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THE EUCHARIST RECONSIDERED

IN THE LIGHT OF PRIMITIVE-ARCHAIC THOUGHT

CONTENTS: 1. The commemoration of Jesus’ sacrifice can at the same time be its renewal - 2. In the Eucharist, Jesus makes Himself present in the strongest and most concrete way. - 3. An intellectualistic mentality has sought to explain the real presence, formulating the concept of transubstantiation. - 4. Nonetheless, the idea of transubstantiation formulated as it is, in terms of a philosophy of Aristotelian inspiration, is decidedly inadequate. - 5. A much more valid recovery of the idea of the real presence can be had in terms of primitive-archaic thought. - 6. The principle of participation that dominates the vision of primitive-archaics finds significant confirmation in paranormal experiences. - 7. In making himself truly bread and wine, Jesus does not at all abolish their nature, just as incarnation and grace never annul life and human and earthly values: in contrast, taking them on as such, He increases and perfects them. 

1. The commemoration of Jesus’ sacrifice 

       can at the same time be its renewal

In the Last Supper with His disciples, Jesus “took a loaf of bread, and after blessing it he broke it, gave it to the disciples, and said, ‘Take, eat; this is my body’. Then he took a cup, and after giving thanks he gave it to them, saying, ‘Drink from it, all of you; for this is my blood of the covenant, which is poured out for many for the forgiveness of sins’” (Mt 26, 26-28; cfr. Mk 14, 22-24; Lk 22, 17-20; 1 Cor 11, 23-26). 

The Eucharist is the commemoration-renewal of the sacrifice of Jesus. It is the alliance with God and the fraternal banquet of His children. It is thanksgiving. It is nourishment of the spirit.


We so-called modern people have no problem understanding a commemoration. The difficulty begins when we try to understand how a commemoration can at the same time constitute a renewal of what it commemorates.


I have entitled this essay The Eucharist reconsidered in the light of primitive-archaic thought. Only by going back to consider this thought and, as much as possible for us, by re-living it, can we realize how well it grasps the relationship between any of man’s actions and the primordial creative act with which, in a metaphysical moment that precedes any worldly and historic event, the entire universe was brought into being. It would be useful here to re-read a few passages from Mircea Eliade’s book, The myth of the eternal return, which focuses on the question in a particularly apt way. 


The Rumanian phenomenologist of religion begins the work with these words: “In the ‘primitive’ or archaic mentality, the objects of the exterior world lack intrinsic autonomous value, just as human acts as such. A stone is sacred because its form bespeaks a participation in a certain symbol, or because it constitutes a hierophany, possesses a mana, or commemorates a mythical act.”


In particular, regarding human acts, “their significance, their value are not associated to their brute physical datum, but to their quality of reproducing a primordial act, repeating a mythical example.” 


To give some examples, “Nutrition is not a simple physiological operation: it renews a communion. Marriage and communal orgy refer back to mythical prototypes; one repeats them because they have been consecrated to the origin (‘in that time,’ ab origine) by gods, ‘ancestors,’ or ‘heroes” (The myth of the eternal return, ch. 1). 


This is not the forum for following Eliade in all the greatly varied documentation he offers us in this regard; we can only conclude in general that, in the primitive-archaic vision of things, every human act can mean at the same time a commemoration and a renewal of a primordial act, and that for them every commemoration can at the same time be a renewal.


Thus, combining the two things appears to be very familiar to that mentality. It can be a problem only for our own. But if we could just succeed a bit in immersing ourselves in that forma mentis, we too could share such a spontaneity and ease of comprehension.

2. In the Eucharist, Jesus makes Himself present 

      in the strongest and most concrete way 

It has been said, to continue, that the Eucharist is nourishment of the spirit. A primitive-archaic person would have no difficulty accepting this as well. Even cannibalism, which horrifies us, could, for a primitive-archaic person, be an act of great respect for the hero on whose flesh he feeds, in the hope of acquiring his virtues.


