio) requires the conjoining of the body that is being acted upon with
those things that are acting on it. But, as was explained above (a. 1, ad 2 and q. 76, a. 5), Christ’s body,
insofar as it exists under the sacrament, is related to the surrounding things not by means of its own
proper dimensions, by which bodies touch one another, but by means of the dimensions of the
appearances of bread and wine. And so it is those appearances that are acted upon and seen—and not the
body of Christ itself.

Reply to objection 1: The reason why Christ is said not to have given His body at the supper as
something mortal and passible is that He did not give it in a corporeal and passible way. And the cross
made Christ’s flesh fit for eating insofar as this sacrament represents Christ’s passion.

Reply to objection 2: This argument would go through if Christ’s body, just as it was passible,
likewise existed under the sacrament in a passible way.

Reply to objection 3: As was explained above (q. 76, a. 4), the accidents of Christ’s body exist in
this sacrament by a real concomitance, but not by the sacrament’s power, through which the substance of
Christ’s body exists there. And so the power of the sacramental words extends to the body, viz., Christ’s
body, in order that it might exist under this sacrament, no matter which accidents exist in it in reality.

Article 4

If, at the time of Christ’s death, this sacrament had been reserved in a pyx, or had been
consecrated by one of the apostles, would [Christ] have died therein?

It seems that if, at the time of Christ’s death, this sacrament had been reserved in a pyx, or had been
consecrated by one of the apostles, [Christ] would not have died therein:

Objection 1: Christ’s death occurred through His passion. But Christ at that time existed in this
sacrament in an impassible way. Therefore, He could not have died in this sacrament.
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Objection 2: In Christ’s death His blood was separated from His body. But in this sacrament
Christ’s body and blood exist together. Therefore, Christ would not have died in this sacrament.

Objection 3: Death occurs through the separation of the soul from the body. But in this sacrament
both Christ’s body and His soul are contained. Therefore, He would not have died in the reserved
sacrament.

But contrary to this: The same Christ who was on the cross would have existed in the sacrament.
But He died on the cross. Therefore, He likewise died in the reserved sacrament.

I respond: Christ’s body is the same in substance both (a) in this sacrament and (b) in its proper
appearance, but it does not exist in the same way (non eodem modo) in the two of them; for as was
explained above (a. 3), in its proper appearance—but not as it exists in this sacrament—it touches the
surrounding bodies with its proper dimensions. And so whatever belongs to Christ’s body insofar as it
exists in itself can be attributed to it both as it exists with its proper appearance and as it exists in the
sacrament, e.g., to be alive (vivere), to die (mori), to be in pain (dolere), to be animate or inanimate
(animatum vel inanimatum esse), and other things of this sort. By contrast, whatever belongs to it in
relation to extrinsic bodies can be attributed to it as its exists with its proper appearance, but not as it
exists in the sacrament, e.g., to be mocked (irridere), to be spit upon (conspui), to be crucified (crucifigi),
to be scourged (flagellari), and other things of this sort. Hence, some have put it into verse as follows:

Reserved in the pix, it* could feel inner pain,

But the outer blow does not befit it.

Reply to objection 1: As has been explained, the passion belongs to a passive body in relation to
an extrinsic agent. And so Christ, insofar as He exists under the sacrament, cannot be acted upon. Still,
He can die.

Reply to objection 2: As was explained above (q. 76, a. 2), by the power of the consecration
Christ’s body exists under the appearances of bread, whereas His blood exists under the appearances of
wine. But at the present time, when Christ’s blood is not in reality separated from His body, it is by a real
concomitance that Christ’s blood exists under the appearances of bread together with His body, and that
His body exists under the appearances of wine along with His blood.

However, if, at the time of Christ’s passion, when His blood was in reality separated from His
body, this sacrament had been consecrated, then His body would have existed only under the appearances
of bread and His blood would have existed only under the appearances of wine.

Reply to objection 3: As was explained above (q. 76, a. 2), Christ’s soul exists in this sacrament
by a real concomitance—since it does not exist without the body—and not by the power of the
consecration. And so, if this sacrament had been consecrated or reserved at the time when the soul was
separated in reality from the body, then Christ’s soul would not have existed under this sacrament—not
because of a lack of power on the part of the words, but because the reality itself was arranged
differently.



