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Introduction 

Peter Martyr Vermigli, Italian Reformer, played a significant role in establis
hing Reformed theology. He was a very learned man who is considered to stand 
'at the intellectual and religious crossroads of the 16* century, where late me
dieval Scholasticism, Christian Humanism and resurgent Augustinianism inter
sect.'̂  He is remembered primarily for his contributions to the doctrines of 
predestination and the Lord's Supper. His contribution to the Reformed doctri
ne of predestination can surely be recognized from the fact that the doctrine of 
double predestination, which is a peculiar feature of the Reformed theology 
from the second half of the 16* century, is to be attributed more to Peter Mar
tyr than to Calvin.^ Regarding his doctrine of the Lord's Supper, his influence 
can be inferred from the eulogies of other Reformed theologians.^ In the va
rious Eucharist controversies with Roman Catholic and Lutheran theologians, 
Peter Martyr consistently defended the Reformed view of the Lord's Supper by 
presenting the biblical and patristic testimonies. 

In this dissertation I want to present an analysis of his doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper. The bitter historical fact that the Protestant camp was severely 
divided by this very doctrine piqued my interest, and captivated my attention, 
drawing me to the study of this very important doctrine. Despite the 
agreement on foundational principles of the Reformation, sola scnptura, sola fide 
and sola gratia, the Reformed and the Lutherans failed to unite with each other 
because of their difference over the Lord's Supper. What made this difference? 
By an analysis of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, and with special 

1 JAMES III, 'Crossroads', 63. 
2 MCGRATH, Life, 207. According to McGrath, the influence of Vermigli (and Zanchi) appears to 

outweigh that of Calvin himself in the later Calvinist discussion of predestination. 
3 For example, Calvin said in admiration of Defensio, one of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie treatises, 

that by this work Peter Martyr left nothing more to be done on this matter. And Beza was ea
ger to have a copy of this work See DIAL, xiu 
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attention to his use of the Fathers and Medievals, I want to answer this questi
on. 

The purpose of this dissertation 

As the title shows, this dissertation is about Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers 
and the Medievals in relation to his doctrine of the Lord's Supper. The title 
'scripturae et patrum testimoniis' comes from the long title of Dialogus, which is 
one of Peter Martyr's two Eucharistie treatises that I have been examined for 
this dissertation." The title ('by the scriptural and patristic testimonies') gives 
expression to my major concerns in this dissertation. First, 'what is the functi
on of the Fathers and the Medievals in Peter Martyr's two treatises on the 
Lord's Supper?' With this first concern in mind, I first attempted to produce 
statistical data on Peter Martyr's use of the authorities in the two treatises: the 
names, frequecy of citations and the contexts in which the citations were 
found are investigated and analyzed, providing a solid groundwork for further 
analysis and evaluation. I then attempted an analysis of his use of the authori
ties: the various degrees of importance of the cited Fathers and Medievals, and 
the criteria by which he evaluated the authorities. With this statistical analysis 
as a starting point, I then proceed to evaluate Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers 
and the Medievals as it relates to my major concern in this dissertation: 

The borrowed title of this dissertation from Dialogus reveals the focus of my 
study: it is especially about the Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Me
dievals 'against the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity,' which is represented by the 
teaching of Johann Brenz. To put the question in a more specific form we might 
ask, 'Does Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals provide us with a 
way to account for the differences in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper between 
the Reformed and the Lutherans?' By a comparative analysis of Peter Martyr's 
use of the same authorities that Brenz appealed to I hope to find a point of 
divergence in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Special attention shall be paid 
to how the authorities are used by Peter Martyr as well as by Brenz. 

4 Dialogus de utraque in Christo Natura Quomodocoenant in unam Christi personam inseparabi-
lem, ut interim non amittant suas proprietates: ideoque humanam Christi naturam propter 
personalem unionem non esse ubique. Respondetur item benigne ad argumenta doctorum vi-
rorum, contrarium afferentium. illustratur et Coenae dominicae negotium, perspicuisque 
Scripturae et Patrum testimoniis demonstratur, Corpus Christi non esse ubique, authore D. RE
TRO MARTYRE VERMILIO Florentmo. (Zurich- C Froschauer, August, 1561) The other treatise 
IS Tractatio. 
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The composition of this dissertation 

This dissertation consists of four chapters and a conclusion. It begins with a 
Prolegomena (Chapter l) that gives general information about Peter Martyr's 
intellectual background, the Eucharistie controversies in the Early and Medie
val churches, and a short Vermigliana bibliographical essay concerning his 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper and 
his involvement in the various Eucharistie controversies are to be studied in 
Chapter IL In this chapter, the impact of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper among Reformed theologians shall be considered in connection with 
the Consensus Tigurinus, an agreement on the doctrine of the Eucharist between 
Geneva and Zurich. The next two chapters deal with the main concern of this 
dissertation: Chapter III analyzes Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the 
Medeivals in his two Eucharistie treatises; Chapter IV compares Peter Martyr's 
use of the authorities against his Lutheran adversary Johann Brenz. In the Con
clusion, I try to answer the questions that I have raised in this dissertation. 

Let me give a brief overview of the content of each of the chapters. 
In Chapter I, three topics shall be considered to serve as a the general in

troduction to the study of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals 
in his two Eucharistie treatises. First, I will consider Peter Martyr's intellectual 
background and provide a chronological description of the prominent features 
in his intellectual development. There will be also a survey of the three versi
ons of his intellectual origins. Second, a short history of the Eucharistie con
troversies before the Reformation will be presented in order to better 
understand Peter Martyr's patristic and Scholastic arguments against the Ro
manist and Lutheran doctrines of the Lord's Supper. Third, a brief survey of the 
existing studies on Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper is presented in 
order to identify possible lines of investigation and other contributions to this 
study of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine. 

In Chapter II there are also, three sections dealing with Peter Martyr's 
Lord's Supper doctrine: first, the main contours of his doctrine; second, his role 
in the various Eucharist controversies in relation with his major Eucharistie 
treatises; third, a positioning Peter Martyr's among Reformed theologians, on 
the basis of a comparative study between his doctrine and Consensus Tigurinus. 

In Chapter III, an analysis of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Me
dievals in his two Eucharistie treatises shall be given. I will describe a 'new' 
method for this statistical survey - dual (qualitative and quantitative) approa
ches - which are applied to Peter Martyr's use of the authorities in Dialogus and 
in Tractatio. On the basis of the statistical data, I will analyze and evaluate the 
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purpose, principles and major characteristics of Peter Martyr's use of the Fa
thers and the Medievals. 

In Chapter IV, I will evaluate the validity of Peter Martyr's use of the autho
rities by means of a comparative study of Peter Martyr and Brenz's use of the 
Fathers. For this, I will present a survey of Brenz's use of the Fathers and the 
Medievals in his Eucharistie treatise De personali unione, in opposition to which 
Peter Martyr wrote his Dialogus. The aim is to investige validity of their uses of 
three significant Fathers in comparsion with some original patristic texts. 
From this comparative study, I hope to find a way to evaluate Peter Martyr's 
use of the Fathers in just and fair manner. 

Finally, in the Conclusion, I will answer the major question of this disserta
tion: the question about the function of the Fathers and the Medievals in Peter 
Martyr's two Eucharistie treatises that confirmed the ongoing historical dis
tinction between Reformed and Lutheran doctrines of the Lord's Supper. How 
did Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals make a difference to 
his doctrine of the Lord's Supper and to the way the Reformed and the Luthe
rans diverged? 



I. Prolegomena 

1. The Intellectual Origins of Peter Martyr Vermigli's Theological Thought 

In order to avoid repeating the biographical descriptions of Peter Martyr, 
which can be acquired from some excellent works' on the life of this Italian 
Reformer, we want to focus upon the way Peter Martyr's theological thought 
gave expression to the various intellectual traditions. From his Italian period to 
his career as a Reformer, at least three kinds of intellectual background can be 
discerned in his theology: Scholasticism, Humanism and Patristic theology 
(especially, Augustinianism). We will consider when these apparently contra
dictory background trends were acquired and unified in his Reformed theolo
gical thought. 

According to J.P. Donnelly, there are three kinds of evidence by which we 
can reconstruct the sources of Peter Martyr's theological thought^: (l) the 
biographies since Simler, which give the information on his life and education, 
(2) Peter Martyr's friends, who were principal figures of their time, and (3) 
Peter Martyr's library, which was reconstructed by F. Gardy and A. Ganoczy. 
Most useful and reliable evidence for the intellectual origins of Peter Martyr, 

1 Josiah Simler, successor to Peter Martyr's chair at Zurich, left a particularly good biography of 
this Italian Reformer, which laid foundation for further studies on his life. We can find a his
torical survey on Vermigliana in the 'Prolegomena' of JAMES Ill's Predestination (1998). Among 
the recent works on his life, MCNAIR'S Italy (1967) gives a very detailed description of Peter 
Martyr's Italian period, while ANDERSON'S Exile (1975) provides us with a description of the Re
former's life and works after his exile in 1542. GANGI'S biography Renaissance (1993) also gives 
us a good survey of the life and work of this Italian Reformer. In the first volume of The Peter 
Martyr Library, Early Writings (1994), we can also find a well-summarized biographical intro
duction of Peter Martyr by MCNAIR, For the exact bibliographical information, see the Litera
ture of this dissertation. 

2 CS, 13. 
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however, is provided by his own writings: the analysis of the citations and 
quotations in his writtings. 

1.1. The Library of Peter Martyr 

The Making of the List of Peter Martyr's library 

In 1919, Frederic Gardy made a general outline of Peter Martyr's library by his 
research which focused upon marginal annotations and ex lihris volumes from 
of Peter Martyr's own collection in the Genevan library.^ Thanks to the three 
kinds of marks of property - the signature of Peter Martyr on the title pages, 
the very explicit dedications of the authors who gave their books to him, and 
the handwritten marginal notes - Gardy could declare that 170 works, which 
were printed in 110 volumes, had belonged to Peter Martyr." Recently, 
Alexandre Ganoczy supplemented Gardy's research by his careful study of the 
library of the Genevan Academy. Ganoczy suggested that the number of 170 
works, which Gardy asserted, 'certainly' belonged to Peter Martyr, somewhat 
optimistic. In case of a certain volume, which containing several works that do 
not carry a mark of Peter Martyr's ownership. Gardy had regarded them all as 
Peter Martyr's. According to Ganoczy, if we were to count the works which 
carry the unquestionable marks of his property, then the final number collated 
would be 38 works in 32 volumes. To these minimal figures, other books that 
contain handwritten notes can be added to Peter Martyr's library. Those 
whould account for 100 works in 75 volumes. Thus Ganoczy's revised suggested 
total is of 138 works in 107 volumes.^ 

A comprehensive list of Peter Martyr's library, which we can find in the ap
pendix of John P. Donnelly's book ,̂ is completely dependent upon the research 
of Gardy and Ganoczy. However, Donnelly mentions that this list is not 'exclu
sive' - a considerable number may not have been included because of the re
selling of the original library of Peter Martyr, and some works of the list are 
still without indisputable authenticity. For these Donnelly puts a 'D' after the 
entries. 

3 For the information of how Peter Martyr's hbrary was came from Zurich to Geneva and was 
kept there, see GAN, 19-20. 

4 GAN, 20. 
5 GAN, 21. He says that this number is an estimate between 'probable' and 'maximum' possible. 

He points out that Gardy assigned many question marks to the marginal annotations in Peter 
Martyr's research books 

6 CS, 211-217. 
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The Contents of Peter Martyr's Library 

Donnelly compiled and rearranged the books into six categories: classical lite
rature; ancient philosophy; Old Testament scholarship; patristic and scholastic 
theology; contemporary theology (both Protestant and Roman Catholic); con
temporary scholarship, and law. This grouping is comparable to that of Ga-
noczy, who also categorized the books into six parts and described them 
according to their relative importance^. 

According to Ganoczy, the patristic literature is the most distinguished part 
of the collection. Peter Martyr had many superb editions of the patristic works, 
mostly edited by Erasmus. Thirteen editions of the Greek Fathers and eight 
Latin Fathers are represented. He had the original works of Justin, Clement of 
Alexandria, Athenaeus, Chrysostom, Gregory of Nazianzen, Basil, and John 
Damascene; the Renaissance translations of Basil, Epiphanius, Theodoret, Euse-
bius; and also Latin versions of Origen and Irenaeus. His substantial library also 
contained volumes of Tertullian, Cyprian, Hilary, Ambrose, Leo I, and the mas
sive volumes of Jerome and Augustine, and Vigilius of Thapse.' It is remarkable 
that Peter Martyr had a collection of Augustine in ten volumes - a Froben edi
tion of Augustine's Opera Omnia. 

The second more important section contains the works by the philosophers 
and the writers of Greek and Latin Antiquity. We can see more Greek writers' 
works than those of Latin writers. Among others, it is noteworthy that Peter 
Martyr had the Opera Omnia of Aristotle and Plato in Greek. Donnelly believes 
that together with the Lucian and Greek grammar by Lascaris, these two Opera 
were owned by Peter Martyr as far back as his Italian days. The ground for this 
is the references to their ownership by Martyr's dearest friend Cusano de Ver-
celli, who died at Naples in 1540.' 

The section which takes third place contains the Biblical works and those of 
Old Testament prevail. Six titles are devoted to the Hebraic and Chaldean texts 
of the Bible. There follows the section of works by the Reformers: Bullinger, 
Melanchthon, Calvin, Beza, Luther, Capito, and so on. In relation with his doc
trine of the Lord's Supper, it is noteworthy that five works byjohann Brenz are 
included in this holding, and it is also significant that we cannot find any works 
by Thomas Cranmer here. The fifth section, the humanistic contemporaries is 

7 See also PMRE, 373-378. Anderson agrees with Ganoczy's evaluation by saying that primacy 
must go to the patristic works. 

8 Donnelly puts 'D' mark on the works of Ambrose, Clement of Alexandria, Justin Martyr, Leo the 
Great, and Origen. In his note to this part of Peter Martyr's library, however, he names all the 
Fathers except Ambrose. And he adds the works of lesser-known Father Vigilius of Thapse to 
the list on the ground of Peter Martyr's detailed quotations of this Father m Dialogus. 

9 CS,211. 
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also striking: along with Erasmus' Opera Omnia in nine volumes, there are Guil-
laume Budé, Juan Luis Vives, and Pietro Bembo, a leading Italian humanist who 
had contact with Peter Martyr in his Paduan period. And the last section of 
diverse works - sermons, works of chronology, history, ecclesiastical constitu
tion, and liturgy - illustrates the vast scholarship of the former owner, who 
exhibits the typical characteristics of the humanistic Christian of the Italian 
Renaissance/" 

Evaluation 

How much are we able to deduce about Peter Martyr's theological backgrounds 
from the analysis of his library? We cannot say much from it, because it is only 
a partially reconstructed library Thus the analysis of the library does not supp
ly us with a balanced evaluation of his theological foundation. For example, it 
IS notable that there is almost total absence of the Scholastic works in his libra
ry. In Donnelly's list we can find Quaestiones Disputatae by Thomas Aquinas, but 
Donnelly puts a 'D' mark on this one and only Scholastic work However, consi
dering the frequent references upon and quotations from the Scholastic works, 
such as Lombard's Sentences and Thomas's Summa Theologia, Peter Martyr must 
have had ready access to, or possessed, those books by the Scholastic writers. 

Therefore we can draw only tentative conclusions from this analysis. Don
nelly suggests two advantages of this partial reconstruction of Peter Martyr's 
library: first, it would provide the student of Vermighana with something like 
the hard data which is given by a bibliography in a modern work; secondly, it 
throws considerable light on which contemporary writers, especially theologi
ans, Peter Martyr was reading." Donnelly evaluates the influence of the other 
Reformers held in high regard by Peter Martyr and assumes that he surely read 
most of the works donated to him by the other Reformers, even among those 
volumes which carry no marginalia providing us with proof of his intensive 
reading 

We can agree with Ganoczy from his analysis of Peter Martyr's library that 
here was one of the learned humanistic Reformers and at the same time an able 
theologian, for whom the rediscovery of the Bible did not lead to the aban
donment of the Patristic studies." And so it is not all that surprising to see a 
harmonious relationship between the authority of the Scripture and that of the 
Fathers in Peter Martyr's theological thought, because the authority of the 

10 GAN, 25 
11 CS, 208 
12 GAN, 22 According to Ganoczy, therefore, there was no conflict between the principle of sola 

scnptura and the authority of the Fathers 
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Scripture was generally accepted even by the Medieval Schoolmen as well as 
the famous Reformers." In this analysis we can find an affirmative evidence for 
McLelland's evaluation that Peter Martyr's theology is Patristic in a profound 
sense/* And we can also find the high regard for Augustinian theology, at least 
in his doctrine of predestination, which F.A. James III says 'For Vermigli, Au
gustine was summus theologus', can be supported from this analysis of Peter 
Martyr's library. 

In conclusion, we can use this reconstruction of Peter Martyr's library only 
as supplementary evidence to trace the intellectual origins of his theological 
thought. The information that we can obtain from the biographies and the 
analysis of the frequent references and quotations in Peter Martyr's writings 
are a more reliable and useful guide to his theological background. 

1.2. Different Interpretations of Peter Martyr's Intellectual Origins 

Concerning the question of Peter Martyr's intellectual background, two remar
kable features attracted the scholars' attention. First, from the very time when 
he came to the north of the Alps, Peter Martyr was accepted by the Reformers 
as a man of great scholarship. The unexpected entrance of this learned Italian 
theologian onto the Reformation stage was described in these terms: he had 
sprung 'ready-made out of the Alps [...]. like Minerva from the head of Jupi
ter'.'^ By this comment, McNair reflects Martin Bucer's first impression from 
Peter Martyr. In his letter to Calvin Bucer described Peter Martyr as follows: 'A 
man has arrived from Italy who is quite learned in Latin, Greek, and Hebrew 
and well skilled in the scriptures; he is about forty-four years old, of serious 
demeanor and keen intelligence. His name is Peter Martyr.'^^Admired by this 
learned refiagee, Bucer recommended him to the chair of Divinity as the suc-

13 About this topic, see MCGRATH, Ongms. On the authority of the Scripture in the Middle Age, 
McGrath says, 'The importance of Holy Scripture as a source of Christian theology was univer
sally recognized in the medieval period. [...] For Thomas, sacra doctrma and sacra scnptura are 
virtually synonymous, in that theology is essentially the clarification, vindication and trans
mission of the truth revealed m scripture, through the ratio of the theologian.' /bid., 122. For 
the Reformers, according to him, the Fathers were generally accepted as the interpreters of 
the Scripture, as Melanchthon believed. 'For Melanchthon, there was no conflict between the 
principle of the supreme authority of scripture and that of the positive theological evaluation 
of the witness of the early church. The fathers were to be valued primarily as early exponents 
of scripture.' Ibid., 186. 

14 VWG, 267. 
15 McN, xiii. 
16 Bucer to Calvin, Oct. 28, 1542, Calvmi Opera, XI, c.450. 'Advenit ex Italia vir quidam graece, 

hebraice, et latine admodum doctus, et in scripturis feliciter versatus, annos quodraginta qua-
tuor, gravis moribus et ludicio acn, Petro Martyri nomen est.' 
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cessor to Wolfgang Capito (1478-1541). This first feature indicates that we 
should concentrate on his Italian period when we search for the intellectual 
origins of this Italian Reformer. Of course, Peter Martyr could be influenced by 
the other Reformers after his arrival in Protestant region over the Alps. It is 
generally accepted that Bucer was an influential source not only for Calvin but 
also for Peter Martyr. However, it is rather difficult to evaluate the influence of 
the Reformers on this Italian theologian. Surely, he read many of the important 
writings by the other Reformers, but he seldom remarks that he was influenced 
by those works. Perhaps, as Donnelly says, in this 'unfortunate' silence, Peter 
Martyr followed the practice of contemporary thinkers.'' However, as we often 
see in his letters to the other Reformers, it is also possible that Peter Martyr 
could find only confirmation of his own viewpoint in the writings of his collea
gues." At any rate, these facts show us that the importance of his Italian period 
does not diminish with his intellectual maturation. 