One feeds on the body and blood of the Man-God Christ in order to attain His own divine life: “Those who eat my flesh and drink my blood have eternal life… For my flesh is true food and my blood is true drink. Those who eat my flesh and drink my blood abide in me, and I in them” (Jn 6, 54-56).


We nourish ourselves on the body and blood of the Man-God Jesus Christ in a way that is symbolic, but no less real for this reason. The Eucharist affirms that He is among us in the fullest and most concrete way.


Jesus is with us “always, to the end of the age” (Mt 28, 20). He is present in His disciples, branches of the “true vine,” which is He Himself (Jn 15, 1-7). He is present in the people of God, which is His body (1 Cor 12; Col 1, 24; Eph 2, 19-22; 4, 11-13). He is present and crucified in all those who suffer, in all the poor and needy, the sick, the oppressed, prisoners, and in our neighbor, for whom we are called to be Samaritans (Mt 25, 40 and 45). He is present in every act of memory and of worship, in every sacrament, wherever two or three are gathered in His name (Mt 18, 20). In a very particular way, He is present in person, physically, in flesh and blood, so to speak, in the bread and wine of the Eucharist.


The presence of Christ in what are called the Eucharistic species is ensured by the words pronounced by the minister of this sacrament, the priest. In pronouncing the words, the primary importance is the priest’s right disposition of soul, even before the correctness of the form. We can recall the words of St. Augustine in this regard, “What you see, dearly beloved, at the table of the Lord, is bread and wine; but this bread and this wine, adding to them the word, become the body and blood of Christ. If you take away the word, it is bread and wine; if you add the word, it is already another thing. And this other thing is the body and blood of Christ. Take away the word, and it is bread and wine; add the word, and it becomes sacrament. To all this you say: Amen. Saying Amen is endorsing it. Amen means ‘it is true” (Sermon 6, 3). 

Theologians, especially Catholic ones, are concerned to affirm that, in the Eucharistic bread and wine, Christ is present in the strongest sense. It is not enough to say that He is “with the bread” or “in the bread,” much less that it is a purely symbolic presence. Christ, in virtue of the act of consecration, is the bread, is the wine.

3.  An intellectualistic mentality 

       has sought to explain the real presence 

       formulating the concept of transubstantiation

Theologians have asked how a simple piece of bread or goblet of wine could possibly become what it decidedly was not a moment before. In rational terms, the interpretation that subsequently prevailed regards the philosophical concept of substance, and explains what happens as a change of substance.


This change of substance is called transubstantiation. Terms such as transmutation or transformation were considered inadequate for signifying the idea of a conversio totalis: a total conversion or change, precisely of substance.


Transubstantiation was already spoken of in the XII century. The word was present in the preaching of some bishops. The concept is that after the bread and wine are consecrated, they no longer exist as such. They have become the body and blood of Christ; they are bread and wine only in appearance. In fact, they are called species, appearances.


The term transubstantiation would finally be adopted at the Council of Trent, which affirmed that “in the Church of God it has always been the conviction,” confirming that “with the consecration of the bread and of the wine there is the conversion of all the substance of the bread into the substance of the body of Christ, Our Lord, and of all the substance of the wine into the substance of His blood (see number 1642 of Denzinger’s well-known Enchiridion).


Bread and wine not only change meaning or purpose, but also substance. The new interpretive concepts of transignification and transfinalization took form at the end of the 1950s under the influence of phenomenology and existentialism. In his encyclical Mysterium fidei, Paul VI did not reject them, but admonishes that they be completed with transubstantiation.


“Once transubstantiation has happened,” wrote the Pope, “the species of the bread and wine without a doubt acquire a new purpose, no longer being the usual bread and drink, but the sign of a sacred thing and the sign of a spiritual food; but the fact remains that they acquire new meaning and a new purpose inasmuch as they contain a new ‘reality’ that is rightly denominated ontological since under the previously defined species there is no longer what there was before, but another, entirely different, thing; …nothing remains anymore of the bread and of the wine but the species alone, under which Christ entirely whole is present in His physical ‘reality’ also corporally, even if not in the same way with which bodies are in the place” (Denzinger, 4413).

