Mysticism of the Eucharist
Series 1-10
By Paul Tackett

VerseQuest Ministries

Series Introduction: Mysticism of the Eucharist — A Catholic Foundation or Pagan
Influence?

Why This Series Matters

The battle for truth is rarely fought in the streets; it is fought at the table. For centuries,
Rome has claimed that the simple ordinance given by Christ — bread and cup, taken in
remembrance —is in fact a mystical sacrifice in which bread becomes God, priests wield
divine power, and salvation flows wafer by wafer. This teaching, known as the Eucharist,
has enslaved multitudes.

To the casual eye, it may look pious — golden chalices, white robes, and reverent whispers
of Latin. But beneath the gilded surface lies something darker: a system that mixes
alchemy and paganism, binding souls to ritual instead of to Christ.

¢ Alchemy promised to transform base metals into gold. Rome promises to transform
common bread into Christ.

e Paganism offered continual sacrifices to appease the gods. Rome offers continual
“unbloody” sacrifices to appease God.

¢ Inboth cases, man plays priest-magician, manipulating the divine through ritual.

This is not Christianity. It is counter-Christianity. It is mysticism that robs Christ of His glory
and blinds the souls of millions.

A Burden for the Deceived

| do not write this series as a detached scholar or a mere critic. | write as one who feels the
burden for those caught in this web. Many Catholics are sincere. Many kneel before wafers
in fear and reverence, believing they are bowing to Christ. Many repeat rituals week after
week, hoping for grace. Many trust the voice of the church over the voice of Scripture.



But sincerity does not save. Ritual does not redeem. Idolatry dressed in Christian robes is
still idolatry. And | know there are those who are seeking, who sense the emptiness of ritual
and hunger for truth. This series is written for them — to pull back the curtain, to show the
simplicity of Christ against the superstition of Rome.

The Simplicity That Was Lost

In the beginning, it was simple. The Lord took bread, broke it, gave thanks, and said, “This
do in remembrance of me.” Paul passed it on unchanged: bread and cup, remembrance
and proclamation, a memorial of the cross until Christ returns.

But simplicity rarely satisfies religion. Men crave power. Priests crave control. Philosophers
crave mystery. And so remembrance was twisted into ritual, ritual into sacrifice, sacrifice
into idolatry. Bread became God. Priests became mediators. The cross became a
performance repeated daily.

Thus, what God gave as testimony, Rome turned into sorcery. What was once a table of
remembrance became an altar of alchemy.

The Gospel at Stake

This is not an academic dispute. It strikes at the very heart of the gospel. If Christ’s sacrifice
is repeated daily, then it was never finished. If salvation comes through sacraments, then it
is not by grace through faith. If wafers are to be worshiped, then Christ is displaced from
His throne.

The Eucharist is not a side issue. It is Rome’s cornerstone. And to expose it is to defend the
gospel itself.

Our Witness: The Word of God

Against the fog of mysticism, we hold the lamp of the King James Bible. Its words are clear:
e “This do in remembrance of me.”
e “Yedoshewthe Lord’s death till he come.”

e “Byone offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.”



Bread is bread. Cup is cup. The cross is finished. Christ is seated. The Word of God shines
through the centuries of incense and declares the truth plainly.

A Call Back to the Table

This series is a call back to the table — not Rome’s altar, but Christ’s memorial. Not a
mystical sacrifice, but a proclamation of the once-for-all sacrifice. Not the idolatry of
wafers, but the simplicity of Christ.

For those deceived, may these essays be a light. For those wavering, may they be an
anchor. For those seeking, may they point to the Savior who cried, “Itis finished.”

Because it is finished. And no ritual, no priest, no wafer, no Mass can ever add to what
Christ accomplished at Calvary.
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Memorial to Mystery

Introduction: A Table Turned into a Throne

The Lord’s Supper is one of the simplest, most beautiful ordinances Christ gave to His
church. On the night He was betrayed, Jesus broke bread and shared the cup, commanding
His disciples, “This do in remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24). That short command tells us
everything: it was an act of remembrance, a proclamation of His death until He comes
again. Paul, the apostle of the Gentiles, emphasized that the Supper was not about
mystical transformation but about memorial proclamation. Yet over time, what began as a
humble meal of remembrance became shrouded in mystery, wrapped in philosophy, and
transformed into a ritual that Rome called a sacrament. By the Middle Ages, the Eucharist
had become the centerpiece of Catholic worship, elevated as a sacrifice, even worshiped
as God Himself.

How did such a distortion happen? How did a memorial of Christ’s finished work become a
mystical sacrifice reoffered thousands of times across centuries? The answer lies in what
this essay will expose: a steady shift from memorial to mystery, from the simplicity in Christ
to the complexity of ritual, from the authority of Scripture to the invention of men.



In this opening essay, we will trace the journey from the upper room in Jerusalem to the
basilicas of Rome, highlighting the key moves that turned remembrance into ritual. Along
the way, we will see the fingerprints of paganism, the influence of Greek philosophy, and
the subtle rise of allegory that laid the groundwork for transubstantiation. And most
importantly, we will return to Paul’s teaching, preserved clearly in the King James Bible,
which calls the church back to the simplicity of the gospel.

This essay is not just about history. It is about discerning the difference between truth and
error, light and darkness, Spirit and flesh. The Lord’s Supper reminds us that Christ died
once for all. Catholic mysticism makes it a repeated sacrifice. The contrast could not be
starker, and the consequences could not be higher. For to corrupt the gospelis to endanger
souls.

Paul’s Original Teaching: A Memorial, Not a Mystery

We begin where Paul begins: with divine revelation. In 1 Corinthians 11:23-26, Paul
recounts the Lord’s Supper in words given directly from Christ:

“For | have received of the Lord that which also | delivered unto you, That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was betrayed took bread: And when he had given thanks, he brake
it, and said, Take, eat: this is my body, which is broken for you: this do in remembrance of
me. After the same manner also he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is
the new testament in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. For
as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”

Notice the plain clarity: Paul calls the bread “this bread” and the cup “this cup.” The
elements remain bread and cup. He calls them symbols of Christ’s body and blood, given
as a memorial. Twice he repeats, “in remembrance of me.” The purpose is not
transformation but proclamation: “ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”

From a dispensational perspective, this fits perfectly. The church, Christ’s body, does not
participate in rituals that impart grace. Our salvation is settled at the cross, applied by faith,
and sealed by the Spirit. The Lord’s Supper is a testimony, not a transaction. It looks
backward to the cross and forward to His coming, but it never repeats the sacrifice.

Paul also rebukes the Corinthians for turning the meal into a feast of gluttony and division
(1 Cor. 11:17-22). His correction was not to elevate it into a mystical rite but to bring it back
to its humble purpose. The bread and cup were about Christ, not about the worshippers’
appetites or spiritual elitism.



Thus the original design was simple: a memorial ordinance, rooted in history, grounded in
truth, and preserved by the Spirit. But simplicity has always offended man’s pride. As the
serpent in Eden twisted God’s plain word, so false teachers twisted Paul’s plain teaching.

The Drift Toward Mystery: Seeds of Corruption

How did remembrance become ritual? The early centuries of Christianity reveal a slow
drift. At first, believers gathered in homes, breaking bread in simplicity, often in the shadow
of persecution. But as the church grew and entered new cultures, external influences
began to creep in.

Greek philosophy loved allegory and mystery. The Stoics and Platonists taught that visible
things pointed to invisible realities. Pagan mystery religions celebrated secret rites with
symbolic meals. Against this backdrop, it was tempting for Christians to interpret the
Supper not as remembrance but as participation in some mystical reality.

By the second century, writers like Ignatius of Antioch spoke of the Eucharist as the
“medicine of immortality.” Justin Martyr described it as more than common bread and
wine, hinting at spiritual transformation. Though not yet transubstantiation, the seeds were
planted: a shift from memory to mystery.

This drift was not accidental. Satan has always sought to corrupt God’s ordinances.
Baptism, meant as a testimony of faith, was turned into infant sprinkling that supposedly
regenerates. The Lord’s Supper, meant as a proclamation, was turned into a sacrament
that supposedly saves. Both changes robbed Christ of glory and enslaved men to ritual.

Paul warned of this very danger: “But | fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve
through his subtilty, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ”
(2 Cor. 11:3). The Supper’s simplicity was exchanged for philosophical speculation.

Pagan Parallels: Feasts, Sacrifices, and Mysteries

To understand the corruption of the Eucharist, we must examine its pagan parallels. Rome
was saturated with sacrificial feasts. Temples to Mithras, Isis, and Dionysus offered sacred
meals. Worshippers believed they partook of the god’s life through eating and drinking. In
Mithraism especially, initiates shared a meal of bread and wine symbolizing the god’s body
and blood.



Is it coincidence that Rome eventually claimed the Eucharist literally became Christ’s body
and blood? Hardly. The parallel is striking. Paganism prepared the soil, and apostasy sowed
the seed.

Moreover, pagan philosophy provided the framework. Aristotle’s categories of substance
and accident were later used to explain transubstantiation: the bread’s substance
supposedly changed into Christ’s body, while its accidents (appearance, taste, smell)
remained. This is philosophy, not Scripture. Paul warned against such deception: “Beware
lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after
the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ” (Col. 2:8).

The danger was not only external but internal. The flesh craves ritual, mystery, and control.
Paganism offered all three. By blending them into the Eucharist, the church traded freedom
for bondage.

From Remembrance to Ritual: The Path of Tradition

By the third and fourth centuries, the Lord’s Supper was increasingly formalized. Prayers of
consecration were added. The bread and wine were elevated as holy objects. The language
of sacrifice became more common. Cyprian of Carthage spoke of the priest offering the
body and blood. Origen’s allegorical methods encouraged mystical interpretation.

What began as “this do in remembrance” became “this do to receive grace.” The emphasis
shifted from Christ’s once-for-all sacrifice to the priest’s repeated offering. The table
became an altar, the meal became a sacrifice, and the pastor became a priest.

This was no small shift. It represented a fundamental change in how salvation was
understood. Instead of salvation being a finished work received by faith, it became an
ongoing process dispensed through sacraments. Grace was no longer direct from Christ
but mediated by the church.

Dispensationally, this shift blurred the distinction between Israel and the church. Israel had
priests, altars, and sacrifices under law. The church has none of these under grace. By
reintroducing them, Rome dragged the church backward into shadows that Christ had
already fulfilled.

Allegory and Philosophy: The Role of Origen and Others

One of the great corruptions came through allegory. Origen of Alexandria (third century)
championed the idea that Scripture had hidden, mystical meanings beyond the literal. He



applied this to the Eucharist, teaching that the bread and wine symbolized deeper realities.
While Origen did not teach full transubstantiation, his allegorical approach opened the
door.

Allegory is dangerous because it untethers meaning from text. When Paul said “this bread”
and “this cup,” he meant bread and cup. Allegory allows someone to say, “He meant
something deeper — the literal body and blood.” Thus the plain memorial became a
mystical sacrament.

Philosophy also played a role. As the church sought respectability in the Roman world, it
adopted philosophical categories to explain doctrine. The gospel was no longer defended
with Scripture alone but with the language of Plato and Aristotle. The Eucharist, once a
remembrance, was explained with metaphysics.

Thus allegory and philosophy joined hands. Scripture’s plain meaning was spiritualized,
and pagan categories were imported. The result was a doctrine foreign to Paul, yet
embraced by the growing Catholic system.

Seeds of Catholic Sacramentalism

By the time of Augustine in the fourth and fifth centuries, the Eucharist was firmly
entrenched as more than a memorial. Augustine vacillated, sometimes calling it symbolic,
other times suggesting real presence. His writings, like much of Catholic tradition, sowed
ambiguity that Rome later codified into dogma.

The Council of Lateran IV (1215) declared transubstantiation official dogma. The Council of
Trent (1545-1563) anathematized anyone who denied it. Thus what began as a distortion
became a weapon. Rome used the Eucharist to hold souls captive: only the church could
transform bread into Christ, only the church could dispense grace, only the church could
save.

This was not merely a theological mistake. It was spiritual bondage. By making salvation
dependent on ritual, Rome denied the sufficiency of Christ’s sacrifice. Hebrews 10:12
stands as a rebuke: “But this man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat
down on the right hand of God.”

The seed of mysticism became the tree of sacramentalism.

The Memorial Paul Taught: KJV Clarity



Against this background, the King James Bible shines with clarity. Where modern versions
often blur language, the KJV preserves Paul’s emphasis on remembrance.

“This do in remembrance of me.” Twice Paul repeats it. Not once does he call it a sacrifice.
Not once does he hint at transformation. The bread remains bread, the cup remains cup.
The memorial remains simple.

Paul also connects the Supper to Christ’s return: “ye do shew the Lord’s death till he
come.” It is not about bringing Christ down from heaven in the elements but about looking
up in expectation of His coming. Catholic mysticism looks down to an altar. Paul points up
to a throne.