The second feature of Peter Martyr's intellectual background is closely 
connected with the first one. He got formal and standard education in Italy, 
winning his doctorate at the University of Padua, Europe's first class educatio
nal institution of that time. The curriculum of this University was characteri
zed by its 'Scholasticism'. How could Peter Martyr then be recognized and 
accepted by the Reformers as 'ready-made', although he had such a 'scholastic' 
background, which has usually been construed as opposite to Christian huma
nism? How could this scholastic element in his intellectual background be 
harmonized with his Reformed theology? Here, we can feel the necessity of re
examining the characteristics of 16* century Paduan Scholasticism that Peter 
Martyr retained, and searching out other background intellectual sources for 
his theological arguments. 

At the first internaltional conference of this Italian reformer, held in Mon
treal, September 1977, there was a significant dispute between two prominent 
scholars, P. Donnelly and M. Anderson, about the leading characteristic of this 
Reformer's theology. From this controversy there came three distinct view
points as follows: 

17 CS, 37-38. 'often the real debt of sixteenth century thinkers is less to antiquity and more to 
medieval and contemporary writers. But these do not belong to the canon of approved author
ities, and they are seldom identified.' 

18 We can find an example of this m his letter to T. Beza, which was written in March 1555, where 
Peter Martyr described three degrees of our union with Christ. Here he called special attention 
to the middle degree, that is, secret and mystical communion, which might have been known 
not so clearly to Beza, nevertheless, Peter Martyr concluded his letter with their fundamental 
agreement on this matter: 'Between the two of us there is little or no difference in opinion.' 
LLS, 134-137. 
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Peter Martyr as a 'Pioneer of Calvinist Thomisnr)': Armstrong-Donnelly thesis 

It is said that Donnelly elaborated the thesis of B.C. Armstrong in his work on 
the Protestant Scholasticism and Humanism in the 17* century." On the 
ground of his fundamental consent with Mo'ise Amyraut, a 17* century French 
Reformed theologian who claimed that the orthodox had seriously departed 
from Calvin's emphasis by overemphazing the doctrine of predestination 
instead of the core teachings of Calvin, Armstrong traces the origin of this 
serious derailment into the Protestant Scholasticism. In Amstrong's descripti
on of why Scholasticism, rather than Calvin's theology, prevailed in Reformed 
Protestantism, we thus find the name of Peter Martyr: 'Men like Martyr, Zan-
chi, Beza, Antoine de Chandieu, and Lambert Danaeus represent this divergen
ce from a theology which had been carefully constructed by Calvin to 
represent faithfully the scriptural teaching, and so usually presented a certain 
tension or balance of doctrines. [...] Though it is not generally recognized, the 
evidence indicates that the prime source of this new trend toward Aristotle 
and eventually Protestant scholasticism was the Italian Aristotelians.'^" The 
names of Peter Martyr, Zanchi and Beza appear repeatedly in Armstrong's 
description on the source of Protestant Scholasticism: 'During his lifetime the 
non-scholastic theology of Calvin generally dominated the theological dimen
sion of Reformed Protestantism. Yet some years before his death elements of 
scholasticism were impinging upon Reformed theology in rather significant 
ways. This is seen most clearly in the work of three men, all in part contempo
rary with Calvin: Girolamo Zanchi, Peter Martyr Vermigli, and Theodore Be-
za.'̂ ^ 'The theology of Calvin was simply not attractive to the mind set which 
accompanied and characterized this scholasticism. The authorities of the or
thodox were much more frequently Beza, Martyr, or Zanchi - or even St. Tho
mas.'" Among these three, according to Armstrong, Beza was the most 
influential in the promotion of the Protestant Scholasticism. However, with his 
interest in Italian Aristotelianism, Beza was influenced by the Italian Aristoteli
ans, Peter Martyr and Zanchi, in his interest in Italian Aristotelianism. 

In his article 'Italian Influence on the Development of Calvinist Scholasti
cism', Donnelly pays attention to the 'Italian influence' on the development of 
Calvinist scholasticism.^^ For Donnelly, 'Italian influence' meant Peter Martyr 

19 ARMSTRONG, Heresy. 
20 ARMSTRONG, Ibid., 37-38. 
21 ARMSTRONG, /bid.. 129. 
22 ARMSTRONG, Ibid., 188. 
23 DONNELLY, 'Influences', 81-101. The term 'Calvinistic' is used here in the same meaning as 

'Reformed.' As he recognizes in the first page of the article, Reformed theologians were often 
'more influential than Calvin himself at a given place or time or on a given point of doctrine', 
and they developed their theologies sometimes in mutual dependence, sometimes 'with sur-
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and Zanchi in particular. Though Donnelly does not forget the basically huma
nist-biblical orientation of Peter Martyr, just as in the case of Calvin, he takes 
notice of a 'strong undercurrent' of Scholastic elements. He analyzes the Scho
lastic elements in Peter Martyr according to the four features of Protestant 
Scholasticism listed by Armstrong. 

(1) Peter Martyr's understanding of the nature of theology: theology as science 
In accordance with Armstrong, Donnelly points out a fundamental differen

ce between Calvin and the Calvinist Scholastics in their contrastive attitudes 
toward Aristotelian philosophy. 'How did Protestant Scholastic Orthodoxy 
differ from the stance of Luther and Calvin? Neither Luther nor Calvin was a 
philosophical theologian. [...] In contrast, both Lutheran and Calvinist Scholas
tics of the seventeenth century are unabashed philosophical theologians'.^" 
Donnelly thinks that Peter Martyr stood with the philosophical theologians in 
this matter, because he understood theology as basically a 'science' like Tho
mas Aquinas: 'Martyr like Aquinas understands theology as a scientia placed 
within a division of the sciences and linked with the other scholarly disciplines 
within a hierachical order [...] Without acknowledging his source. Martyr pa
raphrases the opening question of the Summa Theologiae which affirms that 
theology is an argumentative, deductive science'." 

(2) The role of reason in Peter Martyr's theology 
With considerable limitations to this barometer in relation to Peter Mar

tyr^*, Donnelly still emphasizes the contrast between Luther and Calvin on one 
side and the Protestant Scholastics on the other side in their opinion upon the 
role of reason in theology. Reason is the devil's whore to Luther, and there is 
no autonomous role of reason in Calvin's theology. However, both Martyr and 
Zanchi evaluate reason as the rational power of man. Although Zanchi and 
Peter Martyr were always faithful to the fundamental principle of so!a scriptura 
and also were critical of the excessive use of philosophy, Donnelly finds much 
wider room for the role of reason in their theologies. Donnelly points to Peter 

prising independence.' As for Peter Martyr, we cannot easily establish Calvin's influence upon 
him, or vice versa, and they lived contemporaneously for about twenty years, thus it is not so 
appropriate to say that Peter Martyr represents a 'deterioration' from the original thought of 
Calvin, as it is said of the 17* century Reformed Orthodox theologians. 

24 DONNELY, 'Influences', 82. 
25 DoNNELY, 'Influences', 89. 
26 See DoNNELY, 'Influences', 92 Donnelly acknowledges that Peter Martyr's attitude to this mat

ter is in reality closer to Calvin than to Zanchi and later scholastics m Calvinist tradition. Peter 
Martyr made it clear that reason cannot reach the salvific knowledge of God without revela
tion and the help of Holy Spirit. 
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Martyr's defence in the use of Aristotelian philosophical categories in his theo
logy. Though Donnelly recognizes the fact that Zanchi made a far greater use of 
philosophy than Peter Martyr, the remarkable similarity of the statements 
between Peter Martyr and Zanchi on the relation of reason and revelation is 
also a noteworthy point for Donnelly. 

(3) The Use of Aristotelian philosophy 
The third characteristic of Calvinistic Scholasticism seems to fit well with 

Peter Martyr, since he not only praises Aristotle highly but his theological 
works are built upon the substratum of Aristotelian philosophy. The contribu
tion of Aristotelian philosophy was significant for Peter Martyr in the Eucharist 
controversies, in which he used Aristotle to support his teaching on the dyna
mic presence of Christ in Lord Supper in opposition to the 'metaphysical ab
surdities' of Roman Catholic transubstantiation and the Lutheran doctrine of 
the ubiquity of the body of Christ: 'Clearly the needs of controversy inclined 
Calvinism toward a more scholastic understanding and formulation of its doc
trines.'" 

(4) Predestination as pars providentiae 
The fourth characteristic of Calvinist scholasticism - emphasis upon the 

will of God and predestination - is also found in Peter Martyr, although he 
seldom relates it to the doctrine of God. Donnelly understands that Peter Mar
tyr followed Thomas Aquinas in linking this doctrine to divine providence^^. 
For Donnelly, it is a notable difference between Peter Martyr and Calvin who 
links the doctrine of predestination to soteriology. Donnelly also pays attenti
on to the fact that Peter Martyr used the four Aristotelian causes to explain 
both predestination to life and reprobation to damnation. In addition to that, 
Peter Martyr devoted considerable attention to detailing the intricate causal 
relatonship between predestination, vocation to grace, and good works, in 
which Thomas Aquinas was also interested. These are the evidences for Don
nelly that Peter Martyr had a profound scholastic bent and was influenced 
considerably by the Angelic Doctor. 

27 DONNELY, 'Influences', 93. 
28 DONNELY, 'Influences', 99. Against this assertion, however, a serious objection can be raised, 

because it is one of the fundamental differences between Peter Martyr and Thomas Aquinas in 
their doctrines of predestination that this doctrine is understood as a part of providence (pars 
providentia). According to JAMES III, Peter Martyr does not treat predestination as pars providen
tiae, unhke Thomas 'for whom this conception is the foundation upon which his doctrine of 
predestination rests'. For the differences between Peter Martyr and Thomas Aquinas in the 
doctrine of predestination, see JAMES 111, Ibid., 123-125. 
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In his detailed survey of the sources of Peter Martyr's background, Donnelly 
indicates various intellectual source for this Italian Reformer's thought: scho
lasticism, the biblical, patristical, and humanistic backgrounds, as well as his 
knowledge of the medieval Rabbinic literature. The influence of other Refor
mers, such as Bucer, Zwingli, and Calvin, is also considered.^' For Donnelly, 
therefore, Peter Martyr should not be regarded as a scholastic as the simplistic 
thesis of Armstrong suggests. He is, in the first place, a Reformer who shared 
fundamental principles of the Reformation with the other Reformers. 

Nevertheless, Donnelly, in his final description of this Reformer, charateri-
zes Peter Martyr as Calvinist Scholastic who pioneered the assimilation of the 
Aristotelian philosophy in its Paduan version with the Reformed theology. 
Although Donnelly recognizes that Peter Martyr represents 'a transitional 
stage between the humanist and biblical orientation of Calvin and the develo
ped Scholasticism of the seventeenth century'^°, he is primarily considered by 
him as a Reformer who, in distinction from Calvin, has developed Protestant 
theology on a Thomist basis. 

Peter Martyr as 'Scholar of Christ' - Anderson's Humanistic version 

In the above-mentioned 1977 Montreal international conference, 'in direct 
opposition to Donnelly, Marvin Anderson countered with assertions of the 
'anti-Scholastic bent of Martyr's mind' and positively stressed Vermigli's Hu
manistic and biblical orientation'^'. We summarise Anderson's argument under 
three headings: Peter Martyr's attitude toward the Reformational principles; 
Peter Martyr, as evaluated by John Calvin; the identification of Scholastic ele
ments in Peter Martyr's theology. 

(l) Peter Martyr's attitude toward the Reformational principles: Sola scriptura 
By reference to Peter Martyr's definition of Holy Scriptures, Anderson clearly 
shows that this Italian Reformer held fast hold to the doctrine of its divine 
inspiration: 'Wherefore let us define the holie scriptures, to be a certeine decla
ration of the wisdome of God, inspired by the Holie Ghost into godlie men, and 

29 For this survey, see chapter 2 'The Sources of Martyr's Thought ' in CS, 13-41. We can find in 
JAMES ill, also a very good survey of Peter Martyr's intellectual origins in relation with his doc
trine of predestination. See op cit, part II, 91-187. 

30 CS, 201. This IS an important correction of the Armstrong thesis. Now, we can summarize the 
'Armstrong-Donnelly thesis ' with his succinct remark on the three important figures as fol
lows: 'Jerome Zanchi was the most thoroughgoing and influential in pioneering Calvinist Scho
lasticism, Theodore Beza was the best known and most prolific, but Vermigli was the first and 
the inspiration all who came after.' Ibid., 207. 

31 JAMES III, Ibid., 15. 
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then set down in monuments and writings.'^^ In his commentary on the first 
epistle to the Corinthians, Peter Martyr declared that only the Holy Scripture is 
the criterion of the dogmas." For the authority of the Church, Peter Martyr 
emphasized the triple-function of the Church in establishing canonical Scrip
ture^" and so was in favor of the authority of Scripture in the history, not 
against it. Peter Martyr distinguished sharply the authority of the Church from 
that of the Pope. On this matter, Anderson presents us with an interesting 
interpretation of Peter Martyr with regard to Augustine's famous remark 'I 
would not believe the gospel, unless the authority of the church should move 
me': It was the Holy Spirit who moved Augustine. 

For the exegesis of the Holy Scripture, Peter Martyr regarded the conspicui-
ty of the Holy Scriptures as an essential part of its nature in so far as we follow 
not the light of human sense and reason, but the light of faith. His doctrine of 
the inspiration of the Scriptures by the Holy Spirit leads to the well-known 
hermeneutical principle that was widely accepted by other Reformers: ad fon-
tes, Scriptura Scripturae mterpres, verum genuinumque sensum Scnpturae. 

(l) Peter Martyr's attitude toward the Reformational principles: Sola fide 
Through the study of Peter Martyr's commentary on the principle of sola fide, 
Anderson pointed out the core elements of the new exegesis by the Humanists 
and the Reformers: patristic evidence; grammatical exegesis; rejection of Scho
lastic terminology; the centrality of faith." Peter Martyr found a patristic wit
ness on the principle of sola fide in Ambrose and accepted Chrysostom as a 
guide for his own exegesis of the relevant biblical texts. He defined the words 
'iustitia' 'fides' on the basis of his etymological research on the Scriptures.^^ It 
is noteworthy, in Anderson's version of the primary characteristic of his theo
logy, that Peter Martyr rejected the scholastic doctrine of'fides formata chari-
tate' and 'fides informis.' Because, for this Reformer, justification through faith 
is a living faith, and the biblical words of sola fidei was not the deadening logic 

32 CP, 39, col. 1-11. This quotation is recited from ANDERSON, 'Word and Spirit', 195-196. 
33 'Non posse Christianae fidei dogmata confirmari alia ratione, quam auctoritate scripturarum.' 

Recited from ANDERSON, /bid., 196 It is also significant in this connection that Peter Martyr 
urged the s tudents at Oxford University: 'Let us return, I say, let us re turn to the first fountains 
of the scriptures. ' This is one of the vivid expressions of his conviction in the foremost prin
ciple of the Reformation: sola scriptura. See 'An Exhortation for young men to studie the holie 
scriptures' in Another Collection. 

34 That IS, the Church preserves the holy book; and it is the role of the Church to preach and set 
forth the viford of God committed unto it; and finally, the Church determines canonicity. CP, 
42, col. 1-11. 

35 ANDERSON, 'Word and Spirit', 197-200. 
36 For his discussion on the pnnciple o( sola fide in Peter Martyr's theology, see also PMRE, 318-

328. 
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of the scholastic technologian. Peter Martyr summarized the scholastic argu
ments on this principle of the Reformation, including those of Thomas Aquin
as, and rejected them. ^̂  Peter Martyr was firm in this position that 
'justification was freely acomplished apart from merit, but that good works 
follow on as a consequence of that act.'̂ ^ 

In his refutation of Albert Pighius, who realized the importance of the sola 
ftde principle of the Protestant doctrine but sought to separate faith from justi
fication by his subtle discussion of this doctrine'', Peter Martyr made it clear 
that this principle of Protestant faith was based on the revelation of Holy Spirit 
in the Bible: 'But Pighius afterward demaundeth [demand], why we take away 
from workes the power of iustifieng [justifying]. Unto this we could make ans-
were with one word, that we do it because the holy ghost in the holy scriptures 
so teacheth us: namely that men are iustified by fayth without workes.'"" 

(l) Peter Martyr's attitude toward the Reformational principles: Soli Deo gloria 
In the doctrine of predestination, Peter Martyr makes significant remarks on 
the theological orientation, because this doctrine cannot be accepted according 
to human reason. He willingly believes this doctrine, because the word of God 
teaches it. Between the two kinds of knowledge in his commentary on Aristot
le's Ethics'*^, revelation is always more important and decisive. In his letter to 
John Sturm, Peter Martyr makes this principle clear: 'We do not follow philo
sophy, but the word of God. [...] We listen to the voice of nature so long as it is 
not against its Author'."^ The final arbiter is Scripture. 

Peter Martyr considers that the doctrine of predestination leads us to the 
glory of God, since it denies the Pelagian exaltation of human merit in favor of 
divine grace. It should not be treated as a doctrine that may be omitted, but as 
an indispensible one: 'For Martyr, the great themes of Protestant theology, sola 
fide and soli Deo gloria, find their logical culmination in the doctrine of predesti
nation.'"' This doctrine also gives comfort to the believers, since it teaches the 

37 ANDERSON, 'Word and Spirit', 200. 
38 ANDERSON, 'Romans', 414. 
39 According to Pighius, the Protestant doctrine of justification by faith alone is 'teaching that 

God saves and redeems through Christ the Savior by faith alone Justification and salvation are 
simply free and to be accepted as a certainty by the believer.' In his following discussion of this 
doctrine, Pighius suggested that love justified rather than faith because love is superior to 
faith as a theological virtue. Peter Martyr saw through the implications of this assertion, that a 
man must be perfect before he could be justified. See ANDERSON, 'Romans', 416-417. 

40 Peter Martyr, Romanes, p. 396', recited from ANDERSON, 'Romans', 417. 
41 'All our knowledge is either revealed or acquired In the first case it is Theology, in the other 

Philosophy'. See 'Introduction to the Commentary on the Nicomachean Ethics' in PhW. 
42 PhW, xxxviii. 
43 CS, 130. 
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certainty of their salvation not from their own feeble strength but from the 
unshakable decree of God. Thus this doctrine leads us to trust in God and to a 
great consolation. This is one of the important reasons that Peter Martyr was 
willing to teach the doctrine of predestination. 'Martyr defended predestinati
on because it was a great consolation'."" 

(2) Peter Martyr, as evaluated by John Calvin 
Considering the supposed antithesis between Calvin and Peter Mart}^ in the 
Armstrong-Donnelly thesis, this evidence by Anderson is significant. If Calvin, 
a man of penetrative insight, had noticed the dangerous Scholastic element to 
the Reformed theology, he might have remarked on the matter. In the 45 let
ters that they wrote to each other from 1533 to 1562, however, we can only 
find complete trust of the Genevan Reformer m this Italian Reformer. Ander
son points out that Calvin's invitations of Peter Martyr to Geneva were full of 
confidence in the latter's prudence and ability. Calvin made an offer that if 
Martyr left Zurich for Geneva, he and Peter Martyr might share in the bibhcal 
lectures, or even 'I will resign the whole task to you, so far as your convenience 
will permit' (in the letter of 31 January 1557). In May 1558, Calvm urged Martyr 
again to join him at Geneva so that he might profit from Martyr's exegeses, 
especially on Genesis and on the Prophets."^ This also shows the mutual 
agreement of Calvin and Peter Martyr in their fundamental theological positi
on, as we can see Peter Martyr's praise of Henry Bullinger for the Consensus 
Tigunnus, which was drawn up by Calvin and Bullinger in November 1548 and 
printed in 1551. Peter Martyr prayed that God would make the agreement of 
faith between the two leading Reformed cities perpetual."^ Calvin was unspa
ring in his praise of Peter Martyr's teaching of the Lord's Supper,"^ and Peter 
Martyr expressed his agreement with Calvin on the union with Christ in the 
letter of8 March 1555."* 

(3) The identification of Scholastic elements in Peter Martyr's theology 
As a result of the controversy between Donnelly and Anderson, considerable 
agreement resulted on the humanistic and biblical orientation of Peter Martyr. 
However, they were still disagreeing over the character and importance of the 
Scholasticism that Peter Martyr had incorporated into his theological thought. 