4. Nonetheless, the idea of transubstantiation 

      formulated as it is 

      in terms of a philosophy 

      of Aristotelian inspiration 

      is decidedly inadequate


It is very clear that a strong presence of Christ in the Eucharist is intended here, the strongest conceivable, a true, even physical presence. Now, however, is it really essential to express this idea with ancient concepts from Greek logic?


I will try to show how the concepts of this logic are inadequate, and how the same idea can be explained much better, in a much more appropriate and apt way, with different concepts, conforming to a different and more consonant logic.


Here, speaking of “logic” in the most open and flexible sense the term can have, I also include the way of thinking common to primitive-archaic peoples. This is a particular “logic” or, if one prefers, a “pre-logic” or an “analogic” to which the way of thinking of the ancient Jewish people can be ascribed.


Logic in the Greek manner is perfectly adaptable to the ideal entities of arithmetic, algebra, geometry, and all forms of computation. In contrast, it no longer seems appropriate (if not with considerable approximation) for the real beings of this world, inasmuch as they can be experienced in a direct and lively way. 


In order to apply that abstract logic to concrete realities, they must be garbed in the robes of concepts, measurements, and numbers. Squeezing reality into such a garment, we can define it univocally and make it the object of calculations. At a certain point, however, we realize that we no longer have in our hands reality that can be grasped in a vital, originary experience, but a concept of reality that is, let’s admit it, arid and dead.


As early as Parmenides, Greek logic is understood to define “being,” “what is,” and “substance.” According to Parmenides, what is, being, is; it cannot become. In order to become, being must cease to exist; it must pass to non-being. Now, being cannot not be, without contradicting itself. Thus, being cannot become; it is immutable. In addition, in the Parmenidean view, being cannot exist fully if it is not one: a One-All. Multiplicity and becoming are illusory.


However, living experience attests forcefully that the beings of the world are manifold and in the process of becoming. How can we apply the concept of being to concrete things that change over time? 


In the end, Aristotle resolved the conflict, saying that each individual is a distinct being, a “substance.” Substance, as such, does not become. Becoming is a mere passage of substance from potentiality to act, through which it remains “substantially” unchanged and unchangeable.


In addition, every substance, in Aristotle’s conception of it, can be defined precisely, indicating exactly what it is and what it is not. If a substance is this, it cannot be that, nor can it become so over time, without contradicting itself here as well, without violating the principle of non-contradiction.


Substance does not change. According to Aristotelian logic, bread remains bread, just as the number three remains the number three, and a triangle remains a triangle. Now, experience is precisely what shows us that nothing could be more inexact and false. Chewed and swallowed, bread passes through the esophagus, stomach, duodenum, and the intestines; it is digested, enters the bloodstream, and circulates, becoming substance of the organism that consumed it.


Our experience of ourselves, and the environment in which we live, demonstrates fully that we are in constant exchange with our environment, in every sense, on every level. We all continuously absorb something from outside ourselves and continuously emit something from ourselves. The process of digestion, as previously mentioned, comes down to absorbing something from outside the organism, so that to some degree the organism makes the something part of itself and, in the end, expels certain residues of that something.


Similarly, the nervous system transmits to the brain what the sense organs have perceived and then, through the muscles, transmits the commands that enable the organism to move and act upon its surrounding reality.


The respiratory system absorbs oxygen and emits carbon dioxide, which plants, through chlorophyll, re-convert into oxygen.


On the cultural and spiritual level, each of us receives information, processes it, assimilates it, and makes it one’s own; what we receive from exterior sources allows us to give in turn, to externalize by communicating, enriching the community of men with our own teaching or with the works of our own invention, or, in contrast, contaminating it with our foolishness and negative manifestations. 