Dispensationally, this is crucial. The church lives in the age of grace, not law. We proclaim a
finished work, not repeat a sacrifice. The Supper is a testimony, not a transaction. It unites
believers around the gospel, not around ritual.

The KJV makes this plain. Rome muddied it.

Conclusion: From Memorial to Mystery — and Back Again

The story of the Eucharist is the story of a drift — a drift from the plain to the mystical, from
the gospel to ritual, from remembrance to superstition. It began with Paul’s simple
teaching: bread and cup, body and blood, remembrance and proclamation. It ended with
Rome’s mystical invention: transubstantiation, sacrifice, and idolatry.

Yet the truth remains. Christ died once for all. His sacrifice was sufficient. The Lord’s
Supper is a testimony of that finished work, not a repetition of it. As Paul warned, the
simplicity in Christ must be guarded.

This series will continue to trace that history. We will examine the pagan parallels, the rise
of transubstantiation, the decrees of Trent, the idolatry of the host, the Reformation’s
response, and the KJV’s witness. Each step will show how Rome’s system grew — and how
Scripture refutes it.

But for now, let us remember what Christ said: “This do in remembrance of me.” Not in re-
sacrifice. Not in ritual. Not in mystical speculation. But in remembrance.

The mystery of the Eucharist is not divine revelation but human corruption. The memorial
of the Lord’s Supper is divine simplicity. As dispensational Bible believers, we choose the
memorial over the mystery, the Word over tradition, Christ over Rome.
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Paul’s Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper

Introduction: The Apostle to the Gentiles and the Supper of the Lord

Few doctrines of the New Testament have suffered more distortion than the Lord’s Supper.
What Jesus instituted as a memorial of His once-for-all sacrifice has been twisted into an
ongoing sacrifice by the Roman Church. What Paul delivered in simplicity has been recast
into a mystical ritual of superstition. To recover the truth, we must return to the one apostle
uniquely commissioned to lay out doctrine for the body of Christ: Paul.

Paul’s writings form the doctrinal backbone for the Church Age. Where Peter, James, and
John ministered primarily to the circumcision, Paul received the gospel by direct revelation
from Jesus Christ for the Gentiles (Gal. 1:11-12; Gal. 2:7). Thus, when he instructs the
Corinthians about the Lord’s Supper, he speaks not merely as a historian repeating what
Jesus did in the upper room, but as the steward of divine truth for this dispensation. His
explanation is the Spirit-given interpretation of Christ’s ordinance.

In this essay, we will examine Paul’s teaching in 1 Corinthians 10 and 11, explore its
historical context, contrast it with Jewish ritual and pagan feasts, and expose how Rome
corrupted it. By doing so, we will see clearly that the Supper is a memorial, not a mystical
sacrifice, and that Paul’s doctrine demolishes the Catholic foundation of the Eucharist.

Paul’s Unique Apostolic Authority

Before analyzing the Supper itself, we must establish why Paul’s voice matters so much.
Jesus ordained twelve apostles to Israel. Yet after Israel rejected their Messiah and stoned
Stephen, God raised up Paul as the apostle to the Gentiles. To him was committed the
“dispensation of the grace of God” (Eph. 3:2) and the mystery of the body of Christ (Eph.
3:3-6).

When Paul says in 1 Corinthians 11:23, “For | have received of the Lord that which also |
delivered unto you,” he is asserting direct revelation. Paul was not present at the Last
Supper in the upper room. His knowledge of the ordinance came by revelation, not by
tradition or hearsay. This matters, because Catholicism later claimed that oral tradition
carried equal weight with Scripture. Paul destroys that claim by saying the Lord revealed it
directly to him.



Thus, the Lord’s Supper is not merely a Jewish continuation of Passover, nor a mystical rite
absorbed from paganism. It is a divinely revealed ordinance for the church, interpreted by
the apostle of this dispensation. If Rome contradicts Paul, Rome contradicts Christ.

The Text: 1 Corinthians 11:23-26
Let us examine Paul’s account as preserved in the King James Bible:

“For | have received of the Lord that which also | delivered unto you, That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was betrayed took bread: And when he had given thanks, he brake
it, and said, Take, eat: this is my body, which is broken for you: this do in remembrance of
me. After the same manner also he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is
the new testament in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. For
as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”

Every phrase is loaded with meaning. The bread is called “this bread” — it remains bread.
The cup is called “this cup” — it remains a cup. The action is called “remembrance,” not
transformation. The purpose is proclamation: “ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”

Paul’s words exclude Rome’s mystical interpretations. He does not say the bread becomes
Christ’s literal body. He does not say the cup turns into blood. He does not callita
sacrifice. He calls it remembrance and testimony.

The Symbolism of the Bread

The bread, Paul says, represents Christ’s body “broken for you.” This recalls the sacrifice of
Calvary, where Christ bore our sins in His body on the tree (1 Pet. 2:24). Yet John 19:36
states, “a bone of him shall not be broken.” His bones remained intact, but His body was
broken in suffering and death. Thus the bread symbolizes His physical suffering on our
behalf.

Notice Paul says “this is my body.” Catholics seize on this to insist on literal presence. But
the context is symbolic. When Jesus said “l am the door” (John 10:9), He did not mean He
was made of wood and hinges. When He said “l am the vine” (John 15:5), He did not mean
He was a literal plant. The bread represents His body. The language of representation is
consistent with biblical usage.

Furthermore, Paul clarifies that eating the bread is not consuming Christ literally but
remembering Him: “this do in remembrance of me.” The bread is a symbol pointing back to
the cross.



The Symbolism of the Cup

Paul says the cup represents the “new testament in my blood.” This recalls Jeremiah’s
prophecy of a new covenant (Jer. 31:31-34) and Christ’s words in Luke 22:20. The cup
symbolizes the shedding of His blood, which secures remission of sins (Heb. 9:22).

Again, the symbolism is clear. Paul calls it “this cup.” If it had truly become Christ’s blood,
he would not call it a cup but blood. The bread and cup remain what they are; their
meaning is spiritual, not chemical.

The Catholic Church claims the priest transforms the elements into Christ’s body and
blood. Paul says nothing of the sort. He calls it remembrance. The contrast could not be
sharper.

Proclamation, Not Sacrifice

Paul explains the purpose: “For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew
the Lord’s death till he come.” The Supper is not a sacrifice but a proclamation. It declares
what Christ already did, not what He is doing again.

The word “shew” means to declare, announce, or proclaim. Every time believers partake,
they publicly testify to Christ’s once-for-all death. Hebrews 10:10-14 makes this crystal
clear: “we are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all... For
by one offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified.”

Rome denies this by teaching the Mass as a continual sacrifice. But Paul saysitis a
memorial testimony. The cross was sufficient, final, and unrepeatable. The Supper looks
back to that finished work and forward to Christ’s return.

The Context: Pagan Feasts and Jewish Passover

Paul’s instructions in 1 Corinthians 10 also shed light. He compares the Lord’s Supper with
both Jewish and pagan meals.

In 1 Corinthians 10:16-17 he writes:

“The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The
bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of Christ? For we being many
are one bread, and one body: for we are all partakers of that one bread.”



Here communion means fellowship, not transubstantiation. Sharing the bread and cup
demonstrates unity in Christ’s body. It is a fellowship meal, not a mystical ingestion of
deity.

Paul then warns against idolatry (10:18-21). Pagan feasts involved sacrifices to devils. He
warns that believers cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of devils. The Lord’s
Supper is distinct from both Jewish sacrifices and pagan rites. It is a testimony of grace, not
a ritual sacrifice.

Thus Paul distinguishes the Supper from both extremes: it is not Passover repeated, and it
is not a pagan mystery rite. It is unique to the body of Christ.

Correcting Abuses in Corinth

Paul’s teaching arose in the context of abuses at Corinth. The church had turned the
Supper into a feast of selfishness. Some ate to excess while others went hungry (1 Cor.
11:20-22). Paul rebukes them sharply, saying they were not discerning the Lord’s body.

His correction was not to mystify the ordinance but to restore its solemnity. They had
trivialized it into a banquet. He called them back to remembrance of Christ’s sacrifice. Thus
the correction was toward sobriety, not toward sacramentalism.

Rome twists Paul’s rebuke into justification for ritual. But Paul was emphasizing reverence,
not ritualism. The Supper is serious because it proclaims Christ’s death, not because the
elements transform.

Rome’s Contradiction of Paul
Every major feature of Catholic Eucharistic theology contradicts Paul:
« Transubstantiation: Paul calls it bread and cup; Rome calls it body and blood.

e Sacrifice of the Mass: Paul says Christ’s death was once for all; Rome says itis
repeated daily.

e Priestly Mediation: Paul presents the Supper to the whole church; Rome reserves
power for priests.

o Salvific Efficacy: Paul says it is remembrance; Rome says it imparts grace and
forgiveness.



e Adoration of the Host: Paul says we remember Christ; Rome worships the wafer as
God.

In short, Paul’s doctrine demolishes Rome’s system. The Supper is simple, symbolic, and
sufficient. Rome made it complex, mystical, and enslaving.

Dispensational Distinctions

A dispensational perspective further clarifies the issue. Under the law, Israel had priests,
altars, and sacrifices. The church has none of these. Our altar is Christ (Heb. 13:10), our
sacrifice is finished (Heb. 10:14), and our priestis in heaven (Heb. 7:25). To reintroduce
altars and sacrifices is to confuse dispensations.

The Lord’s Supper belongs to the church age, not to Israel. It is not a continuation of
Passover. It is not a sacrifice like temple offerings. Itis a unique ordinance for the body of
Christ, given through Paul, to proclaim the cross until the rapture.

Rome’s Eucharist collapses these distinctions. It drags the church backward into Old
Testament shadows and forward into pagan mysticism. Paul’s doctrine keeps itin the
present truth of grace.

The KJV Witnhess

The King James Bible preserves Paul’s teaching with precision. Modern versions often
weaken the language. For example, in 1 Corinthians 11:29 the KJV reads: “For he that
eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning
the Lord’s body.” The strong warning underscores the seriousness of the memorial. Modern
translations soften it to “judgment,” reducing its weight.

Similarly, the KJV’s repetition of “this do in remembrance of me” maintains the memorial
emphasis. Some modern versions obscure this by paraphrase. The KJV protects the clarity
of Paul’s doctrine against the creeping fog of sacramental language.

Practical Application for Today

Paul’s teaching on the Supper is not just historical; it is pastoral. Churches today face two
dangers: trivialization and mystification. Some treat the Supper casually, rushing through it
as aritual. Others exalt it mystically, almost Catholic in reverence for the elements. Both
miss Paul’s point.



The Lord’s Supper should be observed with solemn joy. It reminds us of the cross, unites us
as one body, and proclaims Christ’s return. It does not save, forgive, or mystically
transform. It points us to the finished work of Christ and to the hope of His coming.

Conclusion: Paul’s Doctrine Stands
Paul’s doctrine of the Lord’s Supper is clear:
+ Itis a memorial, not a mystical sacrifice.
e Itis bread and cup, not transformed body and blood.
e Itis a proclamation, not a sacrament of grace.
¢ Itbelongs to the church age, not to Israel or paganism.
e Itis preserved in the KJV with clarity against corruption.

Rome can twist, allegorize, and mystify, but the Word of God stands. Christ died once for
all. His sacrifice is sufficient. The Supper is a testimony to that truth until He comes.

As dispensational KJV believers, we reject the mysticism of the Eucharist and cling to the
simplicity of Paul’s doctrine. For in that simplicity lies the glory of the gospel: “For by grace
are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God” (Eph. 2:8).
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Seeds of Pagan Sacrifice in Early Christianity

Introduction: When the Table Was Contaminated

The Lord’s Supper, instituted by Christ and explained by Paul, was given as a memorial to
proclaim His death untilHe comes (1 Cor. 11:26). It was a table of remembrance, not an
altar of sacrifice. Yet within a few centuries, the simplicity of this ordinance was corrupted.
Instead of “this do in remembrance of me,” the church began saying, “this do to receive
grace.” Instead of a proclamation of Christ’s once-for-all death, it became a re-enactment
and supposed re-presentation of His sacrifice.

How did this happen? One of the chief answers lies in the infiltration of pagan sacrifice
and mystery religion into the early church. Christianity emerged in a world dominated by



temples, altars, and sacrificial feasts. Rome’s empire was a mosaic of cults, each with its
own sacred meals, priesthoods, and mystical rites. Paganism was everywhere, and when
persecution pressed the church underground, the temptation to compromise or blend with
surrounding rituals was strong.

This essay will trace how pagan ideas seeped into Christian practice. We will examine the
role of Greco-Roman mystery religions, the influence of philosophy, the cultural saturation
with sacrifice, and the gradual drift from memorial to mystery. Along the way, we will see
how Paul’s warnings in the King James Bible anticipated this very corruption. Finally, we will
contrast these pagan seeds with the clear doctrine of grace, showing that the Catholic
Eucharist is not an apostolic development but a pagan counterfeit.