44 PMRE, 218 For Anderson's dealing with Peter Martyr's doctrine of predestination, see 211-218 
45 ANDERSON, Theologian', 60 Also see his book PMRE, 216-217 
46 ANDERSON, 'Theologian , 44 
47 'He [Oecolampadius] was succeeded by Bullinger, who performed the task with equal felicity 

The whole was crowned by Peter Martyr, who has left nothing to be des i red ' CALVIN, Tracts 
Containing Treatises, 535 Recited from ANDERSON, 'Theologian', 56 

48 ANDERSON, 'Theologian', 56 
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As we saw above, Donnelly understood the scholastic element as the most cha
racteristic feature of Peter Martyr that made him 'proto-Calvinist Scholastic.' 
Anderson, to the contrary, tends to devalue the importance of the Scholastic 
element in this 'Scholar of Christ.' 

First of all, Anderson paid attention to the very fact that Peter Martyr him
self set significant limitations to the use of the philosophical categories. As we 
recognize the distinction between form and content of Peter Martyr, Anderson 
thought that the interpretative problems could be resolved. 'No matter how 
similar his patterns of thought may be to Aristotelian categories or indeed his 
view of man to Thomistic psychology, Vermigli himself drove a wedge between 
the motives of ethical philosophy and the gospel of salvation by faith alone.'** 
Anderson asserted that Scholasticism was nothing more than a methodology 
for Peter Martyr, which did not affect the content of his Reformed theology. 
This methodology was an effective tool by which Peter Martyr could explain 
his Reformed theology clearly against the errors of the Roman Catholic, the 
Anabaptist, and the Lutheran. The clarity of the writings of Peter Martyr was 
recognized not only by his friends but also by his opponents. Beza, confused at 
Bucer's diffuse style and tedious explanation of the Eucharist, preferred the 
'more clearer and certain' writings of Peter Martyr. And Cornelius Schulting, a 
Catholic writer in 17* century, compared Peter Martyr with Calvin. While the 
latter's biblical commentaries and Institutes are rather tortuous, in Peter Mar
tyr's Commonplace there is great perspicuity of diction.^° Thus, with the Scho
lastic method, thus, Peter Martyr made himself more lucid and clearer to his 
contemporaries. This 'Scholasticism' of Peter Martyr was significantly different 
from that which Luther detested as an invention of the devil. 'Those who recall 
Luther's dictum that at Wittenberg Aristotle is everywhere heading for a fall, 
may be surprised to learn that in Martyr's view. Scholastic method aids the 
scholar to set forth his views in a plain way.'^' For Peter Martyr, scholasticism 
was a useful and necessary tool for ascertaining the scope of Scripture, but only 
a tool. 

There is thread of connections between Anderson and Richard Muller in 
this position. Muller asserts that 'Scholasticism' has been misunderstood as a 
particular philosophy, or a form of rationalism that places reason prior to faith, 
philosophy prior to Scripture in the list of criteria for theology. As a result. 
Scholasticism has been defined as by nature 'decretal' and deterministic.^^ And 

49 ANDERSON, 'Humanist', 83. 
50 ANDERSON, 'Scope and Clarity', 89-90. Concerning the clarity of Peter Martyr's exegesis, Ander

son suggests the clear Christological scope of this Reformer's hermeneutic as another source. 
51 ANDERSON, 'Scope and Clarity', 89. 
52 See MULLER, Scholasticism, 1-8. 
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this term has been frequently connected and identified with Reformed Ortho
doxy. However, on the basis of historical reseach, Muller tries to re-define the 
term 'Scholasticism' to distinguish it from 'Orthodoxy.' According to Muller, 
'Scholasticism' is a particular 'method' in teaching or writing, whereas 'Ortho
doxy' indicates a specific attitude toward the content or substance of teaching 
and writing. The methodological understanding of Scholasticism can be easily 
found in the theological writings of the 16* and 17* century Protestants, and 
Muller presented us two examples. There was noted three methods or approa
ches to theology: Catechetical or Systematical, Scholastical or Controversial, 
and Textual. The orthodox theologians of the late 16* and 17* centuries used 
this Scholastical method both in their expositions and in the defense of Ortho
doxy. The methodological use of Scholasticism finds solid confirmation in Peter 
Martyr through the general concern for clarity, precise definition, and the 
logical presentation of argumetation in his writings. His use of syllogism, scho
lastic terminology, and Aristotelian causality can be also understood as such. 
Therefore, as Simler informs us, Peter Martyr at Padua 'greatly loved and es
teemed Aristotelian philosophy for its method and because it had fewer errors 
than did the other schools of philosophers'." 

Anderson firmly holds to his position that Peter Martyr's theology was a ca
se of 'Aristotehan method but Christian content.' According to him, the use of 
the Aristotelian categories did not affect the marrow of Peter Martyr's theolo
gy. As McLelland points out, Anderson cannot concede this position to Donnel
ly in the controversy, since he understands 'the Reformation as in essence a 
revival of biblical theology, regardless of the philosophical or humanistic tools 
used to express the Gospel'.^" For that reason, Anderson finds it a fitting re
mark that Peter Martyr named himself'Scholar of Christ.'" 

Augustinian Synthesis of philosophy and theology - McLelland and F.A. James 

McLelland has a positive appraisal of the relation between philosophy and 
theology in Peter Martyr's theological thought; '[T]he first is grounding and 
supporting the second while the second governs the use of the first.'̂ ^ On the 
basis of Peter Martyr's positive use of the Aristotelian and Thomistic heritage 
in his theology, McLelland evaluates the case for labeling Peter Martyr as 'Re
formed Aristotelian.'" From that point, McLelland continues to explain what 

53 LLS, 15. 
54 MCLELLAND, 'Stranger' . 
55 ANDERSON,'Romans', 419. 
56 PhW, XXI 
57 PhW, xxi-xxii. 'Drawing on this rich heritage, Martyr does not shrink from the subtleties of 

syllogistic reasoning, rational demonstration, analogical predication, or a complex epistemol-
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kind of Aristotelianism Peter Martyr met during his eight years at the Universi
ty of Padua: 'Martyr seems to have emerged from Padua v^ îthout succumbing to 
Genua or to Scotism, endorsing Thomistic theory while acknowedging the 
'popular Aristotelism' based upon the practical rather than speculative works -
the Ethics and Politics rather than the Physics and Metaphysics. This was the sort 
of philosophy that Martyr helped introduce into the Reformed school; in fact it 
simply reflects the general antimetaphysical bent of the Renaissance.'^* In 
connection with the focal point of the controversy, that is, the character of 
scholasticism of Peter Martyr in his theological thought, McLelland surveys the 
concepts of 'Scholasticism' of Jacob Burckhardt, Thomas Aquinas, Calvin, Bu-
cer, and Peter Martyr. McLelland wants to emphasize continuity rather than 
discontinuity in the historical process and the harmonious co-existence of 
scholasticism and humanism: 'Bucer was a Dominican and therefore a Thomist; 
yet his subsequent Humanism did not destroy his 'scholastic' nurture but hel
ped direct it into more biblical and pragmatic ways.'^' Peter Martyr is indeed 
Scholastic in the use of Aristotelian logical categories for his argument. Fur
thermore, Scholasticism is an important characteristic in the biblical writings 
of Peter Martyr.^° However, there is still very reasonable hesitation to say that 
scholasticism should be the primary characteristic of his theology, because 
Peter Martyr 'regards revelation as the proper limitation of reason.'^' 

Peter Martyr welcomed Aristotelian philosophy as an efficient or useful tool 
both in logic and in ethics. The scholasticism of Padua, however, had a signifi
cant implication of humanism. It was not the speculative works of Aristotle but 
the treatises on man in society that aroused Peter Martyr's interest, such as the 
Ethics, Politics, and Rhetoric. 'Now this Aristotle shows the marks of the Renais
sance concern for human values, for man's chief end and the means of attai
ning it. If it is a new scholasticism it is equally a humanism.'" From the detailed 
information on the Italian period of this Reformer provided to us by McNair, 
we know that Humanism and Scholasticism co-existed in the University and 

ogy. He IS painstaking in arranging argument and counterargument [. ], he organizes his ar
guments in syllogistic form [...] and mounts them according to the Philosopher's fourfold cau
sality [...]; for Vermigli as for Aquinas, grace does not destroy nature but crowns it [...]. So far 
the case for labeling Vermigli as Reformed Aristotelian seems clear. But there is more to con
sider, as we argue below.' 

58 PhW, XXVI. 
59 PhW, XXX. 
60 KiM, Method, 49. 'While neither Bucer nor Calvin used scholasticism as an element of their 

exegesis, for Vermigli it is one of three significant exegetical characteristics. This use of scho
lastic methodology made him distinct from other contemporary Reformers like Bucer or Cal
vin.' 

61 PhW, xxii. 
62 MCLELLAND, 'perfecting', 573. 
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monastry of Padua. Though it was not the mainstream, the Humanistic intel
lectual current was always close at hand to Peter Martyr in this period. 

In his more recent writings on this Reformer, McLelland adheres to his ori
ginal opinion that Peter Martyr 'is Patristic in a profound sense.' This does not 
mean, however, that Peter Martyr ascribed an autonomous or independent 
authority to the Patristic sources. In the use of the Fathers, just as Calvin, sola 
scriptura was consistently the first and foremost principle of Peter Martyr: the 
subject-matter of theology was not the Patristic text but Scripture; doctrines 
should be out of Scripture, and the Fathers may be read 'with judgement.' The
refore, the Fathers cannot be appealed to as the authoritative interpreters of 
obscure parts of the Scripture as the Romanist claims. There are labyrinths in 
the Fathers. Like other Reformers, Peter Martyr distinguished the Patristic 
tradition from the Ecclesiastical tradition. He regarded the Patristic tradition 
as worthy of greater trust than the Ecclesiastical tradition, because the Fathers 
of this tradition lived in purer times. Especially the anti-Pelagian writings of 
Augustine was the 'summus theologus' for Peter Martyr." 

On the primary characteristic of Peter Martyr's theological background, 
McLelland's position can be summarized as follows: 'In my opinion, Peter Mar
tyr remains essentially Augustinian in theology, so that his attitude toward 
philosophy is seen to be a form of Aristotelianism measured and controlled by 
a scriptural and theological standard.'^" 

Through his work on Peter Martyr's doctrine of predestination, Frank Ja
mes shows that Augustinianism is the deep and wide river for this Italian Re
former in which the tributaries of Humanism and Scholasticism converge. 
Methodologically, James understands the doctrine of the 'double' predestinati
on as the characteristic feature of Peter Martyr's theological thought and 
searches for the origin of this doctrine. For the ultimate origin of this doctrine, 
James mentioned the Scripture and Augustine and emphasized Gregory of 
Rimini rather than Thomas Aquinas as its medieval bearer of this influence 
upon Peter Martyr's reflections. After setting forth the results of his study, 
James not only proposes considerable amendments to Donnelly's view, but also 
brings schola Augustiniana moderna into sharp relief as a key part of Peter Mar
tyr's entire theological contribution. 

It is said that Peter Martyr came over the Alps 'ready-made'; however, was 
the formation of his theological thought in Italy truly 'independent' from all 
influence of other Reformers? As the result of the intensive study of the Scrip
ture at Naples, Peter Martyr came to a profound recognition of 'errors and 
abuses in the church' and it was that which prompted him to read the writings 

63 VWG, 2 6 7 - 2 7 1 . 
64 PhW, XV. 
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of the northen Reformers. It is certain that the reading of the writings of the 
Reformers enabled him to abandon ItaÜan evangehsm and instead embrace 
Protestantism. However, James pointed out that Peter Martyr's doctrine of 
double predestination was remarkably different from that of the Reformers 
Zwingli and Bucer whom he had already read in Naples. By analysing the doc
trine in Zwingli's De providentia Dei James concludes as follows: (l) It is clear 
that both Reformers taught double predestination; (2) A comparitive analysis 
shows, however, that Peter Martyr arrived at his doctrine from a significantly 
different direction, through the biblical exegesis, and not from Seneca and 
Stoicism as Zwingli did; (3) The core of the Zwinglian divergence from Peter 
Martyr lies in the fact that, for Zwingli, gemina praedestinatio is pars providentia; 
(4) Perhaps the greatest difference between the two Reformers is Zwingh's 
vision of the elected pagans." 

Conclusion 

Considering the 'enormous complexity' of the intellectual influences upon 
Peter Martyr, as well as his 'influence on subsequent Reformed theology'", I 
agree with James that 'one cannot fully understand Reformed orthodoxy wit
hout taking cognizance of the Scholastic, Humanist and Augustinian strains in 
the thought of Peter Martyr Vermigli.'̂ ^ So what was it that made this Refor
mer from Italy distinct from other Protestant theologians, not only the Luthe
ran but also the Reformed? What is the crucial intellectual background that 
made Peter Martyr show his own colours even in the doctrines of the Predesti
nation and Justification? According to James it is his profound biblical orienta
tion. This, he explains in the preface to the recent translation of Peter Martyr's 

65 JAMES III, ;bid., 222. 
66 MULLER, Development, 86. 'It has become increasingly clear as scholars have investigated the 

thought of contemporaries of Calvin, such as BuUinger, Musculus, Vermigli, and Hypenus, tha t 
the forms, patterns, and contents of later Reformed theology cannot be traced solely or even 
primarily to Calvin in all cases. Thus, Calvin evinced a considerable distaste for the concept of 
divine permission or divine permissive willing, yet in the thought of Vermigli, Bullinger, Mus
culus, and even Calvin's own successor, Beza, and the scholastic Zanchi, the concept of divme 
permission was integral to the explanation of how God was not the cause of human sm Inas
much as this explanation is the standard one among the Reformed orthodox, we must recog
nize that Calvin exerted a less than formative influence on this aspect of the doctrines of 
providence and predestination.' Accordingly, Peter Martyr's mfluence should be reevaluated 
upwards 

67 JAMES III, 'Crossroads', 78. 
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two loci on Predestination and Justification, is wjat gave his theology such a 
different colour.^* 

I also agree with the assertion that Augustinianism was the mainstream for 
this Italian theologian, because Peter Martyr tried to defend his bible-oriented 
doctrines especially with the writings of the Fathers, who had been also pro
foundly oriented to the same Word of God. And Augustine was the most out
standing among those Fathers, the one Peter Martyr utilized in defence of his 
Reformed position. The following study on the use of the Fathers by Peter Mar
tyr in his writings of the Lord's Supper will provide some precious insights into 
this Reformer's actualization of the patristic tradition for the Reformed doctri
ne of the Lord's Supper. 

There could, of course, be other influences upon this Italian Reformer. For 
example, we can think of the influence of Christian Hebraism, in terms of 
which Peter Martyr is evaluated as 'unquestionably more able an Hebraist than 
his fellow Reformers Calvin, Oecolampadius and Zwmgli.'^' From the next 
chapter, we shall survey his Eucharistie teaching in chronological order, as we 
consider the various influences on his thought in their turn. And finally, from 
this study of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his Eucha
ristie treatises, we will then be able to more precisely identify the intellectual 
origins of this learned Reformer. 

2. A Survey on the Eucharistie Controversies in the Early and Medieval 
Churches 

In study on Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his Eucharis
tie treatises against the Romanist and the Lutheran theologians, it is helpful to 
survey the roots of the Eucharistie controversies at that time. In this second 
part of the first chapter, therefore, I survey the notable controversies on the 
Eucharist from the Early Church through to the Medieval Church, to the eve of 
the Reformation. With this preparatory historical survey of the dispute, I hope 

68 PJ, xii-xiii. 'It may sound obvious from the distance of nearly five centuries, but Vermigli, 
while clearly indebted to Luther, was not a Lutheran on the matter of justification, nor for that 
matter, many of his Reformed colleagues such as Calvm, Bullinger, and Bucer. The doctrinal 
divide that became apparent over time was evident early on in Vermigli's doctrine of justifica
tion. [...] If one had asked Peter Martyr how he would like to be remembered, he might have 
pointed to his Bible and stated that he wanted only to promulgate the teaching of Scripture ' 

69 KIM, Ibid., 42. A literal and historical interpretation of the texts concerning the sacraments in 
the old Testament period, with his considerable knowledge of Christian Hebraism, could have 
influenced Peter Martyr's understanding of the New Testament texts concerning the Lord's 
Supper. 
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that the historical position of Peter Martyr in his Eucharistie controversies can 
be better understood. 

2.1. Eucharistie Teachings in the Early Church 

In terms of 'controversy', we can say that the Early Church did not know the 
violent disputes on the Eucharist that were to erupt in later times. According 
to J.J. von Allmen, there were no violent controversies or notable heresies con
cerning the Eucharist during the first millennium.^" This does not mean, howe
ver, a unity in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the Early Church. 
Confessional division and strife concerning the sacrament existed before the 
early Medieval Eucharist controversies of the ninth and eleventh centuries.^'J. 
Reumann tries to find the picture of the doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the 
Early Church between these two contrary views: von Allmen's idyllic descripti
on and Conybeare's notion of bloody and doctrinally disciplinary battles.'^ 
There were certainly diverse views and teachings on the Eucharist until the 
first notable Eucharistie controversy in the ninth century, but at the same time 
there was not an official and exclusive doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the 
Early Church. In this age the diverse Eucharistie doctrines co-existed rather 
peacefully, compared with later ages. 

The Apostolic Fathers and the Apologists 

One of the earliest sources about the Eucharist of Christian Church is Didache, 
which was known as the 'Teaching of the Twelve Apostles' dated around the 
beginning of the second century. Here the Lord's Supper is described definitely 
as 'thanksgiving' ('eucharistia'), which then became the most commonly used 
name for the Supper for centuries. In this connection, Gerard Rouwhorst indi
cates that there were at least two distinctive types of Eucharist celebration in 
this period: 'When one looks at the relevant sources - scarce though they are -
one rather finds that at least two types of Eucharist celebration existed in the 
period in question. On the one hand, there was indeed one type which was 
strongly rooted in the institution accounts. [...] On the other hand, however, it 
is extremely curious that in early Christian sources one encounters allusions to 
and descriptions of ritual meals that apparently also should be considered as 

70 VON ALLMEN, Supper, 16. 

71 REUMANN, Supper, 55. Reumann mentions Conybeare's study on the transubstantiation debate 
from the fourth century, with the following remark: 'Thus the sacrament which was intended 
to be a bond of peace, became a chief cause of dissension and bloodshed, and was often dis
cussed as if it were a vulgar talisman.' (Encyclopaedia Bntamca [1910]: 9,872). 

72 REUMANN, Ibid., 55. 
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eucharistie celebrations, but which in no way create the impression of having 
been directly modeled after the example in the accounts of the institution"^ In 
the description of the Lord's Supper in Didache, however, there is no such word 
of 'institution', which was regarded as crucial to the Eucharist by the later 
theologians. Or it is also possible that the Eucharist of the Didache was not the 
type that followed the pattern of the accounts of the institution which, accor
ding to Rouwhorst, before the second century was celebrated only once a ye
ar/" It may be that the 'agape' meal of 1 Corinthians 11 was not yet clearly 
differentiated from the Eucharist in the times of the Apostolic Fathers." 