Thus in terms of action, we are subjected to the action of others, always reacting in some way to it and responding with our own action, which always influences the exterior world and to some measure transforms it.


So, as can be seen, the logic of Greek inspiration—in particular, that of Aristotelian thought—upon which the concept of transubstantiation is founded, fails to adequately define the world of life, unless used with very broad approximation. 

This logic defines the ideal entities of mathematics with absolute rigor. Without a doubt, a certain mathematization of living reality, its way of reducing reality to a garment of concepts, can be useful to all of us in our daily practical existence, in particular in building machines, bridges, and houses, in navigating, in performing clinical analyses, in all the procedures of the most varied sciences and technologies. 

Even though this is granted, however, it is also necessary to emphasize how this logic is inadequate for defining vital realities in a way most suitable to them. We must, instead, show what help we can receive in this regard from the logic that informs the way of thinking of primitive-archaic men. In order to clearly distinguish these ways of thinking, we’ll call the former “analytic logic” and the latter “participatory logic.”

5. A much more valid recovery 

      of the idea of the real presence 

      can be had in terms 

       of primitive-archaic thought


In the books he dedicated to the study of the mentality of primitive men, Lucien Lévy-Bruhl speaks of a “law of participation.” Here is an abbreviated formulation, “In the collective representations of the primitive mentality, objects, beings, and phenomena can be—which for us is incomprehensible—contemporaneously themselves and other than themselves. In a no less incomprehensible way, these objects, beings and phenomena emit and receive forces, virtues, qualities, and mystical actions, that the human subjects feel as external to these things themselves, transcendent, even while these things never cease to be where they are (The mental functions in the inferior societies, ch. 2).


Moving from our experience of the relationships of continuous exchange with the surrounding world, I can say: I acquire X not simply in order to possess it, but to be it, even while continuing to be myself. With that which I am not, I attain an ever-new synthesis, at every moment.


To the exterior environment, I irradiate Y, which does not become extraneous to me, but continues to be me. Thus, the exterior environment, which I am not, is enriched with me, in a continuous synthesis.


The scholar of the history of philosophy acknowledges here the dynamic logic of someone like Hegel. By abandoning all abstraction and inertia, such a logic can clarify in rational terms the ever-new synthesis by which both the “I” and the “Not I” are continually enriched by each other, even while each one maintains its own identity.


According to this mentality, I not only possess persons and things, but I am these persons, these things. According to his mentality, the primitive-archaic man can very well say: I am my name, my image, my own shadow; I am the land I possess, with all those who cultivate it, with all those who serve me; I am my women; I am my children; I am my weapons; I am my relatives and tribe; I am the country where we all live together. I feel bound to all these beings in a strong mystical communion. We are intimately together; we are all one and the same great being. Each of these beings that is in such a close relationship with me prolongs my personality.


Entering into relationship with another being, I acquire it not only as my possession or property, but as part of me, forming a whole, a unity with me. In externalizing any kind of thing to the point of separating myself from it, I continue living in it. I continue to be that thing, or that person.


Thus I continue living in my children; I continue to be my children, just as I am my gifts, and just as equally I am my fingernail clippings and cut hair. Someone who takes possession of these things can act upon me for my good (sending me positive, beneficial energies) or to my detriment (casting magic spells to hurt me). In this way, someone who obtains my image or learns my true name (kept secret for safety) can act upon me.


This is the way of reasoning, on the basis of his particular way of “feeling” things, of what Levy-Bruhl calls primitive man. I prefer calling him primitive-archaic man, since the mentality of participation appears extremely widespread not only among primitive peoples, but among the archaic peoples of high civilization such as the Indians, Chinese, Japanese, and, of particular interest to our discussion, the ancient Jewish people.