The Pagan World of Sacrifice

To understand the danger, we must step into the religious world of the first three centuries.
Paganism was not merely idol statues; it was a system of sacrifices and feasts. From the
Roman Capitol to the smallest village shrine, altars smoked with offerings.

e Mithraism, popular among Roman soldiers, featured a sacred meal of bread and
wine symbolizing communion with Mithras.

e The cult of Isis involved ritual meals celebrating death and resurrection themes.
o« Dionysian worship featured wine as a symbol of union with the god.
e Emperor worship often included sacrifices eaten as tokens of loyalty to Caesar.

Everywhere one looked, food and drink were tied to religion. Eating meant fellowship with
the deity. This mindset shaped how pagans viewed Christianity. When they heard
Christians spoke of eating Christ’s body and drinking His blood, they assumed something
magical and mystical. Sadly, some Christians, instead of correcting the misunderstanding,
leaned into it.

Mystery Religions and Their Meals

Mystery religions promised secret knowledge and intimate union with the divine. Initiates
underwent rituals that marked them off from outsiders. Meals played a central role.

In Mithraism, the central rite was a meal of bread and wine shared by initiates, believed to
unite them with Mithras and with each other. The parallels with the Lord’s Supper are



striking. Tertullian, writing in the late second century, even admitted the devil had
counterfeited Christian sacraments in advance through pagan rituals.

The problem was not simply external similarity but internal temptation. The idea of
communion with a god through eating and drinking appealed to human flesh. It seemed
more mystical, more powerful, more immediate than a simple act of remembrance. Over
time, some Christians began interpreting the Supper less as proclamation and more as
participation in Christ’s substance.

Philosophy’s Role: Plato and Aristotle at the Table

Greek philosophy provided categories that reinforced mystical thinking. Plato taught that
visible things were shadows of invisible realities. Thus, bread and wine could be seen as
outward signs of inward mysteries. Aristotle introduced the categories of substance and
accident, later used to define transubstantiation: the bread’s substance changes, while its
accidents (appearance, taste, smell) remain.

Early church fathers, influenced by this philosophical atmosphere, sometimes applied
these categories to the Lord’s Supper. Instead of relying solely on Paul’s plain teaching,
they attempted to “explain” the mystery through philosophy. This intellectualizing opened
the door for later dogmas.

Paul had warned against this very danger: “Beware lest any man spoil you through
philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and
not after Christ” (Col. 2:8). Yet the warning went unheeded. Pagan philosophy sat at the
Lord’s Table, and the simplicity in Christ was corrupted.

From Memorial to Magical Meal
How did the memorial shift toward magic? Consider the progression:

1. Language drift: Early believers began using sacrificial terms loosely, speaking of
“offering” bread and wine. What was once metaphorical became literal in later
generations.

2. Philosophical speculation: Influenced by pagan categories, some fathers
speculated that the bread and wine somehow contained Christ’s presence.

3. Cultural pressure: Surrounded by sacrificial cults, Christians adopted similar
language to appeal to outsiders or to satisfy converts’ expectations.



4. Fear and superstition: In times of persecution, the idea that the Supper imparted
spiritual power or grace took root as a comfort.

The outcome was predictable: the Supper was no longer remembrance of a finished work
but a ritual to gain ongoing grace. Pagan sacrifice was reborn in Christian dress.

Paul’s Rebuke of Pagan Parallels

Paul foresaw this dangerin 1 Corinthians 10. Writing to a church surrounded by pagan
feasts, he warned:

“Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils: ye cannot be partakers of the
Lord’s table, and of the table of devils” (1 Cor. 10:21).

Here Paul makes a sharp distinction. Pagan meals involved fellowship with demons. The
Lord’s Supper involved proclamation of Christ. They are not compatible. Yet by the second
century, the distinction blurred in practice.

Paul’s language of “communion” (10:16) was never meant to suggest mystical ingestion but
fellowship in remembrance. Yet under pagan influence, “communion” became interpreted
as literal participation in Christ’s body and blood. What Paul refuted became what tradition
embraced.

The Allure of Sacrificial Thinking

Why was pagan sacrifice so appealing? Because it gave man a sense of control. By offering
something to the gods, man felt he secured favor. By eating the sacred meal, he felt infused
with divine life. This flattered human pride and fear.

The gospel, by contrast, declares that man can offer nothing. Christ did it all. “But this man,
after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right hand of God” (Heb.
10:12). The Supper proclaims that finished work. Paganism whispers that something more
is needed. Rome listened to the whisper.

Thus, the Catholic Eucharist reintroduced sacrifice under Christian terms. The Mass
became a way to keep grace flowing, to keep men dependent on the church, to keep the
faithful under fear. The allure of pagan sacrifice was too strong for a compromised church
to resist.



Historical Witness: From Ignatius to Cyprian
The writings of early fathers show the drift:

e Ignatius of Antioch (early 2nd century) spoke of the Eucharist as the “medicine of
immortality.” Though not fully transubstantiation, the language hints at magical
thinking.

¢ Justin Martyr (mid-2nd century) described the Eucharist as not common bread
and drink, but food blessed in a way that nourishes both body and soul. Again,
mystical overtones.

e« Cyprian of Carthage (3rd century) wrote of priests offering the body and blood.
Here the sacrificial language becomes explicit.

By the third century, the seeds had sprouted. Pagan sacrificial language dominated
Christian writing. What Paul had warned against had become common vocabulary.

Dispensational Clarity vs. Pagan Confusion

From a dispensational perspective, the corruption is even clearer. Israel had literal
sacrifices under law, pointing forward to Christ. Pagans had counterfeit sacrifices, pointing
to devils. The church, under grace, has none. We live in the age of one finished sacrifice.

By reintroducing sacrifice into the Supper, the church confused law, paganism, and grace
into one stew. This was not development; it was regression. It dragged the church
backward to shadows and sideways into idolatry.

Paul’s distinct ministry was ignored. The plain commands of 1 Corinthians 11 were overlaid
with pagan categories. The memorial was buried under mystery.

The KJV Witness Against Pagan Seeds

The King James Bible preserves the antidote. Its plain wording keeps the Supper anchored
in remembrance, bread, cup, and proclamation.

“This do in remembrance of me.”
“Ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”
“This bread... this cup.”



The KJV never allows for the blurring Rome promotes. Modern versions often obscure the
memorial emphasis, paving the way for sacramental interpretations. But the Authorized
Version safeguards the simplicity in Christ.

Application for Today: Paganism Repackaged

The pagan seeds planted in early Christianity still bear fruit today. The Catholic Mass is
nothing but pagan sacrifice repackaged. The wafer is adored as a god, just as pagans
worshipped idols. The altar is reintroduced, just as temples once stood in every city. The
priesthood mediates grace, just as pagan priests controlled access to the gods.

Even in Protestant churches, echoes remain. Some speak of the Supper as a means of
grace rather than a memorial. Others treat it mystically, fearing the elements or assigning
them power. The seeds of pagan sacrifice still sprout wherever Paul’s doctrine is ignored.

For believers today, the lesson is simple: we must guard the memorial. The Supperis not a
mystical ritual but a proclamation of the gospel. To turn it into anything else is to
compromise with paganism.

Conclusion: The Root Exposed

The mysticism of the Eucharist did not arise in a vacuum. It grew from seeds planted by
pagan sacrifice, watered by philosophy, and fertilized by fear. The early church, surrounded
by mystery religions and steeped in sacrificial culture, allowed these influences to reshape
the Supper. By the third century, the table of remembrance was halfway to becoming the
altar of Rome.

But Paul’s words still stand. The KJV preserves them. The Supper is bread and cup,
remembrance and proclamation, until Christ comes. Pagan sacrifice has no place at the
Lord’s Table. The seeds may have been sown, but the Word of God exposes them for what
they are: counterfeit, corrupt, and condemned.

As this series continues, we will see how those seeds grew into the full doctrine of
transubstantiation, defended at councils and enforced by anathemas. But before we trace
the tree, we must recognize the root. And the root is not Christ. The root is pagan sacrifice
dressed in Christian garments.

Let us, then, return to the simplicity of Christ. Let us cast out the pagan seed. Let us
proclaim with Paul: “For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the
Lord’s death till he come.” Nothing more, nothing less, nothing else.
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Rise of Transubstantiation: Rome’s Greatest Alchemy

Introduction: From Table to Laboratory

The simple table of remembrance instituted by Christ and explained by Paul did not remain
simple for long. What began as bread and cup — memorial emblems of a finished sacrifice
— became, in the hands of Rome, the object of one of the strangest doctrines in church
history: transubstantiation. By this dogma, the bread and wine of the Lord’s Supper are
said to be miraculously transformed into the literal body and blood of Jesus Christ, even
while their outward appearance remains unchanged. Rome declared this to be a “mystery,”
but in truth it was nothing more than theological alchemy: turning bread into God by the
incantations of a priest.

The rise of transubstantiation was not sudden. It was the culmination of centuries of drift —
from memorial to mystery, from symbolism to sacrament, from remembrance to ritual.
Pagan sacrifice prepared the soil, Greek philosophy supplied the categories, and
ecclesiastical ambition planted the tree. By the time of the Middle Ages, the doctrine was
not only taught but enforced by anathema at the Fourth Lateran Council (1215). Those who
denied it were branded heretics.

This essay will trace the rise of transubstantiation from its roots in early speculation to its
flowering in medieval dogma. We will see how allegory, philosophy, and superstition
conspired to corrupt Paul’s teaching. We will expose the role of councils, scholastic
theology, and papal authority in solidifying the dogma. And we will contrast Rome’s
alchemy with the unchanging Word of God in the King James Bible, which preserves the
memorial clarity of the Lord’s Supper.

The Word Transubstantiation Defined

The term transubstantiation comes from Latin: trans- (“across, change”) and substantia
(“substance”). The idea is that the substance of the bread and wine changes into the body
and blood of Christ, while the accidents (taste, smell, texture) remain the same. This is the
Aristotelian distinction between “substance” and “accidents” applied to theology.

Rome claims that when the priest pronounces the words of consecration — “Hoc est
corpus meum” (“This is my body”) — the elements change. This, they say, is a miracle of
God. Butin truth itis a philosophical invention, not a biblical doctrine. Paul never hints at



such a transformation. Christ offered Himself once for all at Calvary; He is not re-offered
daily at Mass.

Early Speculation: From Symbol to Substance

The road to transubstantiation began with small steps. In the second century, writers like
Justin Martyr and Ignatius of Antioch spoke of the Eucharist as more than ordinary bread
and wine. Ignatius called it the “medicine of immortality.” Justin suggested that the bread
and wine were, in some sense, the flesh and blood of Christ. These were not systematic
doctrines but rhetorical flourishes that later generations took literally.

By the third century, Origen’s allegorical method encouraged mystical readings. Cyprian
spoke of priests offering Christ’s body and blood. Ambrose (4th century) declared that the
words of consecration could change the elements. Augustine (5th century) vacillated
between symbolic and mystical language.

In all of this, we see the slow erosion of Paul’s plain words. Instead of “this do in
remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24), the emphasis shifted to “this is changed by the priest.”
What Paul had left in simplicity, church fathers cloaked in speculation.

The Role of Greek Philosophy

No discussion of transubstantiation can omit the role of Aristotle. His categories of
substance and accident became the scaffolding for Rome’s doctrine. When Aristotle was
rediscovered in the Middle Ages (through Islamic scholars), theologians like Thomas
Aquinas baptized his philosophy into Christian theology.

Aquinas argued in his Summa Theologica that the bread’s substance changed into Christ’s
body, while its accidents remained. This “explanation” gave scholastic precision to what
had long been mystical language. The doctrine of transubstantiation was no longer just
poetic; it was now philosophical dogma.

But this was not biblical. It was philosophy dressed in robes. Paul had warned: “Beware
lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after
the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ” (Col. 2:8). Rome ignored the warning and
enthroned Aristotle at the altar.

The Councils: From Ambiguity to Anathema



Councils played a key role in cementing transubstantiation.

e Lateran Council IV (1215) — This council, under Pope Innocent lll, officially
declared transubstantiation as dogma. The decree stated: “There is one universal
church of the faithful, outside of which no one at all is saved, in which Jesus Christ is
both priest and sacrifice, whose body and blood are truly contained in the
sacrament of the altar under the forms of bread and wine; the bread being changed
into the body, and the wine into the blood, by divine power.” Anyone who denied this
was declared heretical.

¢ Council of Constance (1415) — This council condemned John Hus, who denied
Rome’s sacramentalism, and burned him at the stake.

e Council of Trent (1545-1563) — In response to the Reformation, Trent doubled
down, anathematizing anyone who rejected transubstantiation. Canon 1 on the
Eucharist: “If anyone denies that in the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist there
are contained truly, really, and substantially, the body and blood together with the
soul and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, and consequently the whole Christ, but
says that He is only therein as in a sign, or figure, or virtue — let him be anathema.”