From the period of the Early Church, the Lord's Supper was regarded as an 
important instrument for the salvation of the body and soul of the believers. 
Most of the Fathers in the second or third century understood the presence of 
the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper somewhere between the two 
extremes of symbolism and real presence. Among the orthodox Fathers the 
Alexandrians - Clement and Origen - stood close to the symbolism, while Iga-
natius of Antioch and Justin Martyr came close to the idea of substantial chan
ge of the elements of the Eucharist.^^ It should be mentioned that the 'liturgical 
recollection' ('anamnesis') of Christ is fundamental to Justin's 'realistic' doctri
ne: 'But in the act of remembrance the worshiping congregation believed 
Christ himself to be present among them.'" From his prescription that the 
Eucharist is the Body of Christ and thus only the faithful could take it and that 
it may not be held in contempt, we can see an 'impetus' for a strong realistic 
interpretation of the presence of Christ in the elements.^' But we cannot say 
that Justin's doctrine of the real presence was the same kind of the 'real' pre
sence that we can see after the ninth century. In Justin Martyr's description on 
the celebration of the Lord's Supper, the connection between the Eucharist and 
the Incarnation of Jesus Christ and his remarks on the 'change' and 'assimilati
on', and also his use of the term 'offering' or 'sacrifice' are noteworthy for the 
following developments in the Eucharistie theology; however, in the context of 
Justin Martyr's original text they are not so clear to explain in terms of the 
later interpretations on the change and sacrifice in the Lord's Supper.^' It is 

73 ROUWHORST, 'Bread and Cup', 24. 
74 ROUWHORST, Ibid., 25. He relates the Eucharist celebration of the Last Supper to the early Chris

tian annual Passover celebration. 
75 REUMANN, Ibid., 56. 'The agape or meal, often m the evening and already subjected to strictures 

m 1 Corinthians 11, increasingly disappeared from the scene. While Ignatius (Smymaeans S) 
and the letter by Pliny to Trajan early in the second century refer to it, Justin Martyr does not. 
By the time of Cyprian the Eucharist was separate.' Also see ROUWHORST, Ibid, 29. 

76 PELIKAN, Catholic Tradition, 167. 
77 PELIKAN, Ibid., 168. 
78 ROUWHORST, Ibid., 33. 
79 VAN 't SPIJKER, Brood en Beker, 71. 
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noteworthy that this emphasis upon the Eucharist as a medium for salvation 
was closely connected with the Christian life of love and faith. In this regard, 
Justin's controversial words about 'transmutation' can be understood as mea
ning the transformation of the human body through the gift of immortality.*" 
And the celebration of the Lord's Supper according to Justin Martyr is clearly 
distinct from the Didache in many ways, and it is said that the classic type of 
Eucharist celebration came about with this view of the celebration." 

In the letters of Ignatius of Antioch, who suffered the martyrdom around 
the year of 115, the Eucharist is emphasized as the flesh of our Savior Jesus 
Christ who was suffered for our sins and was resurrected by the goodness of 
God the Father. By his 'realistic' remark on the Eucharist as a 'remedy for im
mortality', the function of the Eucharist as a medium for eternal life was consi
derably underlined.*^ In his letter to the Tralians, however, Ignatius compared 
faith and love to the body and blood of Jesus Christ, by which we must refresh 
ourselves: '...I desire the 'bread of God', which is the flesh of Jesus Christ, who 
was 'of the seed of David', and for drink I desire his blood, which is incorrupti
ble love.'*^ Thus, his allusion to the 'magical medicine' (that is, Eucharist as 
remedy for immortality) ought to be understood figuratively. This does not 
support so strongly the interpretation that Ignatius was a 'realist' in the doc-

80 PEUKAN, Ibid., 169, 'The much-debated words of Justin about the "transmutation" [...] takmg 
place m the Eucharist may be a reference either to the change effected in the elements by 
their consecration or to transformation of the human body th rough the gift of immortality or 
to both. ' 

81 ROUWHORST, Ibid., 30-31. 'One of the things which immediately attracts our attention is the 
service of the word at the beginning. [...] it is further remarkable that Justin, when he speaks of 
the bread and cup/wine, adheres to the succession of the accounts of the institution (first 
bread, then cup), [...] The ritual pattern which had now arisen will form the foundation for all 
later developments and one will rather easily trace the pattern of Justin's celebration in the 
Mass of the middle ages and post-Tridentine period, in the Roman Catholic Eucharistie cele
bration from after Vatican II, in the Eucharistie celebrations of various Eastern churches, and 
in the order of service for the celebration of the Supper in most churches which arose from the 
Reformation.' 

82 VAN 't SPIJKER, Ibid., 70. VAN GENDEREN seems to interpret this realistic remark of Ignatius as a 
metaphor as with A. Adam en others: 'Zoals een geneesmiddel dient tot herstel van de gezond
heid van een zieke, helpt het avondmaalsbrood a h.w. tegen de dood. Het avondmaal is een 
middel om tot het eeuwige leven te komen. Dat heeft niets te maken met een magische wer
king van het sacrament. Het is geen tovermiddel ' ' But van Genderen recognizes the fact that 
this Apostolic Father's remark could be used by the later theologians as meaning the real 'phy
sical' remedy for immortality: 'De woorden van Ignatius konden een eigen leven gaan leiden en 
een uitgangspunt vormen voor opvatting waarin het sacrament een echt fysiek 'medicijn der 
onsterfelijkheid' zou worden.' 

83 JONES, Presence, 30 This reference to Christ's love, says Jones, excludes an absolutely literal 
interpretation of Ignatius' doctrine of the Lord's Supper, in spite of his strong realistic lan
guage. 
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trine of the Lord's Supper.'^ As with Justin Martyr, the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper in Ignatius' writings could avoid the 'dual fitfalls of cannibalism (strict 
realism) and subjectivism (symbolism).'̂ ^ 

The doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the writings of Clement of Alexandria 
and Origen was expressed predominantly in 'symbolic' language, but they did 
not deny the 'real presence' of Christ's body and blood in the Eucharist: 'If you 
go up with him (the Lord) to celebrate the Passover, he gives you the cup of the 
new covenant; he also gives you the bread of blessing. In short, he gives you 
the gift of his own body and his own blood.'̂ ^ Both of them identified the eu
charistie elements with Christ's body and blood. 

In the Apostolic Tradition by Hippolytus we can find a liturgical development 
of the Lord's Supper unto the end of the second century. According to this 
transmitter of the Christian tradition of the old church of Rome, the celebrati
on of the Lord's Supper consists of an 'introductory dialogue' between bishop 
and congregation, a 'thanksgiving', the 'words of institution' of the sacrament, 
'anamnesis' (remembrance of the death and resurrection of Christ), and the 
'epiklese'(prayer for the work of Holy Spirit), and a 'doxology.' There are many 
similarities between this Hturgy of Hippolytus and later liturgies of the Mass, 
but there are also considerable differences in the understanding of those con
stituent parts: first, Hippolytus called the bread and wine as the offering of the 
holy church; second, in the prayer there was no asking for the change of the 
Eucharistie elements into the body and blood of Christ; third, the 'institutional 
words' was not a separate formula but a part of the whole text that emphasized 
the remembrance of the sufferings, death and the resurrection of Christ.*' 

Growing Realism in the Eucharistie teachings 

Irenaeus, bishop of Lyon, wanted to refute the Gnostic error of separating the 
spiritual and the material realms by the sacramental practice and teaching of 
the church. In his Eucharistie teaching, the concept of the Eucharist as an offer 

84 'Here, Ignatius' allusion to the immortality drug should not be pressed to make Eucharistie 
doctrine: such a drug figures in the story of Isis and the resurrection of Horus, and here it is 
not so much the eucharistie bread, as the obedience of gathering in one assembly under one 
bishop, that makes the bread-breaking medicinal. Ignatius similarly uses the metaphor of poi
sonous herbs for heresy, and that of a consecrated altar for the bishop and the apostolic ordin
ances.' HALL, 'Institution' , 424-425. 

85 JONES, Ibid., 30. 
86 JONES, ibid., 31. With this citation from Ongen, Jones tries to show the general tendency of the 

Fathers in these centuries that they avoided the two extremes of bare symbolism and strict 
realism. Not only Justin Martyr and Ignatius on the one hand but also the two Alexandrian Fa
thers on the o ther hand did not fall into one or the other extreme. 

87 VAN't SPIJKER, Ibid., 72-73. 
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became clearer: through the prayer for the work of the Holy Spirit, the bread 
and wine receive the Word (the Logos) of God and become the Eucharist, the 
body and blood of Christ. The change of the earthly reality of the bread and 
wine into the heavenly reality of the body and blood of Christ is for Irenaeus 
out of question: 'For as the bread taken from the earth, when it has received 
the consecration from God, is no longer common bread but is the Eucharist, 
which consists of two realities, earthly and heavenly; so also our bodies, when 
they receive the Eucharist, are no longer corruptible, but have the hope of the 
resurrection into eternal [life].'̂ ^ Through the 'epiklese' the heavenly reality 
becomes a 'real presence' to the Eucharist.*' 

However, Irenaeus was not so different from other Fathers in avoiding the 
two extreme views of crass realism and bare symbolism. And it is the same case 
in the Eucharistie writings of Origen, Serapion, Gregory of Nyssa, Cyril of Je
rusalem, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and John Chrysostom, where the 'growing 
realism' in the Eucharistie teaching in the third and fourth centuries can be 
seen. Although their remarks on the change of the Eucharistie elements into 
the body and blood of Christ through the Holy Spirit can be understood more 
properly as a 'functional' change, the massive 'realistic impression' of those 
remarks especially to the later generations can not be denied.'" In relation to 
this, the term 'sacrifice' came to have a more specific meaning in the Eucharis
tie teaching of Cyprian, the first Father who expounded something like a the
ory of the eucharistie sacrifice:'^ The priest makes a sacrifice in the Eucharist in 
the place of Christ, following the work that Christ had done. The Eucharist 
became the 'sacrifice' that those 'priests' offered.'^ Although this Father did not 
have such an idea of 'repeating' Christ's sacrifice in his mind nor any idea 
about the 'change' of the Eucharistie element, a theory of a 'Eucharistie offe
ring' appeared with his teaching, which shows the very realistic viewpoint of 
this Father.'^ 

88 PELIKAN, /bid., 167 
89 VAN 't SPIJKER, Ibid., 73-74. 
90 For the characteristic features of them, see, VAN 't SPIJKER, (bid., 74-77 Not only for the later 

theologians but for themselves, those 'realistic' remarks on the change were not merely figura
tive. 'Het is evenals bij Cynllus van Jerusalem en bij Theodorus van Mopsuestia een verander
ing in dynamisch-functionele zin. Maar dat is voor deze theologen een ontzaglijke realiteit.' 
/bid., 76. 

91 KELLY, Doctnnes, 215. 
92 KELLY, Ibid., 215-216 According to Kelly, the key-thought of Cyprian's doctrine of the Lord's 

Supper IS that ' the eucharist should exactly reproduce Christ's action and intention at the Last 
Supper.' And it is clear to Kelly that this Father 'conceived of the eucharistie sacrifice as pos
sessing objective efficacy.' See also REUMANN, /bid., 56. 

93 VAN 't SPIJKER, /bid., 83. 'Uitdrukkingen als "offeren van het bloed van Christus" en "drinken 
van het bloed van Christus" wijzen op een realistisch s tandpunt . Bij Cypnanus komt een soort 
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Eucharistie Teachings and the Christological Controversy 

One of the common features of the Eucharist doctrines in this period is that the 
Fathers used the accepted teachings on the Lord's Supper to defend their posi
tions in the Christological disputes, especially m relation with the two natures 
in Christ, which was the greatest subject of the controversies. So, there were 
many who wrote on the Eucharist, but very few works considered the Lord's 
Supper specifically by itself. Notable among those Fathers who used the Eucha
ristie teachings in the controversies on the two natures in Christ are Cyril and 
Theodoret: the former, to underline the unity of the two natures in Christ 
against the Nestorian heresy, while the latter, sought to correct Cyril's excessi
ve emphasis upon the unity of the two natures against the Eutychean heresy. 
And it was Cyril who made a significant contribution to the idea of 'real chan
ge' in the Lord's Supper, by his emphasis upon the 'life-giving and transfor
ming power' of salvation in Christ that could be conveyed by the Eucharist. 
According to his understanding of the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John, 'the 
body given in the Eucharist could not be life-giving unless it become "the very 
flesh of the Logos who gives life to everything." The body received in the Eu
charist was like a "vivifying seed", by which the communicant was intimately 
joined with the Logos himself and made to be like the Logos, immortal and 
incorruptible.'^" 

Eucharistie Teachings of the Fathers and the Influence of Platonism 

To understand the patristic teachings of the Eucharist properly, it is necessary 
to consider the Platonist view of 'nature' in their understanding of the Lord's 
Supper. The distinction between 'what is sensed' (the sign) and 'what is real' 
(the signified) in the Lord's Supper is a significant key for understanding the 
patristic teachings of the Lord's Supper. For example, in his answer to the 
question about the relation between the historical and the eucharistie bodies of 
Christ, Augustine made use of the dualistic scheme in order to affirm the real 
and true presence of Christ's body and blood in the eucharist as well as the 
distinction between the two bodies of Christ.̂ ^ Likewise, when Tertullian called 
the bread a figure or symbol of the body of Christ, the relation between the 
symbol (bread) and the reality (the body of Christ) was not understood as sepa-

theorie van het eucharistisch offer op. Van een verandering van de elementen in het hchaam 
en bloed van Chnstust weet hij echter met.' 

94 PELIKAN, Ibid., 238. 
95 JONES, Ibid., 40. 'To be succinct, Augustine believed that Christ's body was present in the eu

charist as ad modum Ideae. That is, Christ's body was present in the eucharist somewhat m the 
same way that the Platonic Idea was present m the phenomenon. ' 
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rate as it is today.'^ And also, Cyril's clear distinction between what is sensed 
and what is real in the Eucharist should be understood in the light of Platonic 
way of thought. It helps us understand more properly the 'kind' of change of 
the eucharistie elements that the ancient Fathers had in their minds when they 
spoke about the change of elements in the Lord's Supper. We should be careful 
to interpret their words literally, without any consideration of the Fathers' 
dualistic approach to the presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper. The 
tension between the physical and the spiritual, the visible and the invisible, the 
sign and the signified, made some Fathers adopt a more realistic understanding 
of the presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper, and others to 
accept a spiritual interpretation of the eucharistie presence. However, if we 
consider the mfluence of Platonistic way of thinking upon the Fathers, the 
strong contrast in the Middle Ages between those who accepted Ambrose's 
sacramental realism and those adopting Augustine's sacramental symbolism'^ 
may have arisen from a misunderstanding of the common Platonist 
background to the Eucharistie teachings of the Fathers. Whichever way it went, 
it was very difficult for the later theologians to maintain the patristic tension 
between the sign and the signified in the Lord's Supper: 'In one sense both the 
Medieval and the Reformation formulations of Christ's eucharistie presence are 
merely footnotes to the inability of sacramental theology to hold this correla
tion together."' 

Ambrose and 'Realism' 

Significant progress toward the realistic understanding of the presence of 
Christ's body in the Lord's Supper was made in the eucharistie theology of the 
fourth century. Particular moments in the rite of the Lord's Supper, such as the 

96 VAN 't SPIJKER, Ibid., 80-82. 'Tertulhanus noemde tiet brood een figuur of symbool van het 
lichaam van Christus. Maar symbool en werkelijkheid staan met tegenover elkaar [...] In de ou
de zin van het wjoord kan een symbool zijn wat het betekent . Volgens Tertullianus represen
teert Christus zijn lichaam door het brood. Het is echter moeilijk vast te stellen, wat dat 
inhoudt. Waarschijnlijk is representeren bij Tertullianus meer dan voorstellen en minder dan 
tegenwoordig doen zijn. Het is een sacramentele tegenwoordigheid waarvan geen nadere ver
klaring gegeven wordt.' 

97 SASSE, Body, 24 In relation with the Eucharistie controversy between Radbertus and Ratramnus 
in the ninth century, Sasse points out that Ambrose and Augustine were the two great authori
ties behind the controversy. 'Two great authorities stand behind the disputants of the ninth 
century, as behind all discussions of the sacrament m the Middle Ages: Ambrose and Augus
tine. Ambrose is the great authority for the sacramental realism which prevailed more and 
more in the following centuries. Augustine is the father of tha t spiritualistic understanding of 
the sacrament ' 

98 JONES, Ibid., 41. 
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invocation of the Holy Spirit and the recitation of the words of institution, 
became connected with the presumed change of the eucharistie elements. In 
the West, it was Ambrose that made the connection of the eucharistie change 
especially to the recitation of the institutional words of Jesus: 'At the consecra
tion this bread becomes the body of Christ. [...] How can something which is 
bread be the body of Christ? Well, by what words is the consecration effected, 
and whose words are they? The words of the Lord Jesus. All that is said before 
are the words of the priest. [...] But when the moment comes for bringing the 
most holy sacrament into being, the priest does not use his own words any 
longer: he uses the words of Christ. Therefore, it is Christ's word that brings 
this sacrament into being."' Through the consecration of the priest who speaks 
the institutional words of Christ in His name, the bread and wine of the Eucha
rist are changed in nature into the body and blood of Christ. Before the conse
cration the elements are called otherwise, but after the consecration they are 
called as the body and blood of Christ. This kind of emphasis upon the role of 
the words of Institution can be also found in John Chrysostom and Cyril,̂ °° but 
the Eastern Fathers had an eye on the role of the Holy Spirit in the Lord's Sup
per. In the West, however, the Ambrosian emphasis upon 'the divinely prescri
bed formula spoken by the celebrant, and the change effected by divine power, 
gradually became conceptualized in the doctrine of ex opere operato.'^°^ 

Although Ambrose did not say something about the way of change of the 
elements, it is generally accepted that Ambrose believed the change to be a real 
one. And, his strong emphasis upon the Institutional words of Jesus as the 
dramatic moment of the eucharistie change^°^ surely encouraged the tendency 
toward objectivism, the belief that the eucharistie elements became the very 
body and blood of Christ by some miraculous change. At least, Ambrosian tea
ching on the real presence of Christ with his strong remark on the Eucharistie 
change marks a significant phase in the development toward the Eucharistie 
dogma of transubstantiation in the Middle Ages.'°^ 

99 JONES, /bid, 50-51. About Ambrose's role in this movement toward objectivism, Jones says, 
'Predominantly through the influence of Ambrose, who provides us in De Mystems and De Sa-
cramentis the earliest eucharistie liturgical texts in Latin that we possess, the conversion of the 
elements was effected by the Words of institution.' 

100 JONES, ;bid., 51. 
101 JONES, /bid., 52. 
102 'Ambrosius von Mailand, der seinen Katechumenen ein mit dem spater in Rom belegten Text 

fast voUig identisches Formular erklart, ubergeht jedenfalls fast alle diese Aussagen und stellt 
in den Mittelpunkt seiner Katechesen die Wandlung von Brot und Wein durch das Wort Christi 
[.. ], das dem Wort der Schopfung gleich i s t ' KRETSCHMAR, 'Abendmahl', 82. 