By archaic civilization I mean a pre-modern civilization to the degree to which it has not yet been tainted by the advent of modern science and technology, by the dominance of the nexus of intellectualism, positivism, and scientism.


In the primitive-archaic vision, reality is entirely animated and interwoven with mystical relations, such that among numerous beings there is an intertwining of the most varied relationships, all definable, in different ways, as relationships of identity. Clearly, this is not a logical-mathematical identity (such as that of abstract definitions or the identity by which two plus two equals four or the sum of the interior angles of a triangle equals one hundred and eighty degrees,) but of a participatory identity.


Participation is not absolute identity, as opposed to absolute diversity and contradiction. It is not equality. It is similarity. It is analogy, by reciprocal, vital interpenetration, relative analogy, that does not exclude a relative diversity of some kind.


The sense of this participation of one being in another induces primitive-archaic man not only to establish the identities mentioned just above, but also for example to believe that dream is reality and thus tells the truth; that the image is all one with the reality represented; that the actor who plays the role of a villain is himself a villain; that each person is also his own totemic group and the common ancestor from whom he descends (and of whom he is the reincarnation, in a certain sense); that each person is his own shadow.


To give another example, there is a belief that a “sacred king” is so identified with his own people and country that his positive and moral behavior and conformity to the rites determines the prosperity of the entire zone, the abundance of harvests and fishing, the regularity of the seasons, the outcome of wars, and in short, every good and desirable thing. To offer just one example, the ancient tradition of Japan attributes such a role to the Tenno, who, in his sacred function of ensuring prosperity and fortune to his reign, has much more important things to do than govern it!

6. The principle of participation 

       that dominates the vision of primitive-archaics 

       finds significant confirmation 

       in paranormal experiences


As can be seen, in the primitive-archaic mentality, the practical applications of the principle of participation can also reach the point of the absurd. However, this does not at all detract from the validity of the principle of participation as such.


Let us consider the applications that can surely be considered reasonable. We will see in individual cases how the reality of participation and participatory identity finds confirmation in a particular class of phenomena, called the paranormal: phenomena of an “unusual” character, as they are often defined, but often verifiable in the most objective way.


The primitive-archaic senses the existence of a participative identity between people linked by special bonds of blood, friendship, or affection. Parapsychology offers us a whole case record of telepathic phenomena in which these relationships form the primary channel, above all to the degree to which the sentimental factor dominates.


In addition, the primitive-archaic perceives that the personality of any man or woman imbues the objects that he or she wears, and thus the person is his or her objects of constant use.


A parapsychic phenomenon that confirms this relationship of participatory identity between the person and the object is the clairvoyance that a psychic obtains when he holds a ring or a watch of the target person. Holding this object in his hand, the psychic identifies himself with it. At a certain point, he is the object. Now, the object imbued with the personality of its owner is the owner himself. In terms that are not so much logical as experiential, this kind of transitive property takes on meaning: the target person of the inquiry identifies with his watch, and the psychic holding the watch in his hand also ends up identifying with the watch, and thus the psychic identifies with the target-person. Holding the watch in his hand, the psychic grasps certain experiences of the target-person as if living them from within, as if the psychic were the target-person himself.


I would like to mention here some mediumistic experiences I am convinced that I have had through so-called tele-writing. In fact, using something similar to the Ouija board, I have more than once tried, with apparent success, to establish a kind of mediumistic contact no longer with those who present themselves as disincarnated souls, as the deceased from the other world, but with a particular object that belongs to me and that I use constantly. 

Well, I can say that, in each of these experiments, a significant response has come to me, and it has been possible to carry on a conversation. This occurred because I was not the only person touching the plate with two fingers, but acted together with a person endowed with mediumistic gifts. Through this mediumism the plate could move of its own initiative and give me responses.


I can say that, whenever I asked, so to speak, the object who it was, I obtained the response, “You,” or “I am you.” 