Thus, what began as speculation became enforced dogma. Rome chained salvation to the
Mass. To deny transubstantiation was to risk death.

Alchemy at the Altar: The Priest as Magician

At the heart of transubstantiation lies the priest. According to Rome, it is his words of
consecration that effect the change. In practice, this turns the priestinto an alchemist,
transforming bread into God. The medieval phrase “Hoc est corpus meum” (“This is my
body”) gave rise to the magician’s term “hocus pocus.” Even the world saw the Mass as
ritualistic trickery.

This is not Christianity. It is sorcery. The idea that man can call God down into bread by
formula is blasphemous. The Scriptures never portray apostles or pastors as wielding such
power. Instead, Paul declares: “Christ being raised from the dead dieth no more; death
hath no more dominion over him” (Rom. 6:9). Christ is not re-sacrificed. He is risen,
ascended, and seated at the right hand of God.

Eucharistic Idolatry: Worshiping the Host



Once transubstantiation was established, Rome demanded that the consecrated host be
worshiped. If the bread is truly God, then to bow before it is proper, Rome argued. Thus was
born the Feast of Corpus Christi (13th century), with processions honoring the wafer.
Believers were told to adore the host as Christ Himself.

But Scripture condemns such idolatry. The second commandment forbids bowing to
images. Paul rebuked idol worship in Athens, declaring that God does not dwell in temples
made with hands (Acts 17:24). How much less does He dwell in wafers made by priests?

To worship the host is to bow before bread. It is to repeat the sin of Israel worshiping the
work of their own hands in the golden calf. Rome calls it piety; God calls it idolatry.

The Reformation’s Revolt

The Reformation was, at its core, a revolt against Rome’s sacramental system. Luther,
though retaining a belief in “consubstantiation,” rejected the idea that the bread and wine
were transformed. Zwingli returned to Paul’s memorial emphasis. Calvin occupied a
middle ground, speaking of spiritual presence.

But all the Reformers agreed: Rome’s doctrine of transubstantiation was false. They saw it
as superstition, manipulation, and idolatry. Protestants who denied it were slaughtered,
but the witness remained: salvation is by grace through faith, not through a wafer.

The KJV Witness: Scripture Against Alchemy
The King James Bible preserves the memorial clarity that refutes Rome.

e “This doin remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24). Twice Paul repeats it. The Supper is
remembrance, not transformation.

e “As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he
come” (1 Cor. 11:26). Itis bread and cup, not body and blood.

e “Byone offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (Heb. 10:14).
The sacrifice is finished, not repeated.

No amount of scholastic philosophy can overthrow these verses. Rome’s alchemy
crumbles before the Word of God.

Dispensational Perspective: The Age of Grace vs. the Age of Shadows



From a dispensational standpoint, transubstantiation represents a regression to shadows.
In Israel, sacrifices were offered continually, pointing forward to Christ. In the church,
Christ’s one sacrifice is proclaimed as finished. To reintroduce sacrifice is to confuse the
ages.

Rome blurred the line between Israel and the church, dragging altars, priests, and
sacrifices into an age where they do not belong. The Eucharist became a new Levitical
system, with priests offering continual sacrifice. But Paul says plainly: “Christ is the end of
the law for righteousness to every one that believeth” (Rom. 10:4).

The Mass is not progress but apostasy. It denies the finished work of Calvary and enslaves
believers to ritual.

Why Rome Needed Transubstantiation

Why did Rome cling so tightly to this doctrine? The answer is control. By making salvation
dependent on the Mass, Rome kept the people dependent on the church. If Christ was only
present through the Eucharist, then only the priest could mediate Him. If forgiveness came
only through continual sacrifice, then grace flowed only through Rome.

Transubstantiation was not about theology alone. It was about power. It gave Rome
leverage over kings and peasants alike. To be excommunicated was to be cut off from the
Eucharist — and thus, supposedly, from salvation. In this way, Rome ruled Europe not just
politically but spiritually.

Modern Echoes

Though few Protestants today embrace transubstantiation, echoes remain. Some speak of
“real presence.” Others treat the Supper as a means of grace rather than a memorial. The
seeds of Rome’s alchemy still sprout wherever Paul’s teaching is neglected.

Even beyond Christianity, the idea of consuming deity lives on. New Age practices speak of
ingesting energy, pagan cults use sacred meals, and modern Catholicism still centers
worship on a wafer. The world continues to crave mystical union through material means.
But the gospel proclaims union through faith in Christ alone.

Application for Believers Today

What lessons should we draw?



1. Guard the Simplicity of Christ — The Lord’s Supper is a memorial. Do not allow
philosophy, ritual, or mysticism to obscure it.

2. Beware of Man’s Additions — Rome added layers of tradition until the original truth
was hidden. Hold fast to Scripture alone.

3. Reject Religious Control — Any system that makes grace dependent onrituals is a
counterfeit. Salvation is by grace through faith, apart from works.

4. Proclaim the Finished Work — Every time we partake of the Supper, we testify that
Christ’s sacrifice is sufficient. This is the antidote to Rome’s continual sacrifice.

Conclusion: The Greatest Alchemy Exposed

The rise of transubstantiation was Rome’s greatest alchemy. It turned bread into God,
priests into magicians, and memorial into idolatry. It replaced Paul’s proclamation with
pagan philosophy, Christ’s sufficiency with human control, and grace with superstition.

But the Word of God exposes it. The King James Bible shines with clarity: it is bread and
cup, remembrance and proclamation. Christ died once for all. His sacrifice is finished. His
presence is not called down into a wafer but mediated by the Spirit through faith.

As this series continues, we will examine how Rome codified this error at Trent, how it
enforced it by persecution, and how believers resisted with Scripture in hand. For now, let
us be clear: transubstantiation is not the gospel. Itis not Christianity. It is paganism
baptized, philosophy enthroned, and idolatry enshrined.

The true Supper remains what Paul declared: “This do in remembrance of me.”

5 of 10: Mysticism of the Eucharist - A Catholic Foundation or Pagan Influence? - The
Council of Trent: Rome Doubles Down

Introduction: The Counter-Reformation Fortress

When Martin Luther nailed his Ninety-Five Theses to the church door in Wittenbergin 1517,
he lit a fire that quickly spread across Europe. What began as a protest against indulgences
soon grew into a wide-scale revolt against Rome’s authority. At the heart of this revolt was



the doctrine of salvation. Was it by grace through faith in Christ alone, or was it dispensed
through the sacraments of the church?

The Reformers returned to Scripture and declared that justification was by faith apart from
works. Rome responded by convening the Council of Trent (1545-1563), one of the most
consequential gatherings in church history. Over eighteen years, across twenty-five
sessions, Rome codified its theology and anathematized anyone who dared disagree.

Nowhere was this “doubling down” more evident than in its teaching on the Eucharist. The

Reformers said the Mass was a corruption, a perversion of the Lord’s Supper, and in some

cases, outright idolatry. Trent answered not with reform but with entrenchment. It declared
transubstantiation to be binding dogma, insisted on the sacrificial nature of the Mass, and

cursed anyone who rejected Rome’s interpretation.

In this essay, we will examine how the Council of Trent doubled down on the mysticism of
the Eucharist. We will consider the historical background, the theological decrees, the
anathemas, and the lasting implications. And we will contrast Trent’s fortress of tradition
with the clarity of Paul’s teaching in the King James Bible.

The Historical Backdrop: The Reformation Storm

By the time Trent convened, the Reformation had already gained traction. Luther in
Germany, Zwingli in Switzerland, Calvin in Geneva, and others across Europe were
dismantling Rome’s claims. At the core of their message was the authority of Scripture over
tradition and the sufficiency of Christ’s finished work.

The Eucharist became a flashpoint. Luther rejected transubstantiation but clung to a form
of real presence (consubstantiation). Zwingli insisted the Supper was symbolic
remembrance. Calvin attempted a mediating position, teaching spiritual presence. But all
of them rejected the Mass as a sacrifice.

Rome could not allow this. If the Mass fell, Rome’s entire sacramental system crumbled.
Without the Eucharist as continual sacrifice, the priesthood lost its central role, and the
Pope’s authority was undermined. The Council of Trent was Rome’s attempt to answer the
Reformers and reclaim control.

The Council of Trent: Sessions on the Eucharist

The Council of Trent addressed many issues, but its thirteenth session (October 11, 1551)
focused squarely on the Eucharist. The decrees are staggering in their boldness.



Canon1

“If anyone denies that in the sacrament of the most holy Eucharist there are truly, really,
and substantially contained the body and blood together with the soul and divinity of our
Lord Jesus Christ, and consequently the whole Christ, but says that He is only therein as in
a sign, or figure, or force, let him be anathema.”

Here Rome anathematized the symbolic view. Zwingli and his followers were condemned
outright. The language “truly, really, and substantially” reflects Aristotelian categories, not
biblical ones.

Canon 2

“If anyone says that in the holy sacrament of the Eucharist the substance of bread and wine
remains together with the body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, and denies that
wonderful and singular conversion of the whole substance of the bread into the body and
the whole substance of the wine into the blood, the species of bread and wine alone
remaining, which conversion the Catholic Church most aptly calls transubstantiation, let
him be anathema.”

This canon cemented transubstantiation as dogma. Anyone who denied it was cursed.
Lutherans, who held to consubstantiation, were condemned along with the Swiss
Reformers.

Canon 3

“If anyone denies that in the venerable sacrament of the Eucharist the whole Christ is
contained under each species and under every part of each species, when separated, let
him be anathema.”

This canon justified the practice of withholding the cup from the laity. Rome declared that
Christ was fully present in the bread alone, so the people did not need the cup.

Canon6

“If anyone says that in the holy sacrament of the Eucharist Christ, the only-begotten Son of
God, is not to be adored with the worship of latria... let him be anathema.”

Here Rome officially commanded the adoration of the host. To bow before a wafer was now
not only permitted but required. Idolatry was canonized.

Canon9



“If anyone denies that all and each of Christ’s faithful of both sexes are bound, when they
have reached the years of discretion, to communicate every year at least at Easter, let him
be anathema.”

This canon tied salvation to participation in the Eucharist. The Mass became mandatory,
and failure to partake was grounds for condemnation.

These canons, and others like them, reveal the iron fist of Rome. The Council of Trent did
not reform abuses; it codified them. It did not repent of error; it reinforced it.

The Sacrifice of the Mass: Session XXII

Trent did not stop with transubstantiation. In its twenty-second session (September 17,
1562), it addressed the sacrificial nature of the Mass.

The decree stated:

“In this divine sacrifice which is celebrated in the Mass, that same Christ is contained and
immolated in an unbloody manner who once offered Himself in a bloody manner on the
altar of the cross.”

Here Rome declared the Mass to be the same sacrifice as Calvary, offered again in
unbloody form. It insisted that the sacrifice of the Mass was propitiatory — that it actually
took away sins.

This is a direct contradiction of Hebrews 10:10-12:

“By the which will we are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for
all. And every priest standeth daily ministering and offering oftentimes the same sacrifices,
which can never take away sins: But this man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for
ever, sat down on the right hand of God.”

Christ offered one sacrifice for sins for ever. He sat down because the work was finished.
Rome stood up and declared it ongoing. In doing so, it denied the sufficiency of Christ’s
Cross.

Anathemas: Rome’s Weapon of Control

The repeated phrase “let him be anathema” echoes like a drumbeat through Trent’s
canons. The word anathema means “accursed.” Rome was not merely disagreeing with
Protestants; it was condemning them to hell.



This was Rome’s weapon of control. By anathematizing all opposition, it kept the faithful in
fear. To reject transubstantiation was to risk eternal damnation. By wielding the threat of
hell, Rome maintained its grip.

But Paul uses the term anathema in a very different way. In Galatians 1:8-9, he writes:

“But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which
we have preached unto you, let him be accursed. As we said before, so say | now again, If
any man preach any other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be
accursed.”

Who is truly anathema? Not those who deny transubstantiation, but those who preach
another gospel. Rome, by making salvation dependent on sacraments, preaches another
gospel. By Paul’s standard, it is Rome that is accursed.

Trent vs. Paul: A Side-by-Side Contrast
e Paul: “This do in remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24).
e Trent: “This is transubstantiation; deny it and be damned.”

e Paul: “By one offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (Heb.
10:14).

o Trent: “The Mass is a propitiatory sacrifice offered continually.”

¢« Paul: “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift
of God” (Eph. 2:8).

¢ Trent: “Sacraments are necessary for salvation; deny it and be damned.”

The contrast is absolute. One is gospel truth; the other is gospel corruption.