103 VAN 't SPIJKER, /bid., 84. 'De Ambrosiaanse leer van een transfiguratie door middel van de conse
cratie is wel een belangrijke fase in een ontwikkeling die uitloopt op het middeleeuwse dogma 
van de transubstantiatie. ' 
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Augustine and 'Spiritualism' 

The distinction between signum and res in the Lord's Supper is regarded as the 
greatest contribution of Augustine to the development of the eucharist theolo
gy: 'Drawing from Neoplatonism as well as Origen and the Alexandrians, Au
gustine concluded that a sacrament was a sacred sign that evoked a religious 
reality of which the sign is its image.'^°'' Augustine's view of the ascension of 
Christ according to the Apostolic Creed reinforced his distinction: he taught 
that the historical body of Christ is in the heaven, at the right hand of God the 
Father. The sacrament of the body of Christ is 'in a certain way' {secundum 
quendam modum) the body of Christ. The ascension of Christ marked His bodily 
absence and at the same time the distinction between the historical and the 
eucharistie bodies.^°^ Therefore, the bread and wine in the Eucharist is not 
identical with the body and blood of Christ. Christ's presence in the Lord's 
Supper in not according to His body but according to His majesty. It is true that 
Augustine believed the real and true presence of Christ's body and blood in the 
Lord's Supper, but considering his distinction between signum and res, his idea 
about Christ's presence was ad modum Ideae. By use of the Platonist dualism, 
Augustine distinguished between the historical and the eucharistie bodies of 
Christ. Those who participate in the Eucharist faithfully with their hearts up
ward to seek the Head of Church {sursum corda) receive the effect of the sacra
ment. Those others without faith eat only the signs of the sacrament. With his 
definition of 'sacrament', Augustine confirms the effect of the Eucharist, the 
union with Christ and with the saints: what is sensed (the Eucharistie elements) 
is intended as spiritual food for the faithful, namely, what is real (the body of 
Christ). 

It is not valid to suggest that Augustine's view is merely 'symbolistic', be
cause the relation between what is sensed and what is real in his thought is 
very much closer than we think today."^ This 'spiritualistic' view of Augustine 
on the Eucharist was based upon the Lord's teaching in John 6 °̂̂  and therefore 

104 JONES, Ibid , 38. 
105 JONES, Ibid., 40. 
106 'Man wurde Augustin voUig milSverstehen, wenn man seme Satze an den mittelalterlichen und 

reformatorischen Kontroversen zwischen Vertretern einer 'realistischen' und einer 'symbolis-
tischen' Abendmahlslehre miKt. Alle Wahrheit ist fur den Menschen auf Erden nach unserem 
Kirchenvater nur im Zeichen greifbar. Die Wahrheit und Gultigkeit das eucharistischen Ge-
schehens standen dem Afrikaner fest, aber es ist nicht die Wahrheit der Inkarnation oder der 
verheiKenen Zukunft, sondern die Wahrheit christlicher Existenz als Leben m der Kirche, im 
Leibe Christi.' KRETSCHMAR, ibid., 83 

107 VAN 't SPIJKER, Ibid., 89. 'Het neoplatonisme heeft de thelogie van Augustinus niet in elk opzicht 
nadelig beïnvloed en de controverse met de Donatisten heeft zijn blik gescherpt. Maar de 
voortdurende bezinning op de bijbelse boodschap verklaart veel meer. Hij was diep onder de 
indruk van de wfoorden van Jezus in Joh 6 ' 
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it was very influential with the Reformers who wanted to be faithful to the 
fundamental principle of sola scriptura. 

The Eucharist and the Christian Life in the Patristic Doctrines of the Lord's 
Supper 

In accordance with the Apologists in the earlier period, the Fathers continued 
to emphasize strongly the close relationship between the Eucharist and the 
christian life of faith and love. This was so central to the Fathers that the Eu
charist was very often connected to, or even identified with, the Christian life. 
The rival bishops, John Chrysostom and Cyril shared the common emphasis 
upon the 'fellowship nature' (koinonia) of the eucharist, in spite of the theologi
cal and church-political differences between Constantinople and Alexandria. 
Both Chrysostom and Cyril affirmed the 'dual understanding of the unity of 
communicants in Christ and unity of communicants with one another through 
Christ.'^"' 

We can see some typical examples of such connection in Augustine's com
mentary on John 6, where this Father identifies faith and love with the Eucha
rist itself: 'Therefore, the Lord, who was about to give the Holy Spirit, said that 
he himself was the bread which has come down from heaven, encouraging us 
to believe in him. For to believe in him is to eat the living body. He who belie
ves eats; he is nourished invisibly because he is reborn invisibly.'^"' And also, 
'Accordingly, he says, "The Words that I have spoken to you are spirit and life." 
For we have said, brothers, that the Lord had shown, in the eating of his flesh 
and the drinking of his blood, that we abide in him and he in us. But we abide 
in him when we are his members; but he abides in us when we are his temple. 
But that we may be his members, unity joins us together. That unity may join 
together, what causes it except love?'"" 

However, the shift of emphasis from 'koinonia' to the ritual elements of the 
bread and wine in the Lord's Supper in the very times of the Fathers witnesses 
to the strong tendency toward realism about the presence of Christ. In the 
eucharistie writings of Theodore of Mopsuestia (c.350-428), for example, 'the 
communal symbols of eating and drinking are replaced by univocal drama of 
passion and death.'^" 

108 JONES, Jbid., 42-43. 
109 AUGUSTINE John , 260. 
no AUGUSTINE, Jbid., 281. 
Il l JONES, fbid., 45. 



34 Scripturae et Patrum Testimoniis 

Summary 

In the Early Church there were no such noteworthy controversies on the Eu
charist as in the Middle Ages and the times of the Reformation. It does not 
mean, however, that there was a unified doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the 
Early Church. In spite of a number of common themes in the Fathers' eucharis
tie writings, there was not a common theology of the Lord's Supper. 

One of the notable things in this period is the gradual ascendancy of the re
alism about the presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper. In 
spite of Augustine's 'spiritual view' of the sacrament, which found an echo in 
the writings of Isidore of Seville,"^ the following centuries witnessed the as
cendancy of the realism over against the spiritualism: Gregory the Great (590-
604) and the Venerable Bede in the seventh century were the champion of the 
realistic understanding of the presence in the West, while the eucharistie doc
trine of John of Damascus, which dominated the Eastern Church from the 
eighth to the fifteenth centuries, clearly taught the change of the 'image' of the 
body and blood of Christ into the body and blood of Christ Himself, after the 
consecration by the power of the Holy Spirit."' 

2.2. Eucharistie Teachings of the Medieval Church 

The two characteristic features of the Eucharistie doctrine of the Medieval 
church are (l) that the concept of the Eucharist was changed from the action of 
thanksgiving {gratiamm actio) to the good grace itself {bona gratia); (2) and that 
the the doctrine of the real presence of Christ's body by the transubstantiation 
became more and more dominant."" These features have become more and 
more apparent from the teachings of Lanfranc, Guitmund and Alger m the 
twelfth and thirteenth centuries. And they came to be an orthodox doctrine of 
the Church, through the decree of the Council of Lateran IV that was concer
ned with the change of the Eucharistie elements ('transubstantiation'). The 
decree of the Council of Trent can be regarded as the confirmation of the syn
thesis of Thomas. When H. Sasse talks of the three short decisions concerning 

112 JONES, Ibid., 61. 'Reflecting an Augustinian theology of sacrament, which would later be appro
priated by Radbertus Maurus, Ratramnus, and Paschaisus Radbertus, he [Isidore] used spiritua
listic categories to convey realistic concepts.' 

113 JONES, Ibid., 60-62. 
114 ISERLOH,'Abendmahl', 89 Also see JONES,/bid., 69 'Beginning with the controversy of the ninth 

century and continuing through the fifteenth century, the eucharist would be interpreted al
most exclusively from the viewpoint of real presence and the manner of its accomplishment. 
Although other explanations of Christ's Eucharistie presence were permitted, this period wit
nessed the triumph of the doctrine of transubstantiation and the concept of substantial pres
ence.' 
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the Eucharist doctrine of this period, he represents almost the same opinion: 
'One may say that the doctrine on the Lord's Supper is the only dogma that the 
Medieval Church produced. This dogma is contained in three short decisions: 
(a) in "Ego Berengarius" of 1079, (b) in the "Caput Firmiter", the Creed of 1215, 
and (c) in the decision on the communio sub una of the Council of Constance in 
1415. These three documents belong together. They are the fruit of an amazing 
work done by scholastic theology for centuries, as well as the preparatory work 
for the final definition of the Roman Catholic doctrine on the sacrament which 
was to be rendered by the Council of Trent.'"^ 

However, as Jones mentioned, there were various teachings on the Eucha
rist m this period which broke out, not only in the two Eucharistie controver
sies in ninth and eleventh centuries but also in the decrees of the Councils 
down to the fifteenth century. In spite of the official decisions of the Church, 
there was 'diversity within a movement towards Lateran IV and Thomas 
Aquinas' as well as different interpretations about Christ's presence and the 
sacramental change after the Thomistic synthesis. For example, Peter of Capua 
in the thirteenth century posited three different views of Christ's presence in 
the Lord's Supper - consubstantiation, annihilation (or succession) and tran-
substantiation - none of which he regarded as officially approved as an article 
of faith. These three 'opinions' could find their advocates still in the fifteenth 
century."^ But the victory of the Realism or the 'substantial' concept of Christ's 
eucharistie presence over against the 'ecclesial' concept of Christ's eucharistie 
presence was evident through the two Eucharistie controversies in the Middle 
Ages. 

The First Eucharistie Controversy: Radbertus and Ratramnus 

During the transitional period from the Early Church to the Medieval Church, 
there came out very little theological writings, let alone works concerned with 
the Eucharist. A noteworthy tendency in this period is that the liturgical lan
guage of the Eucharist would determine the doctrine of the Lord's Supper: 'it 
was eventually "rule of prayer" that was to "lay down the rule of faith" in the 
area of eucharistie doctrine.'"^ The concept of the 'Eucharist as sacrifice' be
came so firmly embedded in the medieval church, that there was an argument 

115 SASSE,/bid., 18. 
116 JONES, Ibid., 72. 'Throughout the Middle Ages these three theories of Christ's real presence in 

the euchanst received support. [...] Although Thomas' refined and celebrated version was soon 
to follow, advocates of all three positions could still be found through the fifteenth century.' 

117 PELIKAN, Medieval Theology, 78-79. 'Not what the fathers had said about the eating and drinking 
of the body and blood of Christ, but what they had said about the sacrifice of the Mass would 
determine the teaching of the church also about the presence.' 
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for the Mass by saying, 'even if it were not mentioned anywhere at all in the 
ancient Scriptures, the authority of the universal church, which is evident in 
this practice, must not be regarded lightly.'"^ Criticism evoked by the distinc
tion of three different kinds of bodies of Christ, proposed by Amalarius of Metz 
(d.ca.850), betrayed this tendency toward the realistic idea of the eucharistie 
presence.'" Although there were theologians who still put emphasis upon the 
spiritual understanding of Christ's body in relation with the Lord's Supper'^°, 
the tendency of realistic interpretation of the eucharistie words prevailed 
among most medieval theologians. 

Another significant feature of the background was the increasing impor
tance of the Lord's Supper in Christian and civil life in the empire of Charle
magne. Rosamund McKitterick points out the crucial role of the Eucharist in 
the reform program of the Carolingian renaissance: 'The motives for the re
markable liturgical activity in the ninth century are quite clear, and they are 
those of the Carolingian reform programme generally; the extirpation of paga
nism, promotion of unity, the proclamation of Christianity, and above all, the 
instruction of the people. The liturgy was one of the most crucial elements in 
the shaping the Prankish society.'"' It was emperor Charles the Bald who read 
Radbertus' Eucharistie treatise and asked Ratramnus to write a treatise on the 
same subject. 

Radbertus 

Paschasius Radbertus wrote a treatise on Eucharist in 831, Liber de corpore et 
sanguine Domini, for the education of the monks in Corbie. This treatise is eva
luated as the 'first systematic treatment of the doctrine of the eucharist inde
pendent of its liturgical context and the first document that directly focuses on 
the elements of bread and wine."^^ In this treatise Radbertus dealt with the 
questions about the relation between the eucharistie body of Christ and the 
historical body of Jesus, the relation between the sacramental signs (bread and 
wine) and the realities, the difference in the sacramental elements before and 

118 PELIKAN, Ibid., 80. 
119 PELIKAN, Ihid., 78. According to Amalarius, the body of Christ is triform: first, the holy and 

immaculate body, assumed from the Virgin Mary; second, the historical body that walked on 
the earth; third. His body in the sepulcher. Radbertus and Florius were among the critics of 
such distinctions about Christ's body. 

120 For example, Gottschalk of Orbais (d ca.868) said that at nos qui sumus corpus Chnsti sumamus 
corpus Chnsti, which clearly distinguished a 'natural ' sense from a 'special' sense of the word 
' the body of Christ.' PELIKAN, Ibid., 78. 

121 MCKITTERICK, Frankish Church, 154 
122 JONES, /bid., 73. 
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after the consecration, and the 'real presence' of Christ's body in the Lord's 
Supper in spite of the fact that the Lord's Supper is celebrated as various places 
at the same time. In his answers to these questions, Radbertus insisted on the 
identity between Christ's eucharistie body and the historical body of Jesus. And 
this identification of the two kinds of bodies of Christ determined his answers 
to the other questions concerning the Lord's Supper.^" 

His strong emphasis upon the real presence of Christ's body in the Lord's 
Supper was coupled with the crude stories of miracles that were contained in 
the second edition of the treatise of 844. With his emphasis on the real presen
ce, Radbertus insisted on the change of the signs after consecration. After the 
recitation of the institutional words, the eucharistie elements became 'masks 
that veiled the sacramental truth of Christ's flesh and blood on the altar.'"* 
About the manner of real presence, which was a hard question about the multi-
presence of Christ's body in the numerous Eucharistie tables at the same time, 
Radbertus appealed to the power of the Holy Spirit, who makes mystery of the 
sacrament."^ 

Radbertus sent a copy of his treatise to Emperor Charles the Bald for his co
ronation. The new emperor found this eucharistie treatise of Radbertus exces
sively realistic and he requested Ratramnus, a monk of Corbie, for a less 
offensive view of Christ's real presence in the Lord's Supper. 

Ratramnus 

Ratramnus also wrote an Eucharistie treatise under the same title as that of 
Radbertus. Unlike his abbot, Ratramnus regarded the two major questions 
concerning the doctrine of the Lord's Supper - first, the nature of the presence 
in the Eucharist, and second, the relation of the eucharistie body of Christ to 
the historical body of Christ - not as 'two versions of the same question' but as 
two distinct questions."^ So, the request of the emperor was divided by 
Ratramnus in his treatise into following two separate questions: 'The first ques-

123 'Paschasius Radbertus [..] hatte in der 831 verfaKten und 844 veroffenthchten Schrift De corpere 
et sanguine Dommi die Emheit des eucharistischen und des historischen Leibes Christi betont: 
Non alia caro quam de Maria nata [Kein anderes Fleisch als das von Maria geborene]. ' ISERLOH, 
Ihid., 90. Also see PELIKAN, /bid., 75. 

124 JONES, Ihid., 75. 
125 'Es geht beim Sakrament urn Wirklichkeit in mysterio, d.h. im Zeichen oder Bild. Weil es sich 

nicht schickt, dal? Christus mit den Zahnen verzehrt werde, so woUte er, daK diese Brot und 
dieser Wein im Mystenum wirklich zu seinem Fleisch und Blut durch die Konsekration des Hl. 
Geistes in Macht geschaffen wurde [. ] Wahrhaftig nennt er kem anderes, sondern das wirklich 
Fleisch und das wirkliche Blut, wenn auch mystisch.' ISERLOH, /bid., 90-91. 

126 PELIKAN, /bid., 75. This distinction is evaluated as 'characteristic' of Ratramnus' way of argu
ment. 
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tion concerned "whether there is present in the consecrated elements some
thing which faith alone can recognize, something secret and veiled in mys
tery." The second question concerned "whether that something is the very 
body of Christ which was bom of Mary, suffered, died, was buried, rose, ascen
ded into heaven and sits at the right hand of the Father.'""' 

In connection with the first question, Ratramnus firmly believed a sacra
mental and real presence of the body and blood of Christ under the veil of 
bread and wine: 'If there is nothing changed then there is nothing here other 
than what was here before. But there is something else, because the bread has 
become the Body and the wine the Blood of Christ.'"* However, what Ratram
nus had in his mind with this sacramental change is not corporeal, but a spiri
tual one."' 

Ratramnus clearly stated the distinction between the eucharistie body and 
the historical body of Christ in his answer to the second question: 'The histori
cal body was properly called "the real flesh of Christ", the eucharistie body 
"the sacrament of that real flesh". Thus there was truly "a great difference" 
between the two bodies, and "they are not the same."'"° His concept of a 'sa
cramental' and real presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper made Ratramnus 
distinguish between the eucharistie body of Christ and the historical body of 
Jesus. It is sure that Ratramnus confirmed the change of the eucharistie ele
ments and thereby he endorsed the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist, but 
he could not identify the two bodies of Christ as the same, because such identi
fication would destroy the mystery of a sacrament. 'For if that mystery is cele
brated under no figure at all, it is no longer properly called a mystery.'"' 

Therefore, we can see the significant difference between Radbertus and 
Ratramnus in terms of their different definition of ftgura and res. Ratramnus 
regarded the fundamental distinction between the signs and the signified as 
indispensable to the mystery of the sacrament. And he did not think that such 
a distinction would preclude Christ's real presence in the Lord's Supper. For 
Ratramnus, the signs in the eucharist are the bread and wine and the signified 
(or reality) is the historical body and blood of Christ, who is now in the heaven 
after His Ascension. For Radbertus, however, the Eucharist itself was the signs 
and at the same time the signified: 'To be quite precise and complete, one had 
to say that the Eucharist was "properly called 'reality' and 'figure' at one and 

127 JONES, Ibid., 76. 
128 JONES, Ibid., 76. 
129 'Da wir an Brot und Wein keine Veranderung feststellen, kann die Umwandlung nicht leiblich, 

sondern nur geistig [spmtuabter] geschehen sein; sie muK daher als bildhaft \figurate] vollzogen 
abzeichnet werden.' ISERLOH, /bid., 91. 

130 PELIKAN, Ibid., 77. 
131 JONES, Ibid., 11 
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the same time," since its appearance was that of bread and wine but its true 
reahty was that of the body and blood of Christ [ .]The color and taste of bread 
and wine were not changed; but this was merely "the figure of bread and wi
ne", and what was in fact present after the consecration was "nothing other 
than the flesh and blood of Christ"' "^ 

The abbot and the monk of the same abbey agreed on the real presence of 
Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper, but they disagreed on the identi
fication of the two bodies of Christ - eucharistie and historical. From the sote-
riological standpoint, the difference between Radbertus and Ratramnus 
consists in the way we could make contact with the life-giving body of Christ in 
the Lord's Supper. For Radbertus, this contact happens through the change to 
the elements into the real body and blood of the risen Christ, who was born of 
Mary, suffered death, and was resurrected But Ratramnus emphasized the role 
of faith in our contact with the real body and blood of Christ in the Eucharist. 
'Let it not be thought that in the mystery of the Sacrament the body and blood 
of the Lord Himself are not taken by the faithful, for faith receives what it be
lieves, not what the eye sees.'"^ 

This Eucharistie controversy is significant because it raised some important 
points that confronted those debating the various doctrines of the Lord's Sup
per in subsequent controversies However, this was not such a violent 'contro
versy' as those which followed there was neither condemnation nor 
accusation during their lifetime The abbot and the monk continued to live 
together in the same abbey of Corbie after the controversy. The unity as well as 
the difference between Radbertus and Ratramnus should be underlined Rad
bertus rejected 'manducatio impiomm' in spite of his utter realistic view of the 
Eucharistie change. Ratramnus used the term 'mutatio' to denote the spiritual 
change of the elements.^^'' 

It was the teaching of Radbertus that became popular and dominant in the 
subsequent periods Radbertus was esteemed by later theologians as 'the most 
diligent of investigators of the divine Sacrament and the catholic expositor' 
and his Eucharistie works were cited as a standard authority on Eucharist the
ory and practice; meanwhile the name of Ratramnus was largely forgotten, and 
in connection with the Berengarian controversy he was finally condemned by 
the synod of Vercelli in 1050."^ His treatise was placed on the Index in 1559 
which was only removed in 1900.''^ 

132 PELIKAN, Ibid, 76 
133 JONES, Ibid, 76 
134 SASSE Jbid , 24 
135 PELIKAN Ibid, 186 
136 JONES, Ibid, 79 
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The Berengarian Controversy 

The second Eucharistie controversy in the Middle Ages was considerably diffe
rent from the first one: it lasted almost thirty years, and several councils were 
convened to deal with this controversy, and Berengar was forced to recant his 
views. The term 'controversy' is indeed appropriate to describe this Berengari
an Controversy and its impact upon the later development of the Eucharistie 
doctrine was enormous/^'' 

Since the Radbertus-Ratramnus controversy, the Eucharist became the 
most important medium for salvation thanks to the popular idea that the body 
and blood of Christ is presented in the sacrament: 'The "reality of the body" of 
Christ offered up as a sacrifice in the Mass set it apart from all the other sacra
ments. All the sacraments, including the Eucharist, were means of grace to the 
recipient; the Eucharist alone was not only a sacrament, but also a sacrifice.'̂ ^* 
The body of Christ was understood in the following three ways: Christ's body 
(l) in human form, (2) in the Sacrament, and (3) in the Church. Most of the 
theologians in these times regarded the first and the second kinds of Christ's 
body as identical, due to the strong prevailing influence exercised by Radber-
tus' view of Christ's presence in the Eucharist. 