I then asked it, “In what sense do you say you are me?” At this point, the object, a musical instrument (something like a keyboard that I use every so often to relax by improvising some little tune) answered me, “I am your musical creativity.” If it was a book of meditations (such as The Imitation of Christ) it would say to me, “I am your religiosity.” In any case, it presented itself as part of me. Thus, it seems that I was dialoging with a part of me manifested in that given object, having some nice conversations with my own innermost being. I obtained other significant responses as well as some wise advice, showing how my inner depths are much wiser than my superficial personality.


These experiences, which the reader can judge as he wishes, have subjectively given me further confirmation of the fact that my personality also extends to my objects of constant use, to the point that I, too, can affirm, like the primitive-archaic, that I am my objects, that I identify with them, not limiting myself to possess them, in a more formal, external and abstract way, in a purely economic and juridical relationship.


Thus I am further convinced that I am not just my thoughts, feelings, and sensations, with the addition of my physical body, but also those objects which also, in some way, prolong my being.


To give another example, a mystical relationship is also established between a pranotherapist and the person he treats, working on him with his own energies. The healer externalizes energies in order to introduce them into his patient, who often gives in exchange, so to speak, his pain, the ills he suffers, which the pranotherapist begins at a certain point to feel in the corresponding places of his own body as his own pains. An externalization of the personality also takes place in the phenomenon of psychokinetics, in which a subject produces a kínesis, a movement without the mediation of any part of one’s own body, acting neither with the hand nor with the foot. In such a case, the psyche itself produces the movement. We cannot see what happens, but it can be supposed that in order to cause the movement of an object, something of the subject’s psyche (or personality) expresses itself and participates in it.


Now, a mystical relationship arises not only between people, or people and things, but also between things themselves. Clear clues of this are seen in certain experiments of clairvoyance in the past.


A psychic is given a mysterious little well-wrapped package containing, for example, a fragment of marble from the Roman Forum. It can happen that the subject then has a vision of the Forum itself as it could have been, as one might have lived in a given epoch. 


If the package contains the shirt a man was wearing when he was murdered, the subject might re-live the murder scene in all its horror.


If the package contains a seashell or a piece of lava, the psychic might re-live a scene from the depths of the sea, or, respectively, a volcanic eruption.


What has been said to this point can confirm for us that a man’s personality prolongs itself beyond his “I”, extending to realities that are, so to speak, external, with which he establishes a particular relationship.


Here is an explanation of how the personality can reach the point of identifying itself with external realities. The identification happens because of the fact that the personality in question does not limit itself to acting on that reality from the exterior, as a man can move an ashtray on the table, or take a pen in hand to write, or kick a ball to send it into the adversary’s goal net. The identification happens through the fact that the subject no longer acts from the outside, but from the very inside of the object, identifying himself with it, making himself one and the same with the object, becoming the object (and yet remaining himself; what he is, originally, in himself.)

7. In making himself truly bread and wine 

      Jesus does not at all abolish their nature 

      just as incarnation and grace never annul life 

      and human and earthly values: 

      in contrast, taking them on as such 

      He increases and perfects them 


It is precisely the idea of participation that best helps us to explain for ourselves, in the way that seems most intrinsic and least over-elaborate or far-fetched, the real presence of Christ in the bread and wine of the Eucharist, His identification with that wine and bread.


It can be said that in the celebration of the Eucharist, Christ truly makes Himself bread and wine for our spiritual nourishment. He does not limit Himself to making Himself present in the bread and wine, or with the bread and wine, nor does He limit Himself to transmute or transform them; He does not limit Himself to a symbolic presence in them, nor even to change their meaning and purpose. Truly, Christ makes Himself present in them in the strongest way. He becomes one and the same with them; He identifies Himself in them. Thus He not only is present in the bread and the wine, but He is the one and the other.


As He makes Himself bread and wine at all the Eucharistic tables of the world, Christ is present in heaven, and then His presence multiplies in men and women, and in all living beings, whom He assumes together as His collective body with the act of incarnating Himself in this world.