Dispensational Perspective: Why Trent Is Fatal

From a dispensational standpoint, Trent represents a fatal confusion. It dragged the church
back into the shadows of Israel’s sacrificial system, while also borrowing from pagan
sacrificial cults. It obliterated the distinctiveness of the church age.

Christ’s once-for-all sacrifice marked the end of the law’s sacrificial system. To reintroduce
continual sacrifice is to deny dispensational boundaries. The Mass is a return to shadows,
not a continuation of truth.



Furthermore, by enthroning tradition alongside Scripture, Trent denied progressive
revelation. Paul’s unique apostleship was ignored, replaced with ecclesiastical decrees.
The result was bondage to ritual instead of liberty in grace.

The Aftermath: Persecution and Division

Trent’s decrees were not theoretical. They fueled centuries of persecution. Protestants who
denied the Mass were executed as heretics. The Inquisition intensified. Blood flowed
across Europe as Rome sought to enforce its decrees.

The division remains to this day. The Roman Catholic Church still upholds Trent as
authoritative. Vatican Il did not overturn it. The Catechism of the Catholic Church (1992)
quotes Trent approvingly. Rome has never repented of its anathemas.

The KJV Witness Against Trent

The King James Bible, published in 1611, became a bulwark against Trent’s errors. Its
faithful rendering of Paul’s words preserved the memorial clarity of the Lord’s Supper. Its
strong translation of Hebrews underscored the once-for-all nature of Christ’s sacrifice.

While Trent declared “let him be anathema,” the KJV declared “let God be true, but every
man a liar” (Rom. 3:4). Where Trent bound consciences to wafers and rituals, the KJV
pointed believers directly to Christ.

Application for Today

The lessons of Trent are not just historical. They remain relevant:
o Guard the Gospel — Salvation is by grace through faith, not by sacraments.
¢ Resist Ritualism — The Supper is remembrance, not sacrifice.

¢ Reject Religious Control — Fear-based systems that bind salvation to rituals are
counterfeit.

e Stand on Scripture Alone — Tradition cannot override the Word of God.

Even today, ecumenical movements urge Protestants to reconcile with Rome. But
reconciliation without repentance is compromise. To embrace Trent’s Eucharistic dogma is
to betray the gospel.



Conclusion: Rome’s Fortress of Error

The Council of Trent was Rome’s great doubling down. Faced with the light of the
Reformation, it chose darkness. Faced with the gospel of grace, it chose sacraments.
Faced with the finished work of Christ, it chose continual sacrifice.

By anathematizing the truth, Rome anathematized itself. By enthroning tradition, it rejected
revelation. By demanding worship of the host, it institutionalized idolatry.

But God’s Word remains. The King James Bible still proclaims remembrance, not ritual;
finished work, not continual sacrifice; grace through faith, not grace through wafers. The
Council of Trent may have doubled down, but Scripture remains unshaken.

As this series continues, we will examine how the Eucharist’s mysticism led to bloodless
sacrifice, Eucharistic idolatry, and ongoing corruption. But for now, let it be clear: Trent’s
fortress is not the church of Jesus Christ. It is Babylon in ecclesiastical dress.

The true church remembers Christ’s death, proclaims His resurrection, and looks for His
return. We need no council, no wafer, and no ritual. We need only Christ, once offered, now
risen, and coming again.
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Bloodless Sacrifice vs. Once-for-All Offering

Introduction: A Tale of Two Altars

Walk into a Roman Catholic church and the first thing you see is an altar. Upon it lies a
golden chalice, a paten, and the consecrated host. The priest bows, lifts the wafer, and
pronounces it the very body of Christ. The Mass is called a “bloodless sacrifice,” offered
continually, day after day, across the world.

Now open your King James Bible and read Hebrews 10:12:

“But this man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right hand
of God.”

One altar speaks of repetition. The other speaks of completion. One claims Christ is
offered again and again in an unbloody manner. The other proclaims He was offered once,



in blood, and the work is finished. One keeps souls dependent on priests and rituals. The
other gives souls rest in a Savior who has sat down at the right hand of the Father.

This essay will explore the sharp contrast between the Catholic notion of a “bloodless
sacrifice” in the Eucharist and the biblical teaching of Christ’s once-for-all offering. We will
look at the historical roots of the idea, the decrees of Rome, the testimony of Scripture, and
the dispensational clarity that separates shadow from substance. And we will see why this
doctrine remains not only an error but a blasphemy against the sufficiency of Christ’s
Cross.

The Catholic Claim: The Bloodless Sacrifice of the Mass

Rome describes the Mass as the same sacrifice as Calvary, but offered in an unbloody
manner. The Council of Trent declared:

“In this divine sacrifice which is celebrated in the Mass, that same Christ is contained and
immolated in an unbloody manner, who once offered Himself in a bloody manner on the
altar of the cross.”

This is not a symbolic statement. Rome insists that each Mass is propitiatory — that it
actually takes away sins. The Catechism of the Catholic Church (1992) echoes Trent:

“The sacrifice of Christ and the sacrifice of the Eucharist are one single sacrifice... The
sacrifice of Christ is made present; its fruits are applied.”

Thus, in Rome’s view, every time a priest offers the Mass, Christ is really, though unbloodily,
sacrificed again. His death is re-presented and applied afresh.

This is why Catholicism places such weight on the Eucharist. Without continual Masses,
the faithful supposedly lose access to grace. Without priests to offer Christ anew, salvation
cannot be maintained. It is the linchpin of Rome’s system of control.

The Biblical Witness: Once for All

In sharp contrast, the Word of God declares that Christ’s sacrifice was once for all.
Consider Hebrews 9-10:

o “Bythe which will we are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ
once for all” (Heb. 10:10).



e “Butthis man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the
right hand of God” (Heb. 10:12).

o “For by one offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (Heb.
10:14).

The emphasis is unmistakable. Christ offered Himself once. That offering was sufficient to
perfect forever those who believe. He sat down, signaling the work was finished.

The contrast with the Catholic Mass is total. Rome says the sacrifice must be repeated
continually. The Bible says it is complete forever. Rome says the Mass is propitiatory. The
Bible says the cross was propitiatory once for all. Rome says the Mass is unbloody. The
Bible says without shedding of blood is no remission (Heb. 9:22).

If Christ’s sacrifice can be re-offered in an unbloody way, then blood is no longer
necessary. But Scripture says the opposite: “without shedding of blood is no remission.”
The Mass, therefore, denies the very principle of atonement.

The Old Testament Shadows vs. the New Testament Reality

To understand why Rome’s doctrine is such a regression, we must consider the distinction
between shadow and substance.

Under the law, Israel had continual sacrifices. Day after day, priests offered animals on the
altar. The repetition signified insufficiency. The blood of bulls and goats could never take
away sins (Heb. 10:4). These sacrifices were shadows, pointing forward to Christ.

But when Christ came, He fulfilled the shadow. He was the Lamb of God who taketh away
the sin of the world (John 1:29). His sacrifice ended the need for repetition. Shadows gave
way to substance.

Rome, however, drags the church back into shadows. By making the Mass a continual
sacrifice, it denies that Christ fulfilled the type. It is as if the veil were never rent, as if the
cross never sufficed, as if Calvary must be replayed endlessly. The “bloodless sacrifice” is
not a progression but a regression to Judaism and paganism.

The Pagan Parallels of Bloodless Sacrifice

The idea of a “bloodless sacrifice” did not originate with Christ. It has pagan roots. Pagan
temples often offered cakes, libations, or incense as sacrifices. These were considered
unbloody offerings to appease the gods.



By adopting this language, Rome aligned itself not with Calvary but with paganism. The
Eucharist, as a bloodless sacrifice, mirrors the unbloody rites of Mithras, Isis, and other
cults. Itis Christianity dressed in pagan garb.

Paul warned against this very mixture in 1 Corinthians 10:21: “Ye cannot drink the cup of
the Lord, and the cup of devils.” Yet Rome insists you can. It takes pagan categories,
baptizes them, and presents them as Christian truth.

The Council of Trent: Doubling Down on Error

As seen in the previous essay, the Council of Trent was Rome’s great doubling down. It
declared the Mass to be a propitiatory sacrifice offered continually. Canon 3 of Session XXII
stated:

“If anyone says that the sacrifice of the Mass is only a sacrifice of praise and thanksgiving,
or thatitis a bare commemoration of the sacrifice consummated on the cross, but not a
propitiatory sacrifice; or that it profits only him who receives; and that it ought not to be
offered for the living and the dead for sins, pains, satisfactions, and other necessities, let
him be anathema.”

There itis in black and white: to say the Supper is a memorial only, as Paul did, is to be
cursed by Rome. To deny the propitiatory power of the Mass is to be damned.

But Paul’s teaching is clear. The Supper is remembrance, not sacrifice. The cross is once
for all, not continual. The “bloodless sacrifice” is therefore not only unbiblical but anti-
biblical.

The Priesthood Problem

The Mass elevates the priest as mediator. He alone can consecrate the elements,
transform them, and offer the sacrifice. Thus the believer is bound to the priesthood for
access to Christ.

But Scripture teaches that there is one mediator between God and men, the man Christ
Jesus (1 Tim. 2:5). Christ is our High Priest, ever living to make intercession (Heb. 7:25). The
Catholic priesthood is a rival priesthood, standing daily to offer what Christ already
finished.



By clinging to a “bloodless sacrifice,” Rome gives its priests perpetual power. They hold
Christ hostage at the altar and dole Him out wafer by wafer. This is not Christianity. It is
priestcraft and sorcery.

The Idolatry of the Host

If the Mass is truly a sacrifice, then the host is Christ Himself. Rome teaches that the
consecrated wafer is worthy of worship. Thus, in every Mass, multitudes bow before bread,
believing it to be God.

But the Bible condemns such idolatry. “They worshipped and served the creature more
than the Creator” (Rom. 1:25). To adore a wafer is to bow before creation, not the Creator.
Rome defends it as piety, but God calls it abomination.

The “bloodless sacrifice” is the pathway to Eucharistic idolatry. Once you make the bread
into Christ, you must worship it. And once you worship bread, you have left Christianity.

Paul’s Doctrine: The Lord’s Supper as Memorial

Paul’s accountin 1 Corinthians 11 is the antidote. Twice he repeats, “this do in
remembrance of me.” The bread and cup are symbols pointing back to the cross. They are
not sacrifices, not transformations, not propitiations. They are remembrances.

The Supper is proclamation: “For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do
shew the Lord’s death till he come” (1 Cor. 11:26). We do not re-offer Christ. We proclaim
that He was offered once. We do not perpetuate His sacrifice. We testify that it is finished.

Rome twists this memorial into a mystical meal. Paul keeps it a simple remembrance. The
difference is eternal.

Dispensational Clarity

From a dispensational perspective, the Mass obliterates the line between law and grace.
Israel had continual sacrifices because the law was a shadow. The church has none,
because grace is substance.

The Mass drags the church backward into shadows. It denies the once-for-all nature of the
cross. It confuses Israel and the church, law and grace, shadow and substance.



Rightly dividing the Word of truth (2 Tim. 2:15) exposes the error. Christ is not sacrificed
continually. He offered Himself once, and now intercedes in heaven. The Supper proclaims
that fact, not repeats it.

The KJV Withess

The King James Bible preserves the clarity that Rome obscures. Hebrews 10 in the KJV is
devastating to the Mass.

e “Onceforall”(10:10).
e “One sacrifice for sins for ever” (10:12).
e “Byone offering he hath perfected for ever” (10:14).

Rome’s bloodless sacrifice cannot survive these verses. That is why tradition was elevated
to equal authority with Scripture. Without tradition, the Mass collapses. With the KJV, the
truth stands plain.

Application for Believers Today

The doctrine of a “bloodless sacrifice” is not just a Catholic error of the past. Itis alive
today. Millions attend Mass believing Christ is being sacrificed anew. Millions bow to
wafers believing they are bowing to Christ. Millions trust in ritual instead of the finished
work of Calvary.

For believers, the lesson is urgent: cling to the once-for-all offering of Christ. Reject any
system that makes grace depend on continual rituals. Stand firm on the sufficiency of the
Cross.

Conclusion: Finished, Not Repeated

The Catholic doctrine of a “bloodless sacrifice” is Rome’s denial of Calvary. It says Christ’s
death was not enough, that He must be offered continually, that salvation flows through
altars and wafers.

The Word of God says the opposite. Christ offered Himself once for all. He sat down. He
perfected forever them that are sanctified. His blood was shed, and without it there is no
remission. The Supper proclaims His finished work until He comes, not re-enacts it daily.



Rome doubled down on this error at Trent. It continues to uphold it today. But the truth
stands. The bloodless sacrifice is not Christianity. It is paganism revived, Judaism
regressed, and idolatry enshrined.

As believers, we must choose. Will we bow before wafers and altars, or will we trust in the
Lamb slain once for all? Will we accept the “bloodless sacrifice” of Rome, or the finished
sacrifice of Calvary? Only one gospel saves. Only one offering suffices. Only one Savior
reigns.