At a times when the 'realistic' view of Christ's presence in the Eucharist 
prevailed, Berengar objected to crucial points of the popular view of the Eucha
ristie doctrine: he denied the contention that the body of Christ in the Lord's 
Supper is the same body of historical Christ. And accordingly he rejected the 
concept of transubstantiation. On the ground of the patristic teaching and of 
the Eucharistie doctrine of Ratramnus, Berengar 'campaigned against the iden
tification of the bread and wine in the Eucharist with the historical body and 
blood of Christ.' This is one of the most central themes in the Eucharistie doe-
trine of Berengar."' 

Like Ratramnus, Berengar made a distinction between the real presence of 
Christ's body and blood in the eucharist and the change of the eucharistie ele-

137 ELWOOD, Broken, 13. 'A ninth-century dispute between the monks Paschasius Radbertus and 
Ratramnus, both of Corbie, was settled in favor of a reahstic conception of the presence of Chr
ist's body in the elements consecrated by the priest, but it produced no definitive statement by 
the church, and as a consequence its impact on religious life was relatively limited. More im
portant for further developments in the conception of the eucharist was the controversy tha t 
followed upon the publication of the sacramental ideas of Berengar of Tours.' 

138 PELIKAN, Ibid., 188. 
139 PELIKAN, Ibid., 192. 'In one of his earliest public statements he argued that "the fathers proclaim 

that the body and blood are one thing and the sacraments of the body and blood are some
thing else " In his major work, the treatise On the Holy Supper, his campaign against the identi
fication of the bread and wine in the Eucharist with the historical body and blood of Christ 
became central. ' 
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merits: they are two separate issues. And also in agreement with the monk of 
Corbie, Berengar thought that the real presence of Christ's body and blood 
could be affirmed without the physical change of the elements, which he oppo
sed on the philosophical and theological grounds: philosophically, the substan
tial or physical change violates the principles of nature; theologically, the 
change undermines the doctrine of Christ's Ascension and His parousia."° As 
P.H. Jones says in his evaluation of Berengar's contribution to the development 
of the eucharistie doctrine, we can find a clear parallel between this medieval 
theologian and the Reformers: 'Although his protest hardly restrained the 
crude realistic language of his contemporaries, if forced successive generations 
to formulate a sounder philosophical theory. In particular, his criticism of 
substantial conversion anticipated later criticism of transubstantiation.'^*^ 

To the eyes of his adversaries, Berengar's position was a re-interpretation 
of the Eucharistie teaching of Ratramnus, which they regarded not only as a 
threat to the orthodox authority (of Radbertus) but also as a threat to salvation 
itself The very life-giving body should be present in the Lord's Supper, becau
se, according to them, the physical (or natural) contact with the body of risen 
Christ is indispensable to salvation. Berengar's teaching denied this 'physical' 
presence of Christ's body in the Eucharist, a serious error in the eyes of his 
adversaries. And it is noteworthy that some significant arguments for the tran-
substantiation and multipresence of Christ's body in the host, came from their 
refutation of Berengar's Eucharistie teaching."^ 

The fact that Berengar had to recant his doctrine of the Lord's Supper at 
two different councils of Rome"^ shows the predominance of Radbertus' realis
tic view of the eucharistie teaching: 'Radbertus came to be celebrated as "the 
most diligent of investigators of the divine Sacrament and its catholic exposi
tor," and he went on being cited as a standard authority on eucharistie theory 
and practice. The name of Ratramnus, on the other hand, had largely passed 
into oblivion.'̂ "" It is Ambrose among the Fathers who was the most important 
authority for Radbertus in the Eucharistie doctrine. Appeals to this Father 

140 JONES, ;bid., 81-82. 
141 JONES, Ibid., 83. 
142 Among the adversaries, for example, Guitmund and Lanfranc defended the real presence of 

Christ's body in the Lord's Supper by the concept of 'substantial transmutation' {mutationes 
substantives). And Guitmund asserted also that the whole Body of Christ exists in every part of 
the host, and the simultaneous presence of Christ's body in many places. See, ISERLOH, ibid., 92. 

143 First at Rome in 1059 under pope Nicholas II, and twenty years later again in Rome under pope 
Gregory VII. At both of the synods Berengar was required to recant his own view and sign the 
'orthodox' confession of faith about the Lord's Supper, which begins 'I, Berengar' About this 
historical process, see PEUKAN, Ibid., 186-188; JONES, Ibid., 79-81. 

144 PELIKAN, /bid., 186. 
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became a commonplace in the Berengarian controversy.^"^ Berengar also appe
aled to Ambrose, in order to show that the context of Ambrosian doctrme of 
the Lord's Supper does not support the adversaries of his position. But his pru
dent interpretation of Ambrose was not properly considered by the 'realist' 
theologians of the day because 'the identification of the two bodies of Christ, 
eucharistie and historical, was already a given for most theologians.'"^ Beren-
gar's rational argument was overwhelmed by the general concept of 'sacra
ment as miracle.' They appealed to the omnipotence of God in cases where 
Berengar's objections proved difficult, such as the distance between the right 
hand of God in heaven and the Eucharistie tables."' 

Cardinal Humbert of Silva-Candida made a confession in the Synod of Rome 
of 1059 in order to settle the Berengarian controversy. It became a very noto
rious document of Church history because its interpretation of Christ's presen
ce was crudely physical, a 'blunder' that needed efforts over hundreds of years 
to make it consistent with Christian tradition."^ About twenty years later Be
rengar was required to recant once again, this time of what he had asserted in 
his De sacra coena, in which he repudiated the absurdities of physical presence. 
This second statement that begins with 'Ego Berengarius' is considerably more 
moderate in the use of 'carnal expressions' by comparison with the first 'Ego 
Berengarius' of twenty years earlier. However, Berengar was still forced to con
fess that the historical body of Christ is present in the Eucharist after the con
secration: 'I, Berengar, believe [...] that the bread and wine which are placed 
upon the altar are by the mystery of the sacred prayer and the words of our 
Redeemer substantially changed into the true and real and life-giving flesh and 
blood of Jesus Christ our Lord, and that after the consecration there is the true 
body of Christ which was born of the Virgin and which hung on the cross as a 

145 PELIKAN,/bid., 193. 

146 PELIKAN, Ibid., 193. 'What the catholic faith holds, what the holy church faithfully teaches' was 
that ' the very body of Christ that the blessed Virgin bore [.. ] this very body, I say without any 
doubt, and no other, we now receive from the holy altar.' [Petr. Dam. Serm.45 PL 144:743]. 

147 PELIKAN, Ibid., 194. 'Even in his days on earth, the body of Christ had not been subject to the 
limitations of space, but had, through its union with his divinity, transcended the laws of na
ture; so it did also by being present in the Sacrament. After the ascension, the flesh of Christ, 
which has been exalted by God above all creatures [...] is present everywhere, wherever it 
pleases, through the omnipotence that has been given to it in heaven and on earth ' 

148 JONES, Ibid., 80. 'This confession is shocking for at least two reasons. First, its condemnation of 
Berengar's symbolic teachings illustrates the extent to which the category of sign had been 
rendered invalid for interpreting sacramental reality. Second, its explicit materialistic lan
guage, particularly the use of the word sensualiter, illustrates the extent to which real pres
ence had become identified with sensory presence. The preservation of orthodoxy and the 
protection of Eucharistie real presence were thought to require the affirmation of physical 
p resence ' 
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sacrifice for the salvation of the world and which sits at the right hand of the 
Father'"' 

We can find the influence of Aristotelian philosophy in this statement, 
which in the long run could make it possible to 'assert a real presence of the 
Lord without insisting on a sensible presence.'"" Although the expression in 
this statement was not so crudely 'physical' as that of 1059, the idea of the real 
corporeal presence of Christ in the Eucharist was not changed, as we see that 
this statement demands a substantial change of the Eucharistie elements into 
the body of Christ in proprietate naturae et ventate substantiae. In this sense this 
declaration of 1079 on the Eucharist could be regarded as a prototype of the 
official dogma of transubstantiation of 1215."^ 

The Aftermath of the Berengarian Controversy 

The Berengarian controversy gave rise to serious consideration about the sa
crament of the Lord's Supper. It was recognized that sufficient attention had 
not been given to the Eucharistie questions that Berengar had raised to defend 
his view and to contradict his adversaries. Since the Berengarian controversy, 
therefore, theologians tried to explain the important issues concerning the real 
and corporeal presence of Christ's body in the Eucharist - such as sacrilege, 
breaking the one body of Christ into numerous pieces, the autonomous effect 
of the Eucharistie sacrament, the manducatio impiorum, and so on. Intensive 

149 JONES, Ibid., 80. 
150 PELIKAN, /bid., 202-203. 'wha t now gave the term "substance" an increasingly specific meaning 

was the expansion of philosophical learning, which "took place partly through a more general 
distribution and use of sources that had hitherto been known very little, partly through the 
translation of philosophical authors who had been unknown until now."' 

151 VAN 't SPIJKER, Ibid., 93-94. 'Deze tweede formulering is met zo grof als de eerste, maar daarom 
niet minder realistisch. Dat brood en wijn volgens de verklaring die Rome in 1079 eiste, sub
stantieel veranderen m het eigenlijke lichaam van Christus, betekent dat de leer van de we
zensverandering door de consecratie het in de elfde eeuw feitelijk al gewonnen heeft, al 
dateert het officiële dogma van de transsubstantie van 1215.'; Pelikan says the same thing 
about the historical significance of Beregarian controversy: 'It was necessary to believe, m the 
words of Berengar's recantation of 1079, that the bread and wine "are substantially converted" 
into the very body of Christ That became the accepted way of describing the change: "not in a 
phantasy, but substantially"; "earthly substances [...] are changed into the essence of the 
Lord's body"; "the substance of the bread is changed into the substance of the flesh of Christ." 
[...] Three-fourths of a century later, the Fourth Lateran Council m 1215 promulgated the dog
ma that "the body and blood [of Jesus Christ] are truly contained in the Sacrament of the Altar 
under the outward appearances of bread and wine, the bread having been transubstantiated 
into the body and the wine into the blood." [...] Even after the upheaval of the Reformation, 
the Council of Trent in 1551 reaffirmed transubstantiation with the statement: "This change 
[of bread and wine into body and blood] has conveniently and appropriately been called tran
substantiation by the holy catholic church.'" in PELIKAN, Ibid., 203-204. 
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occupation with the doctrine of the Lord's increased the importance of the 
Eucharist significantly, so that this sacrament became equal to the sacrament 
of baptism, which was traditionally considered as the most important of the 
sacraments since the Early Church, or even more important than the baptism 
as media gratiae}^^ 

In the following centuries, two dominant interpretations arose of the Be-
rengarian controversy, especially about the conciliatory 'Ego Berengarius' sta
tement of 1059. The first group of theologians adhered to the conservative and 
extreme realistic interpretation of 'Ego Berengarius'. Guitmund of Aversa(d.ca. 
1095), a monk of Bee and student of Lanfranc, was a major opponent of Beren-
gar as his teacher had been. And he is considered as the theologian, from whom 
almost all elements of the later dogma, except only for the very word 'transub-
stantiation', originated.^^' He definitely rejected all the theories that contradict 
the real conversion of the Eucharistie elements, and thereby he paved the way 
to the new dogma of transubstantiation. Thus, Guitmund is evaluated as the 
one, whose contribution to the development of Eucharistie doctrine far out-
weights those of the other opponents of Berengar.^'* An outstanding develop
ment toward the 'objectivity' of the grace in the Lord's Supper in the twelfth 
century can be seen in the doctrines oiexopere operato and concomitance. The 
opponents of Berengar wanted to emphasize the object value of the Eucharist, 
so that they insisted that 'the sacrament of the Lord's Supper was effective ex 
opere operato, through the performance of the objective rite, and was not effec
tive ex opere operantis, through the agency of the dispenser.'"^ Concerning the 
doctrine of concomitance, they believed that the change of the bread and wine 
into the body and blood of Christ takes place when the priest recite the words 
'This is my body'. 

As early as in the first decade of the twelfth century there appeared an out
spoken advocate for the doctrine of the transmutation of the Eucharistie ele
ments. Alger, canon of St. Lamberts in Liege, argued that the appearance of 
bread and wine were sheer illusion, and digestion of the bread and wine cannot 

152 PELIKAN, Ibid., 205. 'Although this period, then, continued to teach that "without the faith 
[conferred] in baptism, the other sacraments are annulled", the re appears to have been a shift 
in emphasis from baptism to the Eucharist, such that one could perhaps call baptism funda
mental but no longer central, at least not so central as it had been. [...] Of the two, however, 
the Eucharist was "the greater" and was "not only on a par with baptism, but its foundation 
and its completion". Baptism was carried out " through nothing more than the invocation of 
the Trinity", but the Eucharist was "confected by the very Logos of God."' 

153 PELIKAN, Ibid., 203 'When "accidents" also became part of the standard vocabulary, with the 
treatise of Guitmund, the way was prepared for the definitive s ta tement of the doctrine of the 
real presence, which took the form of the dogma of transubstantiat ion. ' Also see SASSE, Ibid., 38. 

154 PELIKAN, Ibid., 195, 
155 JONES, ibid., 88. 
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naturally occur, since there is no substance left to undergo such a change. Like 
Guitmund of Avera, Alger believed the omnipresence of Christ's body on the 
ground of Christ's omnipotence: 'In heaven and on earth he can be corporeally 
present everywhere, in whatsoever way it may please him - contrary to the 
nature of flesh - always the same and entire.'^^' 

By the mid-twelfth century, the real change of the Eucharistie elements in
to the body and blood of Christ was accepted by most of the theologians.^" And 
the theologians in the Council of Lateran IV of 1215 officially used the term 
'transubstantiation' in a decree against the anti-materialistic thought of the 
Cathars, who in the eleventh and twelfth centuries were very influential in the 
Southern France and Northern Italy. The Cathars seemed to appeal to the ar
guments of Berengar to defend their Eucharistie doctrine. The decree of La
teran IV, therefore, can be regarded as an official endorsement of the 
conservative realistic view of Christ's presence in the Lord's Supper, against 
the Ratramnus-Berengarian doctrine of the Eucharist."' 

The second group of theologians, however, found themselves uneasy with 
the literal meaning of 'Ego Berengarms.' Guibert, abbot of Nogent-sous-Coucy 
near Laon from 1104-1124, and his monks who are known as the 'Laon School' 
did not receive 'Ego Berengarius' nor Guitmund's mterpretation of it. They could 
not accept the idea that the glorified body of Christ can be subjected to change, 
and so they made a clear distinction between the Eucharistie elements and the 
real body of Christ: only the species is crushed, divided in parts, consumed or 
eaten by mice, while Christ's body remains incorruptible and indivisible."' 
Hugh of St. Victor, who worked from 1127 to 1142 at the University of Paris, 
wanted to remove 'any thoughts of sensual involvement by the Lord in the 
Eucharist from the minds of his students.' About the physical presence of 
Christ's body in the Eucharist, Hugh taught his students to seek the bodily 
presence of Christ 'in heaven.' His presence in the Lord's Supper is a 'spiritual' 
one: 'The invisible things of God can only be believed, but cannot in any way be 
comprehended.'^^" Hugh regarded the spiritual union with God as the most 
important thing in the Eucharist, and for the right understanding of the Eucha-

156 JONES, Ibid., 99. 
157 JONES, Ibid., 89. 
158 VAN 't SPIJKER, ibid., 94. 'Na de veroordeling van Berengarius van Tours heeft het nog meer dan 

een eeuw geduurd, voordat de transsubstantie tot dogma wrerd verklaard. De term 'transsub
stantiatie' werd in het midden van de twaalfde eeuw al gebruikt en raakte spoedig in zwang.' 
And Also see SASSE, Ibid., 41. 'It was finally dogmatized in that passage of the "Caput Firmiter" 
of 1215, [...] Henceforth this dogma was the answer to the question as to how the doctrine on 
the Real Presence as established by "Ego Berengarius" was to be understood.' 

159 In this connection, Guibert postulated threefold significance of the 'sacrament': 'as an oath, as 
a thing that has been consecrated, and as a mystery.' PELIKAN, Ibid., 207. 

160 PEUKAN.fbld., 215 . 
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rist he distinguished between sacramentum and res: sacramentum tantum (only 
the sign of the Eucharist, namely, bread and wine), res tantum (the thing signi
fied in the sacrament, namely union with God in love and faith), and sacramen
tum et res (that which both signifies and signified, namely, real presence of 
Christ's body in the Eucharist). Although Peter Lombard supported the sub
stantial change of the Eucharistie elements, by rejecting all other possible ways 
of change except the transforming of the elements into the body and blood of 
Christ,̂ ^^ the Master of Sentences directly repudiated the oath of 1059 on the 
ground of his conviction that the exalted body of Christ was in one place in the 
heaven while the sacramental body of Christ was multipresent. Thus Peter 
Lombard affirmed the sacramental omnipresence of Christ's body, not the 
physical one. It is this Master of Sentences that established the Scholastic tea
ching about the distinction among 'the presence in one place of the exalted 
body of Christ, omnipresence of his divinity, and multipresence of his sacra
mental body.'^" 

The Fourth Lateran Council and Thomas Aquinas 

In the times of Lateran IV (1215) there was no common understanding of the 
terms 'substance', 'attributes', and 'transubstantiation' among the theologians. 
At least three different theories about Eucharistie change can be identified in 
the writings of the leading theologians of that time. These were the theories of 
'coexistence', theory of 'substitution', and theory of 'transmutation.' However, 
the convener of this council. Pope Innocent III, justified the 'substantialist' 
interpretation of Christ's presence in the Lord's Supper on the ground of a 
'transubstantiation' of the substance of bread and wine into the body and blood 
of Christ brought about by the consecration.^" At the same time. Pope Inno
cent tried to retain the 'mystery' of the sacrament by distinguishing the three 
things in the sacrament: 'the visible form, the truth of the body, and the spiri
tual power.' The first decree of the Fourth Lateran Council reflected this mode
rate substantialist conception of Innocent III, and 'this decree proved pivotal 
for the doctrine of transubstantiation for several reasons'. Above all, this de
cree became 'the most crucial witness' until the Council of Trent, and 'it eleva-

161 JONES, /bid., 87. 
162 HUNZINGER, 'Ubiquity', 51. 
163 ISERLOH, /bid., 92-93. 'Es (i.e., das Wort transsuhstanttatio) fand erne schnelle und allgemeine 

Verbreitung, auch in praktisch-religiosen Schriften, bis es auf dem 4. Laterankonzil (1215) un-
ter Innozenz III. zum ersten Mai in einem kirchlichen Dekret Verwendung fand; "Sein Leib und 
sem Blut sind im Sakrament des Altars unter den Gestalten von Brot in den Leib und der Wein 
in das Blut wesensverwandelt [transsubstantiatis], damit wir vom Seinigen empfangen, was er 
vom Unsngen annahm, und die geheimnisvoUe Einheit vollendet werde". ' 
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ted the doctrine of real presence to the same level as the doctrines of the Trini

ty and the dual nature of Christ.'̂ ^" 
The extensive appeal to Aristotelian philosophy in the thirteenth century 

reinforced the ascendency of the doctrine of transubstantiation. Not only the 
Franciscan theologians Alexander of Hales and Bonaventura but also the Domi

nican theologians Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas supported it against 
the rival doctrines of annihilation and consubstantiation. By the end of 
thirteenth century, the solidification of the doctrine was almost complete. 
However, there were still other teachings that referred to the sacramental 
change in the Lord's Supper during thirteenth to the fifteenth centuries.■'̂ ^ In 
this sense, the decree of the Fourth Lateran Council did not create a unified 
view of the sacramental change and the mode of presence of Christ's body.'^^ It 
is Albert and especially Thomas that defined the doctrine of transubstantiation 
as meaning 'transmutation', which was understood as such in the times of the 
Reformation.̂ ^^ Thomas asserted that the term 'transubstantiation' should be 
understood literally as a change m substance: in the Eucharist, the substances 
of the elements (bread and wine) are changed into the substance of the body 
and blood of the risen Christ. The accidents of the bread and wine, which are 
sensed, remain as they were before; therefore, it is not a sensible, physical 
change but a metaphysical, intellectual change. And the change takes place as 
soon as the priest has spoken the words in the prayer 'Qui pridie' of the Canon 
Missae: 'This is my body' and 'This is the chalice of my blood.'̂ ** In asserting 
that there was a complete change to the substance of the Eucharistie elements, 
Thomas was accordingly answering related questions: not only sinners but also 
animals could receive the body and blood of Christ. In this regard, Thomas 
emphasized the uniqueness of the sacrament of the Lord's Supper: 'this sacra

ment [...] really contains Christ himself [...] the fulfilment of all the other sacra

ments [...] he has not left us without his bodily presence in this our pilgrimage. 