Christ is upon the altars and in the tabernacles and, at the same time, is in the highest heavens at the right hand of the Father: there is no contradiction in this. Christ is bread, this bread is Christ, and is bread at the same time, without any contradiction in this either. Why and how should the bread and wine cease to be such? It is affirmed purely on faith, without the least corroboration in physical or spiritual experience. It is simply faith in a formula drawn from Aristotelian philosophy and embraced by numerous theologians, and finally by the Council of Trent.


Without the least intention to confute the Church’s dogmas, which are and remain the fixed point of Her doctrine, I simply wish to keep in mind the distinction that undoubtedly must be made between the essential content of the Christian faith and its interpretation in the light of the mentality and sensibility, culture, philosophy, and natural and human sciences that bit by bit have asserted themselves through the succession of the ages. It is important to make this distinction if we want to communicate the content of the faith appropriately and understandably to the men and women of each new stage of human evolution (cfr. John XXIII’s words at the opening of the Second Vatican Council and the Council’s decree Optatam totius, n. 16).

The domination of Hellenic philosophy, its abstract concepts, and the intellectualistic forma mentis connected to it, shifted the thought, perhaps not of common men, but certainly of philosophers, away from participation as it was understood, and even before that, lived in the primitive-archaic mentality and sensibility. Today, however, there is a decisive re-discovery of this way of seeing things, of connected mental categories, of what in it can be perennially valid. 

Today, there is an increasing acknowledgement of the relativity of logical-scientific categories, and of the need to integrate them with those of a more original existential thought; indeed, of the essential need to lead them back to such thought.


What, then, can the participatory vision suggest to us in terms of transubstantiation? Nothing to take exception to the idea that in the bread and wine of the Eucharist, Christ is really present in the strongest sense without attenuations.


However, the idea of voiding the bread and wine as substance seems arguable. More than one sacristan, in a decidedly conflictual relationship with the priest, has tried to kill him by poisoning the Mass wine. What happened in those cases? Did the fellow pollute the presence of Christ, and if so, in what way? Didn’t the presence of Christ (even though the miracles of Bolsena and Lanciano were due to it) do anything to block its being used as the instrument of such a crime? It can be objected that acting here were only second causes, purely of this earth. All right: the wine as such was poisoned, but how could it happen? That a real poison should taint an apparent wine is a physical action between two decidedly incommensurable entities.


Secondly, how could the presence of Christ, His grace, void nature? A concept of the kind, suitably examined, seems to me to be anti-theological, or at least contradictory to the general lines of Catholic theology, like a fish in the desert or a camel at the bottom of the sea. You can bet that neither of the two would feel at ease in these places. 


Grace does not wipe out nature; on the contrary, it promotes and perfects it, precisely inasmuch as it is nature. Thus grace optimizes the human inasmuch as it is human, culture inasmuch as it is culture, and each individual in his unrepeatable individuality and creativity. It optimizes as such each creature and level of creation. It thus optimizes as such the earth as well, with all it produces and man donates to the Divinity. 


Man receives everything from God, and can only offer God the gifts he has received from Him. The Eucharist is man’s offering to God of the good things of the earth and the fruit of his own labor, of everything he has, of all that he is, of all that he does.


In all that man is, in all that he does, in all that he possesses, in all that he offers to God, God himself is incarnated to deify everything, to glorify everything, to make everything perfect.


It is a creation, it is an incarnation that develops and grows by degrees, and becomes ever more effective in transforming everything. Thus the final point of arrival of this creating and incarnating of God and, together, of the human adventure, is the celebration of what can be defined as a great universal Liturgy.


This great, ultimate, and supreme Liturgy will be the epilogue of the divine creative work, but also of the cosmic evolution and progress of men, and of their sanctification.


Of this great universal and final Liturgy every particular Eucharistic celebration is prelude, start, herald, and first fruit. 
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