“Itis finished” (John 19:30). That is the death knell of the Mass.
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Eucharistic Idolatry: Worshiping the Host

Introduction: From Bread to a God

Imagine the upper room. Jesus breaks bread and says, “This is my body... this do in
remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24). The disciples take the bread, remembering His coming
sacrifice. Fast forward fifteen centuries. A priest elevates a wafer, incense fills the air, bells
ring, and the congregation bows in worship to what they believe is God Himself. What was
once bread has become — in their minds — Christ incarnate.

This is not merely a shift in symbolism. It is the birth of Eucharistic idolatry. Rome teaches
that after consecration, the host is no longer bread but Christ’s literal body, blood, soul,
and divinity. Because it is Christ, they argue, it deserves worship. Thus the wafer is adored,
carried in processions, displayed in monstrances, and bowed to by millions.

But Scripture is plain: “Little children, keep yourselves from idols” (1 John 5:21). Bowing to
bread is idolatry. Worshiping wafers is not piety; itis paganism. In this essay, we will trace
the rise of Eucharistic idolatry, examine its doctrinal justifications, expose its parallels with
pagan worship, and contrast it with the biblical withess. We will see that worshiping the
host is not Christianity but a denial of Christ’s once-for-all sacrifice and a corruption of His
ordinance.

The Catholic Doctrine of Adoration

The Catechism of the Catholic Church (1992) states:



“In the liturgy of the Mass we express our faith in the real presence of Christ under the
species of bread and wine, by, among other ways, genuflecting or bowing deeply as a sign
of adoration of the Lord. The Catholic Church has always offered and still offers to the
sacrament of the Eucharist the cult of adoration.”

This is not a side practice. Rome commands it. The Council of Trent declared in Canon 6 on
the Eucharist:

“If anyone says that in the holy sacrament of the Eucharist Christ, the only-begotten Son of
God, is not to be adored with the worship of latria... let him be anathema.”

Thus, Catholics are bound under penalty of anathema to worship the host. Failure to adore
the wafer is, in their system, failure to worship Christ.

But this raises the critical question: is the host truly Christ, or is it bread? If it is bread, then
to worship it is idolatry. If it is Christ, then to deny it is blasphemy. Scripture alone can
settle the matter.

The Biblical Withess: Bread Remains Bread

Paul’s words in 1 Corinthians 11 are unambiguous. He refers to the elements repeatedly as
“bread” and “cup.”

e “As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup” (11:26).
o “Whosoever shall eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord” (11:27).

e “Letaman examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of that cup”
(11:28).

Even after consecration, Paul still calls it bread. It does not change substance. It remains
bread, but bread with spiritual significance as a memorial.

Jesus Himself said, “This do in remembrance of me.” Remembrance is not re-sacrifice. Itis
memorial. The bread points to His body given, the cup to His blood shed. But they remain
symbols. To make them the literal body and blood is to misread Scripture.

Thus, the biblical witness is clear: the elements are symbols of remembrance, not objects
of worship.

The Rise of Host Adoration



How did worship of the host arise? The path was gradual:

1. From Symbol to Substance — Early fathers used mystical language, speaking of
the bread as Christ’s body. Later generations took this literally.

2. From Substance to Sacrifice — The Mass was redefined as a sacrifice, with the
elements believed to be transformed.

3. From Sacrifice to Worship — If the elements are Christ Himself, then they must be
adored. Thus, adoration of the host became standard.

4. From Worship to Spectacle — Processions, monstrances, and feasts like Corpus
Christi turned the host into the centerpiece of Roman worship.

By the thirteenth century, host adoration was firmly entrenched. Pope Urban IV instituted

the Feast of Corpus Christiin 1264, celebrating the Eucharist with elaborate ceremonies.

The host was displayed in golden vessels called monstrances, carried through towns, and
adored by all.

What began as remembrance had become ritual, then sacrifice, then idolatry.

Pagan Parallels: Bread-Gods of the Nations

Rome’s host adoration is not unique. Pagan religions often worshiped objects believed to
embody deity.

e In Egypt, Osiris was represented in sacred cakes.
e In Greece, Dionysian cults used bread and wine to symbolize union with the god.

e In Mithraism, initiates shared a meal of bread and wine seen as the god’s body and
blood.

The pattern is the same: take common elements, assign divine presence, and worship
them. Rome’s Eucharist is simply baptized paganism.

Paul warned of this in Romans 1:23: “And changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into
an image made like to corruptible man.” Rome has changed the glory of Christ into a wafer.
Itis the same idolatry in new dress.

The Blasphemy of Worshiping Bread



Worship is reserved for God alone. “Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only
shalt thou serve” (Matt. 4:10). To worship bread is to give God’s glory to another.

Rome insists it is not bread but Christ. But as shown, Scripture still calls it bread. Thus,
Rome commands worship of bread. This is blasphemy.

Isaiah condemned those who fashioned idols and then bowed to them: “He burneth part
thereof in the fire... and the residue thereof he maketh a god... and falleth down unto it”
(Isa. 44:16-17). What is Rome doing but the same? They bake bread, consecrate it, and
then bow before it. It is the golden calf all over again, only in round wafer form.

Hebrews vs. the Mass

Hebrews devastates Rome’s doctrine. The book repeatedly emphasizes the once-for-all
nature of Christ’s sacrifice.

o “Now where remission of these is, there is no more offering for sin” (Heb. 10:18).
e “Byone offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (10:14).
o “After he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down” (10:12).

If there is no more offering for sin, then the Mass is unnecessary. If Christ perfected forever
by one offering, then continual sacrifice is redundant. If He sat down, then Rome has no
right to stand daily at altars.

To adore the host is to deny these truths. It is to act as though Christ is continually offered.
Itis to contradict the sufficiency of the cross.

Dispensational Perspective: Shadows vs. Substance

From a dispensational standpoint, host adoration confuses Israel’s shadows with the
church’s substance. Israel had visible rituals, sacrifices, and objects (ark, altar, temple).
These were types pointing forward to Christ.

The church, by contrast, lives in the age of grace. We walk by faith, not sight. We proclaim
Christ’s death in memorial, not in ritual. To bring back visible objects of worship is to
regress into shadows.

Rome reintroduces altars, sacrifices, and objects of devotion. It collapses the distinction
between Israel and the church. It drags believers back into types fulfilled in Christ.



The host is the ultimate confusion: a shadow elevated as substance, a symbol treated as
Savior. Dispensation rightly divided reveals the error.

The KJV Witnhess: Memorial, Not Idolatry

The King James Bible preserves the clarity that refutes host worship. It repeatedly calls the
elements bread and cup even after consecration (1 Cor. 11:26-28). It emphasizes
remembrance, not adoration. It declares Christ’s sacrifice finished once for all (Heb. 10:10-
14).

Modern translations often blur the memorial emphasis, softening the language and
opening the door to sacramental thinking. But the KJV safeguards the truth.

Thus, host adoration cannot stand against the witness of the Authorized Version.

The Psychological Grip of Idolatry

Why does host worship endure? Because idolatry appeals to human senses. Man wants a
god he can see, touch, and bow before. Faith in the unseen Christ seems too intangible.
Idolatry provides visible reassurance.

Rome exploits this. By placing Christ in a wafer, it gives believers something visible to
worship. The psychological grip is strong. But it is deception. Faith comes by hearing the
Word, not by seeing a wafer (Rom. 10:17).

Application for Believers Today
The lesson for believers is clear:
¢ Reject any teaching that commands worship of objects.
e Guard the memorial nature of the Lord’s Supper.
e Stand on Scripture, not tradition.
o Clingto Christ seated at the right hand of God, not to wafers elevated on altars.

Eucharistic idolatry is not a relic of the past. It is practiced daily by millions. Our task is to
proclaim the truth: salvation is in Christ’s once-for-all offering, not in worshiping bread.



Conclusion: Bread on Thrones, or Christ on High?

Rome has enthroned bread. It commands worship of wafers, bows before hosts, and
parades them in golden monstrances. It calls this piety. God calls it idolatry.

The truth remains: Christ offered Himself once for all. He is risen, ascended, and seated at
God’s right hand. He is not on altars but on the throne. He is not in wafers but in heaven. He
is not to be worshiped in bread but in Spirit and in truth.

Eucharistic idolatry is the logical endpoint of Rome’s mysticism. From memorial to
mystery, from ritual to sacrifice, from sacrifice to idolatry. But the Word of God exposes it.
The KJV proclaims remembrance, not re-sacrifice; memorial, not adoration; Christ on high,
not Christ in a wafer.

“Thou shalt worship the Lord thy God, and him only shalt thou serve.” That is the final word
against Eucharistic idolatry.
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Reformation Response: Luther, Zwingli, Calvin

Introduction: When the Reformers Faced the Altar

The sixteenth century was a century of shaking. Rome’s hold on Europe was being pried
loose, not by armies, but by the Word of God. Luther’s discovery of justification by faith
alone cracked the foundation of the sacramental system. Zwingli’s preaching in Zurich tore
down images and rituals. Calvin’s teaching in Geneva sought to build a theology on
Scripture rather than papal decrees.

But perhaps nowhere was the battle more heated than at the altar. What was the Mass?
What was the Lord’s Supper? Was it the re-offering of Christ, as Rome claimed? Was it a
sacrament that imparted grace? Or was it, as Paul taught, a memorial of Christ’s once-for-
all offering?

This essay will trace the Reformation response to Rome’s mysticism of the Eucharist. We
will examine Luther’s break from transubstantiation, Zwingli’s memorialism, Calvin’s
mediating view, and the theological conflicts that divided them. We will then test their
positions against the Word of God, particularly Paul’s doctrine as preserved in the King



James Bible. Finally, we will consider the lasting impact of their response — both the
victories and the failures — in shaping the church’s understanding of the Supper.

Rome’s Fortress: Transubstantiation and the Mass

Before analyzing the Reformers, we must recall what they were up against. By the sixteenth
century, the doctrine of transubstantiation was firmly entrenched. The Council of Lateran
IV (1215) had declared it official. The Council of Trent (1545-1563), convened during the
Reformation, doubled down, anathematizing anyone who denied it.

The Mass was Rome’s center. It was called a propitiatory sacrifice. The host was adored as
Christ Himself. Participation was required for salvation. The priest wielded power as
mediator, transforming bread into God. In short, Rome had taken Paul’s memorial and
turned itinto idolatry.

This was the fortress the Reformers faced. To dismantle it was to strike at the heart of
Rome’s authority.

Martin Luther: Consubstantiation and the Real Presence

Martin Luther, the German monk who ignited the Reformation in 1517, rejected Rome’s
transubstantiation but did not abandon the idea of Christ’s real presence in the Supper.

Luther despised the notion that the Mass was a sacrifice. He declared it a blasphemy
against Christ’s once-for-all offering. In his Babylonian Captivity of the Church (1520), he
denounced the Mass as Rome’s greatest bondage. Salvation, he argued, was by faith, not
by eating wafers.

Yet Luther could not accept a purely symbolic view. He insisted that Christ’s body and
blood were truly present “in, with, and under” the bread and wine. This view, often called
“consubstantiation,” taught that the substance of bread remained, but Christ’s body was
physically present alongside it. He appealed to Christ’s words, “This is my body,”
interpreting them literally.

Thus, Luther broke from Rome on transubstantiation and the sacrificial nature of the Mass
but retained a mystical element. He could not leave behind the notion of physical
presence.

Strengths and Weaknesses



Luther’s strength was his rejection of the Mass as sacrifice. He rightly declared Christ’s
cross sufficient. But his weakness was clinging to a physical presence without biblical
warrant. Paul calls the elements “bread” and “cup” even after consecration. Luther’s
insistence on real presence muddied the memorial nature of the Supper.

Ulrich Zwingli: Memorialism and the Supper as Proclamation

Ulrich Zwingli, the Swiss Reformer in Zurich, took a different path. For Zwingli, the Lord’s
Supper was a memorial only. It was a symbolic act of remembrance, a proclamation of
Christ’s death, not a sacrament that imparted grace.

Zwingli’s position came to the forefront at the Marburg Colloquy in 1529, where he and
Luther clashed. Luther wrote “Hoc est corpus meum” (“This is my body”) on the table and
insisted on literal presence. Zwingli argued that Christ’s words were symbolic, just as He
said, “l am the door.” The debate grew heated, and though they agreed on many points, they
parted divided over the Supper.

Zwingli’s view aligned more closely with Paul. The Supper was remembrance,
proclamation, testimony — not transformation. He emphasized that Christ was in heaven,
notin the elements.

Strengths and Weaknesses

Zwingli’s strength was his return to the memorial nature of the Supper. He rightly opposed
idolatry of the elements. His weakness was sometimes reducing the Supper to a bare
symbol, neglecting its spiritual gravity. Paul warned against partaking unworthily (1 Cor.
11:29). The Supper carries solemn weight as proclamation, not magic, but still serious.