164 JONES, ;bid., 9192. 
165 'Even in the bloom of ecclesiastical scholasticism it was felt tha t the doctrine of t ransubstan

tiation was not beyond question, and such men as Duns Scotus, Occam, and Pierre d'Ailly en

tertained alternative or modified views though accepting and defending the orthodox doctrine 
because of the authori ty of the church.' KATTENBUSCH, 'Transubstantiation', 498. 

166 ISERLOH, Ibid., 93. 'Transsubstantiation als Deutung des Modus des Gegenwartigwerdens wurde 
auch noch nicht als Glaubensartikel im engeren Sinn der/ides divma verstanden. ' 

167 SASSE, Ibid., 43. 'In so far Luther was not so wrong [...] when he regarded Thomas as the real 
author of that doctr ine By understanding the words "substance", "accidents", and "transubs

tantiation", which had been in use for some generations, in the strict sense of Aristotelian phi

losophy, Aquinas gave to the dogma of 1215 that clarity which is characteristic of the dogma of 
the Roman Church. In some respects Roman dogmatics reached its highest perfection in the fi

nal form which Thomas Aquinas gave to the doctrine of transubstantiation. ' 
168 SASSE, Ibid., 45. 
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but he joins us to himself in this sacrament in the reality of his body and 
blood.'!^' 

With the use of Aristotelian distinction between substance and accidents, 
Thomas could explain the complete change of the Eucharistie elements wit
hout any change in the sense data."° It is the substance of the Eucharistie ele
ments that can be changed completely into the body and blood of Christ. We 
sense, however, the same bread and wine after the consecration just like it was 
before. What we sense from the elements belongs to the accidents that remain 
unchanged even after the complete change of the substance of the elements 
into the body and blood of Christ. In such a way, distinguising between the 
substance and the accidents of the same thing, Thomas could explain the dog
ma of the conversion in the Eucharist from a strictly realistic standpoint. The 
term 'transubstantiation' should be understood according to Thomas as a 
'transmutation' of the earthly elements into the life-giving body of Christ. 
What he wanted to establish was not something new in the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper, in the sense that Christ is present really and substantially in the 
Eucharist. But he clarified this doctrine 'with immense precision' so that 'Sub
stantial conversion was the only logical explanation for a change that guaran
teed real presence.'"^ 

His use of the Aristotelian distinction between substance and accidents was 
crucial to the doctrine of transubstantiation, but at the same time, it was also 
one of the weakest points in his position. Thomas used the Aristotelian 'distinc
tion' for his 'separation' between the substances of the Eucharistie elements 
and their accidents. For the Greek philosopher, it was unthinkable to separate 
the substance from the accidents of the same thing. So it was necessary for 
Thomas to explain how in the Eucharist accidents can exist without their pro
per substance: 'Thomas knows that such things cannot happen except by a 
special miracle of almighty God which takes place in the Eucharist only. [...] 
The miracle of conversion is proved, as Thomas thinks, by the words of institu
tion. "Hoc est corpus meum" can mean nothing else but that what Jesus held in 
His hands and gave to His disciples was His body.'^" 

Although his position was not so dominant in his own times, Thomas' un
derstanding was accepted by the Council of Trent and most Roman theologians 
came to accept his teaching as the standard teaching of the Roman church: 
'Thomas Aquinas' eloquent and precise definition of the doctrine of transub-

169 JONES, ibid., 93. 
170 SASSE, Ibid., 46. 'It was now possible to explain how a complete conversion took place while no 

change in the elements was noticeable and the "species" remained to the human senses what 
they had been before.' 

171 JONES, Ibid., 95. 
172 SASSE, Ibid., 46. 
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stantiation assured the medieval church that the decree of the Fourth Lateran 
Council would remain the official position throughout the fourteenth and 
fifteenth centuries.'^" 

Duns Scotus and the Schoolmen of Via Moderna 

It is interesting to see that Duns Scotus did not agree with Thomas Aquinas' 
understanding of the Eucharistie change, but nevertheless he contributed con
siderably to the establishment of the theory of Thomas as the official position 
of the Roman church. This Franciscan theologian in the beginning of the 
fourteenth century found the 'official' doctrine of substantiation not so reliable 
when it was tested on the basis of rational plausibility and the scriptural evi
dence. He regarded the doctrine of consubstantiation as more reasonable than 
transubstantiation: 'Since the true Principe of each and everything is the divi
ne Power alone, in what way is consubstantiation, which permits the substance 
of the bread and that of the body to coexist, a less valid possibility than tran
substantiation which effects the conversion of the first into the second or even 
annihilation which suppresses the substance of the bread? Miracle for miracle, 
which is preferable?'^^" He taught that the substance of the body of Christ is 
added to the substance of the bread {transuhstantiatio adductive) against the 
Thomist doctrine of transubstantiation (transuhstantiatio productiva)}^^ Never
theless, Scotus considered the pronouncement of the Fourth Lateran Council as 
a 'dogmatic affirmation of the doctrine of transubstantiation over against all 
other alternatives.' He preferred the authority of the church to the reasonable 
doctrine: 'But, as on so many other questions, "it is with Scotus that the impor
tant change comes, because with Scotus the doctrine of transubstantiation 
comes to be more a question of the authority of the post-apostolic Church than 
of the understanding of the eucharist.'"^'^ Scotus was the first theologian who 
appealed to the authority of the Lateran IV in his support for the doctrine of 
transubstantiation. 

William of Occam, the innovator of the via moderna, came to the position of 
'consubstantiation' on the ground of his nominalist conception, and he could 
not find any expressed evidence of the Scripture for the doctrine of transub
stantiation. He thought that an alternative doctrine of consubstantiation was 
'very reasonable apart from a decision of the Church to the contrary' and the
reby he could avoid 'all the difficulties that result from the separation of acci-

173 JONES, Ihid., 98. 
174 JONES,/bid, 98. 
175 SASSE, Ibid., 55. 
176 PEUKAN, Reformation, 56. 
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dents from their subject.' Moreover, this alternative doctrine was 'not contrary 
to anything in the canon of the Bible nor repugnant to reason.' Occam tried to 
defend the doctrine of consubstantiation with the concept of God's omnipoten
ce: 'For a christian ought not to say that God might not through his absolute 
power be able to make some substance to coexist with something corporeal, so 
that the whole may coexist with that whole body and with each part of it.'"' 

It is noteworthy that Luther could later find considerable support for his 
own doctrine of consubstantiation in the nominalists' defence of the doctrine, 
with the concept of God's omnipotence and also with the elaborate description 
of the ubiquity of Christ's body. According to Sasse, 'Luther [...] was deeply 
impressed when for the first time he read in Peter d'Ailly's Quaestiones on Peter 
Lombard that the doctrine on consubstantiation, as requiring fewer miracles, 
would have to be preferred, if transubstantiation had not been decreed by the 
Church."'* And it is William of Occam that asserted the ubiquity of Christ's 
risen body."' Unlike Thomas and Lombard who rejected the concept of ubiqui
ty of Christ's body in accordance with the Christological justification 'Deity 
follows humanity everywhere, but not vice versa', Occam contributed signifi
cantly to the concept of ubiquity which Luther would later appropriate. He 
distinguished three kinds of bodily presence - circumscriptive, definitive, re-
pletive - and he attributed the third kind of presence {esse repletive) to Christ. 
'Occam's suggestion [...] that the body of Christ can possibly be everywhere 
(ubique) just as God is ever3rwhere, constitutes his major contribution to the 
theological discussion of the mode of Christ's eucharistie presence and a major 
idea appropriated by Luther.'̂ ^" 

Gabriel Biel, one of the important via modema theologians who seems to ha
ve influenced Luther, tried to explain the real presence of the historical body of 
Christ, born of the Virgin, in the Eucharist by the two ways, circumscriptive and 
definitive: 'While the body of Christ exists circumscriptive in heaven, it is present 
on the altar definitive; in heaven Christ leads a quantitative existence, on the 
altar not.'̂ *^ From this viewpoint, according to Biel, there were two major dan
gers to the right understanding of the real presence of Christ in the Eucharist: 
spiritualism and its extreme opposite, which were clearly revealed m the per
son of Berengar of Tours: before the condemnation Berengar represented the 

177 JONES, /bid, 99. 
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danger of the spiritualists who thought that Christ is only eaten in sign in the 
Eucharist, while after his condemnation Berengar went too far in the opposite 
direction in his recantation 'Ego Berengarius.'^^^ 

John Wycliff, Jan Hus, and the Council of Constance 

John Wycliff should be regarded as an antecedent to the Reformation also in 
the doctrine of the Lord's Supper: he denied the doctrine of transubstantiation. 
In his last years Wyclif realized that transubstantiation in any form contradicts 
reason, the Fathers and the Scripture. And, significantly, he asserted that the 
words of institution must be taken figuratively. From the realist point of view 
Wycliff criticized the doctrines of annihilation and transubstantiation. He ob
jected to Duns Scotus' views because of the doctrine of annihilation, by which 
Christ in the eucharist could be reduced to unreality. He also opposed Occam's 
compromise in his acceptance of the doctrine of transubstantiation with his 
timid acceptance of church authority. From this standpoint, Wycliff strongly 
emphasized the authority of the Scripture. In his own doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, Wycliff followed the Augustinian doctrines on the Ascension and the 
locus of Christ's body in heaven as well as on the distinction between the sign 
and the signified: 'Outwardly, the consecrated host cannot be identified as flesh 
of Christ since Christ resides in his corporeal state in heaven. Inwardly, the 
consecrated elements are symbols of the body and blood of Christ since Christ 
resides in his sacramental state in the eucharist.'^^^ Thus in the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper, Wycliff s viewpoint was very similar to the later Reformed theo
logians rather than to the Lutheran theologians. It is because of this position 
that he was regarded as especially an antecedent of 'Reformed' Protestantism, 
although the Lollards, the followers of John Wycliff, played a significant role in 
mtroducing Lutheranism in England."" Wycliff s influence upon the Reformed 
theologians, Zwingli and Calvin, can be summarized as follows: 'his emphasis 

182 OBERMANN, Ibid., 276-277. 'From two directions Biel finds this position threatened; remarkably 
enough both enemies are represented by Berengar of Tours. The first group are the spiritual
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upon the ascension of Christ, his abhorrence of excessive objectivism, his rejec
tion of transubstantiation, and his referral to Augustine as the great patristic 
authority.'^" 

Jan Hus, Jerome of Prague and the Utraquist School in Bohemia were influ
enced by Wycliff in many ways, and especially in relation to the Eucharistie 
doctrine. They made an important contribution, after many years of warfare 
with the Romanists: they advocated the frequent celebration of the Eucharist 
and the reception of both kinds. It was an exceptional practice in the Western 
churches in that time. 

The Romanist reaction to Wyclif and Hus is epitomized by the Council of 
Constance (1414-1418), where Hus was condemned and burnt in spite of the 
fact that the Emperor Sigismund had guaranteed his safe conduct to and from 
his trial. The doctrine of Wycliff was also condemned: the doctrine of transub
stantiation that Wycliff had rejected was officially vindicated by the Council; 
and the doctrine of concomitance that was used for the support of the practice 
of communion in one kind was also sustained by the Council.̂ ^^ This instance 
shows the triumph of the concept of substantial presence in the Lord's Supper: 
'As the Middle Ages drew to a close the real presence of Christ in the eucharist 
was affirmed with intense conviction and was confessed as an authentic mira
cle. With virtual unanimity the doctrine of transubstantiation triumphed over 
alternative formulations and received full ecclesiastical endorsement as the 
theological interpretation of the doctrine of real presence.'^" 

3. A Survey on the Studies of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie Doctrine 

In the last section of this first chapter, I want to present a brief 'Vermigliana' 
on the Eucharistie doctrine of Peter Martyr. There are not so many works on 
this topic, but I have found the works of J.C. McLelland, S. Corda, and M.W. 
Anderson worthy of careful study as I have sought an answer to the major 
questions to be answered in this dissertation. A few articles on this Reformer's 
Eucharistie doctrine are also to be mentioned. I survey these works in chrono
logical order, and I begin with B.F. Paist, Jr. (1922) to J.A. Lowe (2001). Earlier 
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works on the same topic, from Simler's Oration to the nineteenth century stu
dies are not considered here, mainly because they been already scrutinised in 
the above mentioned works. 

3.1. 'Peter Martyr and the Colloquy of Poissy' 

B.F. Paist's article on Peter Martyr's Eucharistie theology and his role in the 
Colloquy of Poissy was published in the 1920s. It focuses upon the Colloquy of 
Poissy in 1561, a significant event in the various controversies of the Lord's 
Supper, and Peter Martyr was a key player. However, it does not concern itself 
extensively with his Eucharistie theology, but rather with his role in the Collo
quy. 

In the first part of this April 1922 article, there is a short biographical de
scription of Peter Martyr with a brief survey of his writings, because it was 
judged that this Reformer was almost unknown to early twentieth century 
readers. Then there is an historical introduction of the Colloquy of Poissy: a 
description of the background of the Colloquy is presented. Catherine de Medi
ci, was the principal sponsor of the Colloquy. The time and place of the mee
ting are given, and those who attended are listed. Why was it named a 
'colloquy'? An answer is suggested. Having dealt with the historical 
background, the writer turns his attention to the first session of the Colloquy, 
and Beza's important address is described. 

In the second part of this contribution, which the writer made three 
months later, Peter Martyr's involvement in the Colloquy is described: the 
circumstances in which he, in old age, came to be involved: his public and pri
vate role in the Colloquy are presented in detail, and the account we learn is 
based on the various sources including Peter Martyr's letters to BuUinger. Pe
ter Martyr's role in the Colloquy is rather more private than public, and we 
read of his role as adviser to the Huguenot theologians and his private mee
tings with the important figures of the kingdom of France and Catherine de 
Medici, the Queen-mother. His address in the second session and his participa
tion in Beza's conversation with Cardinal Lorrain in the third session (which 
was changed from a public assembly to a private conference) can be regarded 
as the public activities of Peter Martyr during Colloquy. 

In the third and last contribution published in October of the same year, the 
writer presents Peter Martyr's theological position on the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper, which this elderly Reformer maintained to the last years of his 
life. This third part of the article describes the activities of the Committee of 
Ten, which replaced the third session of the Colloquy, and Peter Martyr's role 
as adviser to the Huguenot theologians. Significant for our survey on the inter-
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pretations of his Eucharistie doctrine is Peter Martyr's confession about the 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper that was read at the meeting of the Committee on 
September 30, 1561. Paist presents an English version of this confession: Senti
ment of Dr. Peter Martyr Vermilius concerning the Presence of the Body of Christ in the 
Eucharist, Proposed by him at the Colloquy held at Poissy/** Paist evaluates this 
confession as 'the succinct yet comprehensive expression of a theologian who 
knew very definitely what he believed, and who wished to speak in such a way 
as to prevent all possible ambiguity."'' And the characteristic feature of such a 
clear confession is, according to Paist, that Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine 
expressed in the Colloquy was substantially a Calvinistic view.''" Unlike other 
scholars who regarded Peter Martyr's Eucharistie theology as influenced by 
Bucer, Paist recognizes the specifically Calvinistic character of Peter Martyr's 
doctrine in the concept oisursum Corda: 'Professor Albert Frederick Pollard [...] 
says Martyr's views "approximated most nearly to those of Martin Bucer." Dr. 
A. Edward Harvey [...] sees Bucer's influence on both Martyr and Calvin in the 
eucharistie controversy. But the idea of the mind of the communicant being 
carried up to the risen humanity of Christ, and feeding on that thus being a 
pledge of the Resurrection, is Calvin's own view, and is one of the vital points 
in which Martyr coincides with Calvin.'̂ '̂  As we shall see in the second chapter 
about the contours of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper and his role 
in the eucharistie controversies, the 'Reformed' position of his Lord's Supper 
doctrine is particularly evident. However, we should be somewhat cautious in 
our definition of this Reformed theologian at Zurich as simply 'Calvinist', be
cause Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Eucharist in connection with the Consensus 
Ttgurinus (1549) shows otherwise. We will examine this point more closely in 
the following chapter. In the beginning of the twentieth century when few 
people knew the name of Peter Martyr, Paist underscored his extraordinary 
prestige as a theologian in Zurich during that time. And because Paist well 
knew the historical importance of Peter Martyr's Lord's Supper doctrine, it is 
clearly unsatisfactory that he would evaluate his view of the Lord's Supper as 
'Calvinist'. As we shall later confirm, Peter Martyr has equal authority in the 
matter of Eucharistie doctrine and, in spite of the features it shares, his doctri
ne of the Lord's Supper should be understood more precisely in terms of the 
various positions that are found among Reformed theologians. 

188 PAIST, 'Colloquy', 619-620. 
189 PAIST,/bid., 621. 
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also shows him on substantially Calvinistic ground in his view of the Eucharist.' 
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Paist's remark on Peter Martyr's theological position in the Colloquy as 
'preventing all possible ambiguity' is another significant point in his analysis of 
Peter Martyr's role in the Colloquy. This elderly Reformer's intransigent and 
strict Reformed position in the Eucharistie controversy was regarded by his 
opponents as the main cause of the failure in an agreement between the Hu
guenots and the Romanists in France. Paist understands this more favorably 
from the side of Peter Martyr's faithfulness to his Reformed position. His sup
port for Peter Martyr could be clearly seen in his citation from Peter Martyr's 
letter concerning the failure of the Colloquy: it was not Peter Martyr but Car
dinal of Ferrara, the papal legate that drove the Colloquy into catastrophe."^ 
Furthermore, he speaks for Peter Martyr's uncompromising attitude, by accep
ting the Reformer's interpretation of the purpose of the Colloquy: 'The Collo
quy he [Peter Martyr] could never forget: its obvious futility, on the one hand, 
and on the other, the high and harmonious fellowship of a few choice spirits, 
the outstanding one of whom was the noble Theodore Beza.'"^ Thus, in fact, 
Paist repeats Peter Martyr's opinion that his obstinacy should be understood as 
support for the unity of the Reformed (or the Huguenot) side in the controver
sy over the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. This sympathy for Peter Martyr's 
contribution to the Colloquy of Poissy is in clear contrast with Donald Nugent's 
considerably more negative interpretation from the Romanist standpoint."" 