John Calvin: Spiritual Presence and the Middle Way

John Calvin, the French Reformer in Geneva, sought a middle ground. He rejected both
Rome’s transubstantiation and Zwingli’s pure symbolism. For Calvin, the Supper was more
than a memorial but less than a physical presence.

Calvin taught that Christ was spiritually present in the Supper. By faith, believers were lifted
to heaven, where they fed on Christ spiritually. The elements remained bread and wine, but
the Spirit made the Supper a means of grace, strengthening faith.



Calvin’s view influenced much of the Reformed tradition. It sought to preserve the
seriousness of the Supper without lapsing into idolatry. Yet it introduced sacramental
language that sometimes blurred the line between memorial and means.

Strengths and Weaknesses

Calvin’s strength was rejecting transubstantiation and focusing on Christ in heaven. His
weakness was retaining sacramental categories that suggested grace was dispensed
through the Supper. Paul makes no such claim. The Supper is proclamation, not a pipeline
of grace.

The Marburg Colloquy: A Missed Opportunity

The clash between Luther and Zwingli at Marburg highlighted the disunity among
Reformers. Luther could not give up real presence; Zwingli could not accept it. Their failure
to agree fractured Protestantism.

From a biblical standpoint, Zwingli’s position was closer to Paul’s. The Supper is
remembrance and proclamation, not real presence. Yet the division weakened the
Reformation’s united front against Rome. While Rome doubled down at Trent, Protestants
were divided at the table.

Testing the Reformers Against Scripture
How do Luther, Zwingli, and Calvin measure against Paul’s doctrine?

e« Luther: Correct to reject the Mass as sacrifice; incorrect to insist on physical
presence.

e Zwingli: Correct to affirm memorial; sometimes too reductive, neglecting solemn
proclamation.

¢ Calvin: Correct to reject transubstantiation; incorrect to retain sacramental
language of grace.

Paul’s teaching in 1 Corinthians 11 and Hebrews is the standard. The elements are bread
and cup. The purpose is remembrance and proclamation. The sacrifice is once for all. Any
view that introduces presence, grace-dispensing, or mystical language departs from Paul’s
clarity.



The Dispensational Perspective: Shadows and Substance

The Reformers, for all their strengths, often failed to rightly divide the Word. They blurred
the line between Israel and the church, law and grace, shadow and substance. This
affected their Eucharistic theology.

e Luther’s real presence echoed Old Testament shadows of continual offerings.
e Calvin’s sacramentalism echoed Israel’s ritualism.

e Only Zwingli approached Paul’s dispensational clarity, though sometimes without
enough weight.

Dispensational truth makes it plain: the church has no altars, no priests, no sacrifices. We
have one finished sacrifice, one High Priest in heaven, one ordinance of remembrance. To
confuse this is to regress into shadows.

The KJV Witness: The Final Authority

The King James Bible, published in 1611, became the great weapon against Rome and
against lingering sacramentalism. Its translation of Paul’s words preserved the memorial
nature of the Supper.

e “This doin remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24-25). Twice repeated.
e “Ye doshewthe Lord’s death till he come” (11:26). A proclamation, not a sacrifice.
e “This bread... this cup” (11:27-28). Still bread and cup, not transformed.

The KJV leaves no room for transubstantiation, consubstantiation, or sacramental
pipelines of grace. It affirms remembrance, proclamation, testimony. The Reformers, had
they clung fully to these words, might have avoided division.

The Lasting Impact

The Reformers’ responses shaped Protestantism for centuries. Luther’s influence birthed
Lutheran sacramentalism. Zwingli’s legacy shaped Baptist and memorialist traditions.
Calvin’s theology dominated Reformed and Presbyterian circles.

Each broke from Rome but left lingering traces of sacramental thinking. To this day,
Protestant churches are divided over the Supper. Some retain mystical language; others
treat it casually. Few hold Paul’s balance of solemn memorial and proclamation.



The lesson is clear: Reformation was necessary, but Scripture alone is sufficient. Luther,
Zwingli, and Calvin each moved closer to truth, but only Paul gives the final word.

Application for Today
Believers today must learn from the Reformers’ battles. We must:
e Reject Rome’s idolatry of the host.
¢ Avoid mystical language of presence or sacramental grace.
e Guard against casual trivialization of the Supper.
¢ Hold fast to Paul’s teaching: remembrance and proclamation.

The Supper is not a means of grace but a testimony of grace already received. It is not
Christ offered again but Christ proclaimed as offered once. It is not mystical but memorial.

Conclusion: The Reformers and the Table

The Reformation response to Rome’s Eucharist was bold, but not always consistent. Luther
broke free from transubstantiation but clung to real presence. Zwingli proclaimed memorial
but sometimes flattened the ordinance. Calvin sought a middle way but retained
sacramental baggage.

Yet all three, for their differences, stood against Rome’s blasphemy of the Mass. They
proclaimed salvation by grace through faith, not by wafers. They tore down altars, lifted up
the cross, and pointed souls to Christ alone.

Paul’s words remain the standard. The King James Bible preserves them. The Lord’s Supper
is bread and cup, remembrance and proclamation, until He comes. No more, no less.

The Reformers fought bravely, but the final authority is not Luther, Zwingli, or Calvin. Itis the
Word of God. And the Word declares: “This do in remembrance of me.”
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Introduction: The Sword in the Battle for the Table

The battle over the Eucharist is not ultimately a contest of philosophy, tradition, or church
decrees. It is a battle of authority. Rome appeals to councils, creeds, and centuries of
ritual. The Reformers appealed to Scripture. And for the English-speaking world, that
Scripture has shone brightest through the King James Bible of 1611.

The King James Bible does not merely echo what Rome already believed. It preserves the
words of God with clarity that exposes sacramental superstition for what it is. Where Rome
mystifies, the KJV clarifies. Where Rome introduces confusion, the KJV keeps simplicity.
Where Rome claims a mystical transformation, the KJV insists: it is still bread, it is still cup,
and itis stillremembrance.

This essay will trace how the KJV stands as a faithful withess against Eucharistic mysticism.
We will examine its rendering of Paul’s account in 1 Corinthians, its precision in Hebrews,
its consistency in translation, and its defense against the corruption of modern versions.
We will also consider its dispensational clarity — rightly dividing law, gospel, shadow, and
substance. And we will show that in the KJV, the Supper remains a memorial of Christ’s
once-for-all sacrifice, not a mystical sacrifice itself.

The Authority of the King James Bible

Before examining specific texts, we must remember what the KJV is: not the product of
Rome’s councils, but of God’s providence. It arose in a moment when English was being
perfected, and when God’s people longed for a pure Bible untainted by papal corruption. It
drew from the Hebrew Masoretic Text and the Greek Textus Receptus, not from the
Alexandrian manuscripts beloved of Roman Catholic editors.

Thus, its foundation was different from the start. It did not lean on Rome’s preferred texts
but on the preserved line of Scripture God’s people had long used. The translators, though
imperfect men, produced a perfect Bible in English, guided by the Spirit and preserved by
God'’s providence.

Therefore, when we turn to the KJV on the Lord’s Supper, we do not find ambiguity. We find
clarity.

Paul’s Accountin 1 Corinthians 11

The central passage on the Lord’s Supperis 1 Corinthians 11:23-29. Let us see it in the King
James Bible:



“For | have received of the Lord that which also | delivered unto you, That the Lord Jesus the
same night in which he was betrayed took bread: And when he had given thanks, he brake
it, and said, Take, eat: this is my body, which is broken for you: this do in remembrance of
me. After the same manner also he took the cup, when he had supped, saying, This cup is
the new testament in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. For
as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”

Notice the repeated emphasis: bread, cup, remembrance, shew (proclaim). The words
are plain. They are not mystical. They are not sacramental pipelines of grace. They are
memorial markers.

Rome seizes on “this is my body” and insists on literal transformation. But the KJV keeps
the balance by immediately pairing it with “this do in remembrance of me.” The elements
are symbols, not substances. They point back, not mystically transform.

Bread and Cup: Preserving the Elements

The KJV consistently calls the elements “bread” and “cup” even after consecration. In
verses 26-28, Paul says:

e “As often as ye eat this bread...”
e “..anddrink this cup...”
e “..eatofthat bread, and drink of that cup.”

If the elements had truly changed, Paul would not still call them bread and cup. He would
callthem body and blood. The KJV preserves this precision. Rome cannot explain it without
twisting the plain sense.

Modern versions often blur this, replacing “cup” with “wine” or shifting the language to
make sacramental interpretations easier. But the KJV stands as a wall of clarity: itis bread,
itis cup, itis remembrance.

Hebrews: Once-for-All Offering

The strongest biblical refutation of Rome’s Mass is found in Hebrews 9-10. The King James
Bible preserves the devastating language with precision:

o “Bythe which will we are sanctified through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ
once for all” (Heb. 10:10).



e “Butthis man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the
right hand of God” (10:12).

o “For by one offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (10:14).

Rome says the Mass is a continual sacrifice. Hebrews says the sacrifice is finished forever.
Rome says Christ is offered again daily in unbloody manner. Hebrews says He offered
Himself once, in blood, never to be repeated. Rome says the priest stands at the altar.
Hebrews says Christ sat down, because the work was complete.

The KJV’s wording is unassailable. “Once for all.” “One sacrifice for sins for ever.” “Perfected
for ever.” These phrases demolish the idea of continual offering. They are absent or
weakened in modern versions that lean on Alexandrian manuscripts.

The Word “Remembrance”: Guarding the Ordinance

Twice in 1 Corinthians 11, the KJV repeats: “this do in remembrance of me.” Rome insists
the Supper is more than remembrance. It is sacrifice, propitiation, grace. Modern versions
often obscure the memorial emphasis.

But the KJV preserves the word “remembrance” with force. It anchors the Supperin
memorial, not in mysticism. To do it in remembrance is to look back, not to re-enact. Itis to
proclaim what is finished, not to apply what is ongoing.

The clarity of this word is enough to undo centuries of sacramental confusion.

The Word “Shew”: Proclamation, Not Sacrifice

In verse 26, the KJV says: “ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.” The word “shew”
means to declare, to proclaim, to announce publicly. The Supper is not an offering to God
but a proclamation to men.

Modern versions often replace “shew” with “proclaim,” which is accurate but loses the
resonance of the KJV’s English. “Shew” ties the ordinance to testimony, not ritual. It
underscores its public, declarative nature.

By retaining this language, the KJV keeps the Supper a sermon of the cross, not a sacrifice
at the altar.

The Warning Against Idolatry



In 1 Corinthians 10:21, the KJV warns: “Ye cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of
devils: ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’s table, and of the table of devils.”

This verse explodes the idea that the Supper can be fused with pagan sacrificial categories.
Rome’s Mass is exactly what Paul condemns: a blending of the Lord’s table with the table
of devils. Paganism called for continual sacrifices and ritual meals. Rome baptized the
practice and called it Christian.

The KJV preserves the stark contrast: Lord’s table vs. table of devils. There is no middle
ground.

Clarity Through Consistency

The genius of the KJV is its consistency. It renders Greek words faithfully across contexts,
avoiding the interpretive glosses that plague modern versions. This consistency protects
doctrine.

For example, the Greek word anamnesis is always translated as “remembrance” (Luke
22:19, 1 Cor. 11:24-25). Modern versions sometimes alter it to “memorial” or
“commemoration,” weakening the personal connection. The KJV keeps it uniform,
reinforcing Paul’s emphasis.

Similarly, the Greek word soma (body) is consistently rendered as “body.” Rome twists “this
is my body” into mystical alchemy, but the KJV keeps the same rendering across contexts,
showing clearly that “body” can be figurative (as in the body of Christ, the church).

The Authorized Version’s consistency is a bulwark against confusion.

Dispensational Clarity

The KJV also preserves the dispensational divisions that expose Rome’s error. It
distinguishes Israel’s shadows from the church’s substance. It makes clear that the church
has no altars, no priests, no sacrifices.

For example, Hebrews 13:10 in the KJV says: “We have an altar, whereof they have no right
to eat which serve the tabernacle.” Rome seizes on this to justify its altars. But the context
shows the “altar” is Christ Himself, not a piece of furniture. The KIV’s rendering makes this
clear by its flow and grammar.

By preserving dispensational clarity, the KJV protects the church from regressing into
Jewish ritual or pagan sacrifice.



The Contrast with Modern Versions
Modern translations often blur the very distinctions the KJV preserves.
e They downplay the memorial emphasis.
e They soften the once-for-all nature of Christ’s sacrifice.
e Theyobscure the words bread and cup, making sacramental interpretations easier.
e Theyrely on Alexandrian manuscripts that were favored by Roman Catholic editors.

The result is confusion. Modern Christians, even outside Catholicism, drift toward
sacramental thinking because their Bibles open the door. The KJV slams the door shut with
clarity.

The KJV as a Weapon Against Rome

Throughout history, Rome feared the KJV. It placed the Word of God in the hands of
common people. It exposed the Mass as unbiblical. It undercut priestly control. It
shattered superstition.

The KJV’s witness against Eucharistic mysticism is one reason why Rome persecuted those
who loved it. From William Tyndale burned at the stake, to countless martyrs hunted for
reading the Bible in English, the battle was fierce. But the KJV prevailed, and its clarity still
stands.

Application for Today

Believers today must recognize the importance of the KJV in guarding against Eucharistic
error. We must:

e Stand on the memorial clarity of the Lord’s Supper.
e Reject mystical language of presence or sacrifice.
¢ Usethe KJV as our final authority against Rome and against modern confusion.

e Teach our children that the Supper is proclamation of Christ’s death, not a re-
offering of it.



The battle is not over. Rome still teaches transubstantiation. Ecumenical movements urge
Protestants to blur distinctions. Modern versions sow fog. Only the KJV shines with clarity
against confusion.

Conclusion: The Witness Stands

The King James Bible is more than a translation. It is a witness. Against Rome’s mysticism,
it proclaims remembrance. Against Rome’s sacrifice, it proclaims once-for-all offering.
Against Rome’s idolatry, it proclaims proclamation. Against Rome’s confusion, it proclaims
clarity.

Paul’s words, preserved in the KJV, leave no room for Eucharistic mysticism. The bread is
bread. The cup is cup. The ordinance is remembrance. The sacrifice is finished. The
worship is for God alone.

Rome may double down on tradition. Modern versions may blur the lines. But the KJV
stands unshaken, a sword in the hand of every believer. With it, we can echo Paul: “For as
often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”

Thatis clarity. That is truth. That is the gospel against mysticism.
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Back to the Table: The Simplicity of Christ

Introduction: Clearing the Smoke of Incense

Step into a medieval cathedral and you are overwhelmed by sights and smells. Incense
rises in clouds. Candles flicker against gilded images. A priest whispers Latin incantations
as a golden monstrance lifts high the consecrated host. Bells ring. The congregation bows.
Itis a scene of awe, mystery, and fear.

Now step back into the upper room. No incense, no gilded altar, no golden vessels. Only
Christ with His disciples, breaking bread and passing a cup. His words are simple: “This do
in remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24).



Between these two tables lies the difference between simplicity and superstition, between
truth and tradition, between gospel and idolatry. The Eucharist, as Rome shapedit, is a
fortress of mysticism. The Lord’s Supper, as Paul taught it, is the simplicity of Christ.

This essay concludes our series by calling us back to that simplicity. We will survey how the
ordinance was corrupted, contrast it with Paul’s plain teaching, and affirm why the church
must reject mysticism and cling to memorial. We will also consider the devotional and
dispensational beauty of the Supper when rightly observed. And we will end where Paul
ended: with Christ Himself, sufficient, finished, and coming again.

The Path from Simplicity to Mysticism

Our journey through this series has traced the corruption of the Supper. Let us recall the
steps:

1. Paul’s original ordinance — A memorial of Christ’s death, bread and cup,
remembrance and proclamation.

2. Early drift — Pagan sacrifice and Greek philosophy encouraged mystical
interpretations.

3. Transubstantiation — Rome’s greatest alchemy, declaring bread changed into God.
4. The Mass — A “bloodless sacrifice” re-offering Christ daily.

5. Eucharistic idolatry — Worshiping the host, bowing to bread, adoring a wafer as
God.

6. Trent’s anathemas — Doubling down, condemning any who rejected Rome’s
doctrine.

7. Reformation debates — Luther clung to real presence, Zwingli to memorial, Calvin
to spiritual presence. Division remained, but all stood against Rome’s sacrifice.

8. The KJV witness — Clarity preserved: bread, cup, remembrance, once-for-all
sacrifice.

This history shows the slow drift from simplicity to superstition. What Christ gave as a
testimony became Rome’s tool of control. What Paul taught as proclamation became a
priest’s performance. What God intended as bread and cup became man’s idol.

Paul’s Plain Words: A Memorial, Not a Mystery



The antidote to mysticism is always the Word of God. Paul’s accountin 1 Corinthians 11
cannot be overemphasized.

o “This doin remembrance of me.” Twice repeated.

e “As often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he
come.”

e “Letaman examine himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of that cup.”
Bread is still bread. Cup is still cup. The purpose is remembrance and proclamation.

The simplicity is breathtaking. No priestly power is needed. No altar is required. No
transformation takes place. The Supper is what it says it is: bread and cup, taken by
believers, to remember Christ’s death and proclaim it until He comes.

Rome must twist these words to maintain its system. It insists “is” means “becomes.” It
insists remembrance is insufficient. But the KJV preserves the clarity. Against centuries of
incense and ritual, Paul’s words ring out fresh: remembrance, not re-offering.

Christ’s Once-for-All Offering
The simplicity of the Supper flows from the sufficiency of the cross. Hebrews declares:
e “Byone offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (10:14).

e “This man, after he had offered one sacrifice for sins for ever, sat down on the right
hand of God” (10:12).

Because Christ’s sacrifice is once for all, the Supper need not —indeed cannot — be a
sacrifice. It can only be remembrance. To make it a sacrifice is to deny the finality of the
cross.

Rome’s Mass keeps Christ on perpetual altars. Paul’s gospel proclaims Him on heaven’s
throne. Rome’s sacrifice never ends. Paul’s Christ cried, “Itis finished” (John 19:30).

The simplicity of Christ is this: one cross, one offering, one Savior, one salvation.

Dispensational Clarity: Shadows and Substance

From a dispensational perspective, the Supper makes perfect sense. Israel had sacrifices
and shadows. The church has none. We have Christ, the substance.



Israel’s continual sacrifices pointed forward to Christ. The church proclaims backward to
Christ. The difference is night and day. Rome collapses the distinction, dragging shadows
into the age of substance. It confuses Israel with the church, law with grace, shadow with
reality.

Paul, however, kept the lines clear. The Supper is not a new sacrifice. It is the church’s
proclamation in the age of grace. It looks back to the cross and forward to Christ’s return.

Why Simplicity Matters
Why does it matter that the Supper remain simple? Because the gospel itself is at stake.
e Ifthe Supper is a sacrifice, salvation is unfinished.
e Ifthe Supper dispenses grace, faith is insufficient.
e Ifthe Supperis Christ Himself, idolatry is inevitable.
o Ifthe Supperis memorial, the gospel is preserved.

The simplicity of Christ safeguards the sufficiency of Christ. To lose one is to lose the other.

The Beauty of the Memorial

When rightly observed, the Supper is not trivial but profound. Its simplicity does not
diminish its weight; it magnifies it.

¢ It proclaims the cross — Each time we break bread and drink the cup, we preach
Christ crucified.

e ltunites the church — Believers share one bread, one cup, testifying of one Savior.

¢ It anticipates His coming — We do it “till he come.” The Supper looks forward as
well as backward.

¢ It calls for self-examination — Believers are warned not to partake unworthily, but
to discern the Lord’s body.

This is the balance Paul maintained: simple elements, profound meaning. No mysticism,
but solemnity. No ritual, but remembrance. No sacrifice, but proclamation.

Contrasting Two Tables



We can summarize the contrast this way:
¢ Rome’stableis an altar; Paul’s table is a proclamation.
e Rome’stable is continual sacrifice; Paul’s table is remembrance of one sacrifice.
¢ Rome’stable demands worship of bread; Paul’s table demands faith in Christ.
¢ Rome’stable enslaves to priests; Paul’s table frees to Christ.
¢ Rome’stable confuses shadow and substance; Paul’s table affirms grace and truth.

The difference is not minor. It is the difference between gospel and another gospel.

The KJV as a Guardrail

The King James Bible preserves this simplicity. Its wording in 1 Corinthians and Hebrews
leaves no room for Rome’s innovations. Bread remains bread, cup remains cup, sacrifice
remains once-for-all.

Modern versions, by contrast, often blur distinctions. They open doors to sacramental
thinking. The KJV shuts the door with clarity. Thus, the KJV is not just a witness but a
guardrail, keeping the church from drifting into mysticism.

Application: Returning to the Table
For believers today, the callis clear:
¢ Reject the mysticism of Rome and her daughters.
e Guard the memorial nature of the Supper.
e Usethe Supper to proclaim Christ’s finished work.
¢ Look forward to His coming with every remembrance.
¢ Restinthe sufficiency of His once-for-all sacrifice.

The Supper is not a channel of grace but a testimony of grace already received. It is not a re-
offering of Christ but a remembrance of Christ once offered. It is not a mystical ritual but a
gospel proclamation.

Conclusion: The Simplicity of Christ



The mysticism of the Eucharist is Rome’s masterpiece of deception. It turns bread into
God, remembrance into sacrifice, proclamation into idolatry. It enslaves souls to altars and
priests. It confuses shadows with substance. It obscures the finished work of Christ.

But Paul’s gospel calls us back to the simplicity of Christ. Bread and cup, taken in
remembrance, proclaiming His death till He come. No incense, no altars, no wafers
worshiped as gods. Only the cross, finished once for all.

The King James Bible preserves this simplicity with perfect clarity. Itis bread. Itis cup. Itis
remembrance. Itis proclamation. It is Christ, once offered, now risen, coming again.

So let us come back to the table. Not Rome’s altar, but Paul’s memorial. Not mysticism, but
simplicity. Not another gospel, but the gospel of grace.

“For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he
come” (1 Cor. 11:26).

Thatis enough. That is clarity. That is the simplicity of Christ.

Series Conclusion: Mysticism of the Eucharist - A Catholic Foundation or Pagan

Influence?

The End of the Road: From Altar Back to Cross

We have walked the long road of Rome’s Eucharistic doctrine. We have seen how
remembrance was twisted into ritual, ritual into sacrifice, and sacrifice into idolatry. We
have seen how philosophy, paganism, and papal power combined to build a system that
looks Christian butis in fact the enemy of the gospel. And we have seen how the Reformers
resisted, how the King James Bible preserved clarity, and how Paul’s plain words stand
unshaken.

The end of the road is clear: the Eucharist of Rome is not the Lord’s Supper of Scripture. It
is mysticism masquerading as faith. It is alchemy dressed in liturgy. It is paganism cloaked
in Christian terms. Itis, at its core, another gospel — and Paul declared that those who
preach another gospel are anathema (Gal. 1:8-9).

Why This Matters



This is not an academic squabble over words. It is a matter of salvation. If Christ must be
sacrificed daily, then His cross was insufficient. If grace is dispensed through wafers, then
faith in Christ is not enough. If bread is to be worshiped, then God’s glory has been given to
another.

But the Word of God, preserved in the King James Bible, speaks with finality:
e “Byone offering he hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (Heb. 10:14).
e “This doin remembrance of me” (1 Cor. 11:24-25).
e “Yedoshewthe Lord’s death till he come” (1 Cor. 11:26).

No priest, no wafer, no ritual can add to this. Christ is sufficient. His cross is finished. His
salvation is free.

The Simplicity of Christ

At the heart of it all is this: the simplicity of Christ. He did not leave His church a golden
monstrance, a Latin incantation, or an altar of continual sacrifice. He left bread and cup —
ordinary elements made extraordinary by what they proclaim. He left remembrance, not
ritual. He left proclamation, not repetition.

The Supper is not Christ brought down to earth again. It is Christ lifted up in testimony until
He comes. Itis not the table of devils mingled with superstition, but the table of the Lord,
declaring His death, resurrection, and return.

A Call to the Deceived

To every Catholic who may read this: | do not write these words to mock you, but to awaken
you. You have been told that salvation flows through sacraments, that Christ is locked in
wafers, that you must kneel to bread to find God. But the truth of Scripture sets you free.
Christis not on altars — He is on the throne. He is not sacrificed daily — He died once for
all. He is not in the hands of priests — He is seated at the right hand of the Father, offering
eternal life to all who believe.

You need no wafer. You need no ritual. You need no priest. You need only Christ, received by
faith, apart from works, apart from sacraments, apart from Rome.

Final Word: It Is Finished



When Christ cried on the cross, “Itis finished” (John 19:30), He meant it. Finished.
Complete. Done. Rome dares to say, “Not yet. Not enough. Again and again.” But the
gospel says, “Once. Forever. Perfected.”

That is why this battle matters. That is why we expose mysticism for what it is. That is why
we call believers back to the table of remembrance, back to the memorial, back to the
simplicity of Christ.

The smoke of incense fades. The golden altars crumble. The wafers turn back to dust. But
the Word of God endures forever. And it declares with unshakable clarity:

Bread is bread. Cup is cup. Christ’s cross is finished. Salvation is free. Worship belongs to
God alone.

That is the gospel. That is the truth. And that is why we must keep proclaiming: “For as
often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the Lord’s death till he come.”