3.2. The Visible Word of God 

Joseph C. McLelland's The Visible Words of Cod, written in 1956, is the first inten
sive study on Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. The title of this 
work seems to be derived from Peter Martyr's statement that, in agreement 
with Augustine, the sacramental symbols are visible words. This comprehensi
ve work consists of five parts of which three are concerned with Peter Martyr's 
Eucharistie doctrine. The first part of this work is a biography of the Reformer, 
'a theologian of first rank in his times but almost forgotten in the twentieth 
century.' The last part of the work. Appendices, documents Peter Martyr's 
patristic sources, his definitive statements on the Eucharist, and his relation to 
Bucer and Calvin. The major concern of this work is his doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper in the wider context of this Reformer's theological thought: this covers 
not only specific Eucharists issues, such as transubstantiation, ubiquity, tro-
pism, and eucharistie sacrifice, but also the relationship between revelation 
and sacrament, and the most significant topic of all, the union with Christ. 

192 PAIST, Ibid., 623-624. 
193 PAIST, Ibid., 641. (Parentheses mine.) 
194 NUGENT, Ecumenism. 
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McLelland regards Peter Martyr's concept of analogy as the key to his theo
logy. And it is the sacrament of the Lord's Supper where the significance of the 
analogy most clearly and crucially appears."^ McLelland ascribes a most im
portant status to the Eucharistie doctrine in the theological thought of this 
Reformer: 'Peter Martyr's teaching on the sacraments is not only the fullest 
expression of his theology, but also its key doctrine.'"^ Thus, the first three 
chapters attempt to explain Peter Martyr's fundamental concept of analogy in 
terms of divine accommodation."^ McLelland emphatically stresses the signifi
cance of Peter Martyr's concept of analogy which has the potential to cohe
rently connect the disparate elements of reformed theology: 'these passages 
from his Commentary [...] should prove a most valuable source for understan
ding of the sacramental-analogical nature of revelation, not only in his own 
thought, but also in that of Calvin and perhaps of the Reformation as a who
le.'"^ Especially when he discussed the sacramental relation between sign and 
signified, which had posed a serious problem for the church since Medieval 
times, Peter Martyr's Reformed concept of analogy posited neither a simple 
identity (namely, the Romanist theory of transubstantiation) nor a simple dif
ference (perhaps, the extreme Zwinglianism), nor yet a relation of proportion, 
but a relation of likeness and diversity of proportion."^ McLelland explains this 
further with the concept of sursum corda: 'Yet the decisive thing has still to be 
said: the office of the Holy Spirit in this sacramental-analogical operation. In a 
very clear passage. Martyr points out that there is not sufficient natural analo
gy for us to comprehend the thing itself; for this there is required a constitu
ting authority, the Word of God, and an effectual signification, the Holy Spirit's 
work: 'for assuredly by the Spirit of God, not by human reason' we derive the 
signification of such things.'^"" Peter Martyr's method of interpretation is also 
evaluated not as allegorical nor as typological, but as the 'analogical exposition 
of types' on the basis of Jesus Christ as archetype, and Head of His members.^"' 
In his controversies with the Romanist and the Lutheran theologians about the 
Lord's Supper, Peter Martyr appealed to the concept of analogy and the arche-

195 VWG, Introduction, vn. 
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typal Analogue (Jesus Christ).̂ "^ In the crucial topics on Christ, such as commu-
nicatio idiomatum, the death, resurrection, ascension, and parousia of Christ, the 
fundamental concept of analogy can also be discerned. It is in relation to this 
that McLelland repeatedly underlines the centrality of the concept of analogy 
in Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In the third chapter, McLelland 
explains Peter Martyr's analogy in relation with Christ and the Eucharist as 
follows: 'Martyr's analogy is clear: The Son of God joined Himself to humanity 
by the Incarnation in one hypostasis, yet without separation or confusion of 
either nature. [...] The incarnational form is not to be repeated, as if the Son 
were to form further hypostases with His creatures, but it is to be reproduced 
proportionately to its nature. Thus in the Eucharistie relation between bread 
and the Body of Christ, Peter Martyr declares the differences of proportion to lie 
in the unique hypostasis of the two natures m Christ, while the likeness of pro
portion lies in the 'without confusion and without separation' of the two natu-
res.'̂ °^ From this introductory analysis of Peter Martyr's concept of analogy, 
McLelland gives a definition of 'sacrament' as follows: 'A sacrament is a parti
cular form of relatedness of two disparate terms, namely the relation of analo-

In the third part of the work ('Part 11' of VWG), the significant topic 'union 
with Christ' is considered. McLelland evaluates this theme of 'union with 
Christ' as fundamental to the Eucharistie doctrine of Peter Martyr. It is the 
'dynamic' of his theology: 'There is no doubt that this doctrine of union with 
Christ is the dynamic of Peter Martyr's theology. All his thought of Word and 
Spirit, grace and faith, sacrament and sacrifice, maintains a unity in terms of 
the living Body of Christ. By this Body God speaks and acts His mercy; into this 
Body we are reborn in faith; in this Body we are nurtured; as this Body we offer 
those sacrifices peculiar unto the sons of God. It is this doctrine of union with 
Christ as the substance of faith that preserves the dynamic tension of Scriptu
re, when Romanism would fossilize it in static categories of logic. The implica
tions of this basic Reformed doctrine for all theology are staggering; but 
particularly in regard to the doctrine of sacraments it is fruitful and determi-
native.'̂ °^ For McLelland, the theme of union with Christ is a substantial part of 
Peter Martyr's theology. He describes the main basis of Peter Martyr's theology 

202 VWG, 103-104. 'The "hypostatic union" of the two natures in Christ means that they are nei
ther separated nor confused, but related m a unique analogue according to which the human 
nature is the ul t imate Signum of revelation, the effectual medium of divinity. [...] On the basis 
of this doctrine of Christ as Himself the unique Mystery or Sacrament, the archetypal Analo
gue, Peter Martyr develops his doctrine of the sacraments. ' 
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as follows: 'First, faith means union with Christ. Justification has substance in 
the realm of being as well as of knowledge. Sanctification means the increase of 
this union, but always deriving from the ongoing union from the side of Christ 
Second, this growth has as its nourishment the Word of God as the 'chief food of 
the soul.' It IS Christ Himself who grows in the believer, by the continual appre
ciation of His Person. Third, this apprehension is dependent upon the effective 
action of the Holy Spirit, who uses earthly elements as signs through and from 
which He raises up the mmd and soul to grasp the Risen Man, Jesus Christ.'̂ °^ 

Peter Martyr's emphasis upon the role of faith in the Eucharist is well eva
luated by McLelland, especially when he finds an answer to the question of 
how this Reformer could have avoided the subjective and human-centered 
understanding about the relation between God and man with his emphasis 
upon the role of faith: 'The deep question with which Peter Martyr confronts 
us here is, what is the object of faith? He insists again and again that faith does 
not have fictitious objects, it grasps a real Christ, real in His Body and in His 
Blood. Faith cannot be dismissed as 'subjective' unless we deny that faith has 
power to apprehend a real presence of Christ.'^"' In the same way of thinking, 
according to McLelland, Peter Martyr answered the question of the 'real' pre
sence of Christ in the Eucharist. It is not the risen Christ in His humanity but 
the 'virtue' and 'power' of the Christ that is present in the Eucharist: 'The foun-
tainhead of this profound and complex doctrine is this: the virtue of the risen 
Body descends from heaven. Time and again he emphasizes the 'force and power' 
of Christ's Body and Blood, their 'virtue and efficacy.' This is our union with 
Christ, namely our union with the new humanity of the risen Lord, through the 
virtus and vis of His Body and Blood '^°^ McLelland interprets Peter Martyr's 
view of the 'descending' of Christ to the Eucharist to definitely take place as by 
'His Spirit' By the citation from Defensio, McLelland clearly shows the reason 
why Peter Martyr rejected the corporeal presence of Christ in the Eucharist: 
'First the distance of places prevents (the corporeal eating); next, the blessed 
nature of His body would not allow it; finally that kind of contact affords no 
sort of utility [...] But by the hand of the heart you take the very body of the 
Lord to yourself: and by an inward outpouring you drink His blood.'̂ "^ 

It IS in the fourth part of the work (Part III of VWG) where McLelland treats 
the specific topics that Peter Martyr considered m his controversies with the 
Romanist and the Lutheran theologians. Transubstantiation, ubiquity, tropism, 
and Eucharist Sacrifice are considered here under the title of 'Real Presence 
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and True Sacrifice.' First of all, McLelland presents from Peter Martyr's Eucha
ristie treatises, Dialogus and Defensio the 'twofold' refutations of the Romanist 
doctrine of transubstantiation; philosophical and theological: 'Martyr declares 
that the doctrine [of transubstantiation] can be disproved on its own terms, 
chiefly with reference to the scholastic principle concerning accidents remai
ning without their subject, accidentia manere sine subiecto. But from this position 
he always moves to the positive theological argument, the sacramental analogy 
which we have submitted as the center of gravity of his doctrine.'^^° In the 
explanation of Peter Martyr's philosophical refutation of the theory of tran
substantiation, McLelland shows that this learned Reformer was well versed in 
Aristotelian philosophy as well as the Medieval arguments about the topic. 
Peter Martyr contrasted the usual Romanist argument for transubstantiation, 
which was largely based upon the opinion of Thomas Aquinas, with what Aris
totle himself had taught. With a citation from Defensio, McLelland shows that 
Peter Martyr was confident of his philosophical refutation of transubstantiati
on: 'But he is quite willing to meet the Romanists on their own ground, since he 
is confident that it involves a logical impossibility - even Lombard denied that 
accidents can remain without a substance, without a sustaining subject.'^" 
However, the theological refutation of transubstantiation is to be regarded as 
more important to Peter Martyr than his rejection of the Romanist theory. For 
the Christological analogy, which Peter Martyr strongly emphasized in line 
with Augustinian teaching, is central in this second kind of refutation. 'Christ 
came to join us to Himself, and to this end gives His flesh as spiritual food, 
particularly through the sacramental analogy of Eucharistie bread and wine. 
But true bread and wine are exactly what transubstantiation removes from the 
sacrament. [...] For Gardiner has reduced the relationship to one of identity, 
making the accidents of bread the figure of the substance of Christ. Thus acci
dents become a figure of a figure! (since accidents are a figure of the Body, and 
the Body is a figure of Christ's Death.' (Def 63). This figura figurae is the total 
destruction of the Christological analogy, for it perverts the true analogy, 
which derives from the side of Christ, the nourishing quality of His new huma
nity.'"^ 

Concerning Peter Martyr's refutation of the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity, 
in the eighth chapter of the work, McLelland surveys not only Tractatio but 
above all Dialogus. In Tractatio Peter Martyr pointed out that the doctrine of 
consubstantiation is ultimately the same thing as transubstantiation, since it 
destroys the analogy and makes another hypostatic union, a false presence of 
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Christ m this age on earth. And McLelland sums up the crucial point of Peter 
Martyr's refutation of ubiquity m Tractatw as follows: 'This is the heart of Peter 
Martyr's opposition to the doctrine of ubiquity, that by the Resurrection and 
Ascension faith locates the Risen Man above the earthly elements. [...] For the 
life of faith means communion with the risen Lord, a spiritual presence which 
is expressly set forth in John 6. 'over and beside this what is required?'^" In his 
analysis of Dialogus, Peter Martyr's Eucharistie treatise against J. Brenz, McLel
land considers the major themes of this work' the two natures of Christ, com-
mumcatio idiomatum, manducatio impiorum, the heavenly place of the risen 
Christ, and Christ's presence in the Lord's Supper. On these important topics 
McLelland presents Peter Martyr's Reformed and Augustinian answers. For 
example, to the historical question about the manner of Christ's real presence 
in the Lord's Supper, Peter Martyr gave his answer as 'spiritual presence': 'The 
'real presence' in the sacrament is not the philosophical question of the ability 
of Christ's Body to visit creaturely elements, but the theological question of the 
miracle of grace by which the Holy Spirit unites believers to Jesus Christ Him
self.'^" 

In the 'Critical Note' McLelland tries to explain the difference between the 
Lutheran and the Reformed in the doctrine of the two natures in Christ, with 
the terms of anhypstasia and enhypostasia. With these terms, McLelland seems to 
point out that Peter Martyr, as with Calvin, did not properly understand the 
Lutheran position in terms of the mystery of Christ Himself: 'However, the 
deeper question is whether the Reformers really appreciated the Lutheran 
position. It would seem that they failed to understand that the controversy 
arose from within the mystery of Christ Himself'̂ ^^ McLelland regards Martin 
Bucer as the only exception to this failure, because 'Bucer insisted on relating 
the impropriety of theological language to this matter of the mode of Christ's 
presence in the sacrament. Therefore he utterly rejected all 'worldly' way of 
speaking, and regarded spatial categories as but symbols of the mystery which 
language cannot carry properly.'^" Thus, McLelland urges that Dialogus should 
be understood as a 'warning, to force us back behind the details of the contro
versy to that deeper mystery of our one Lord Jesus Christ.'^^' 

It is an interesting remark, which I would evaluate by means of the actual 
use of the Scriptural and patristic sources used by Peter Martyr m order to 
refute the Lutheran errors in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper As we can see 
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in the long title of his treatise against the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity (Dialo
gos), Peter Martyr thought that the difference between the Reformed and the 
Lutheran doctrines of the Lord's Supper could be solved, if they should make 
good use of 'the testimonies of the Scripture and the Fathers'(scnpturae et pa-
trum testimoniis). It is assumed that dogmatic judgement affects the choice, 
interpretation and use of the patristic and scriptural evidences even in the case 
of Peter Martyr, who had such an enormously wide and deep knowledge of the 
Fathers. ^̂ * However, it is worth making a careful analysis of the actual use of 
those testimonies for the better understanding and evaluation of Peter Mar
tyr's position in the eucharistie controversy between the Reformed and the 
Lutheran: First, because both parties agreed and accepted the authority of the 
Scripture as the ultimate criterion in the controversy as well as the role of the 
Fathers as the reliable judges of the related hermeneutic problems. So it will be 
significant to identify which party was more faithful to their common ground. 
Second, it is also true that any dogmatic presuppositions could be influenced 
by the evidence: in the controversy on the significant doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, any dogmatic judgement should be influenced by the scriptural and 
patristic testimonies. Between the reader and the text, the influence is recipro
cal, I think, and otherwise it was futile for Peter Martyr to write such treatises 
on the 'Reformed' doctrine of the Lord's Supper in order to convince his ad
versaries. 

Therefore, in my analysis of Dialogus in the third chapter of this study, I will 
attempt to provide an answer to McLelland's remark on Peter Martyr concer
ning his 'weak' understanding of Luther's concern in the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper. Here, we confront the question of the relationship between revealed 
truth and natural truth, on the fundamental basis of the principle of sola scnp-
tma, which, I take it, brings us to the decisive assumption in Peter Martyr's 
argument defending the validity of the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

McLelland's pioneering and masterly work on Peter Martyr's Eucharistie 
doctrine is still an indispensable guide. I agree with S. Corda in his evaluation 
of this work: 'McLelland's extended study of Vermigli's sacramental theology 
[...] should remain a standard work on the subject for many years.'̂ ^^ Although 
a signifnicant critical evaluation can be mounted against McLelland' assertion 
that the Eucharistie doctrine is central to Peter Martyr's theology, a view sup-
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ported by Corda"°, the significance of this Reformer's doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper ought not to be devaluated with regard to its role in helping us identify 
the leading characteristic of this theology. Indeed by a detailed analysis of 
Peter Martyr's use of the patristic and Scriptural evidence in his two Eucharis
tie treatises, I want to sustain McLelland's emphasis upon the importance of 
the doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the Reformed theology of Peter Martyr. 

3.3. Veritas Sacrament! 

Almost twenty years after McLelland's first extensive treatment of Peter Mar
tyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, there came another serious study on the 
same topic with this Reformer. Using McLelland's study as a point of departure, 
Corda aimed to correct the prevailing view of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doc
trine: 'The main purpose of this work, therefore, is that of showing how Ver-
migli became involved with the eucharistie controversy and what his basic 
understanding of this doctrine was. At the same time it might contribute to re-
dimensioning the importance of his teaching on the sacraments as a key to his 
global theology, thus paving the way for further research on Vermigli's histori
cal significance as a reformed theologian.'"^ 

In order to provide a history of Peter Martyr's involvement in the Eucharis
tie controversies while also presenting the 'basic understanding' of Peter Mar
tyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, Corda constructs his work in two parts, 
historical and systematic. As he explains in the Introduction, the first part is 
concerned with the history of Peter Martyr's involvement with the Eucharistie 
doctrine, identifying the four successive stages in his reflections since his de
fection from Italy. In this part of his discussion, Corda considers the various 
sources for Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine from the outset of his career as 
a Reformed theologian. The second part, the systematic analysis of Peter Mar
tyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, is largely based upon Corda's extensive 
study on the Defensio, the most 'extensive' and 'mature' work on the doctrine 
by Peter Martyr which appeared in his last years in Zurich. In the three chap-

220 VS, 'Introduction', 13. Corda objects to McLelland's evaluation of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie 
doctrine as the key to understanding his theological thought: 'As commendable and justified as 
this attempt may be, it inevitably implies the risk of overemphasizing one aspect of his theolo
gy to the detriment of others, which indeed might represent a better clue to his whole system 
and give a more adequate characterization of his historical significance Attention should be 
given to the historical circumstances which led Vermigli to devote so much of his theological 
interest and literary production to this particular doctrine. Then we might see that the key to 
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ters of this second part, Corda considers systematically some important ele
ments of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine, so that one can get clear know
ledge of what this Reformer wanted to teach and defend about the Lord's 
Supper. 

A notable facet of the first part of Corda's account of the development of 
Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine, is its emphasis upon the continuity of this 
doctrine from its earliest stages. Corda sees a continuous development in Peter 
Martyr's first period at Strasbourg, without any radical break with the past.̂ ^^ 
In accordance with Sturm's view of the development and assimilation of Peter 
Martyr's theology in this period, Corda interprets the continuity between Peter 
Martyr's Roman Catholic period in Italy and his first period in Strasbourg 
among the Protestant as follows; 'As in Italy his unorthodox understanding of 
the Eucharist had singled him out from among the reform Catholics related to 
Evangelism, so at Strasbourg this same understanding became the most appa
rent mark of his fellowship and bond of unity with the new Protestant envi
ronment.'^" From the research on Peter Martyr's early writings which touches 
on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, Corda identifies Peter Martyr's standpoint 
in the Eucharistie doctrine as clearly a Reformed one. Although this was not 
manifestly known until the Oxford Disputation of 1549, Corda is of the opinion 
that the 'Reformed' character of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine was alrea
dy evident in his first period at Strasbourg.^^" Corda is of the view that the 
evident prudence in Peter Martyr's formulations should be read m terms of the 
prevailing situation in Strasbourg.^^^ 

Describing the Eucharistie teaching of Peter Martyr at Oxford under the tit
le of 'the Hour of Truth', Corda evaluates this Reformer's first major work on 
the Lord's Supper, Tractatio, as his Eucharistie 'manifesto'."^ That is to say. 
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Peter Martyr's position on the Eucharist had already become clear by the time 
of the Oxford Disputation and Tractatio And in in relation to the Lutherans, 
Corda concludes, 'no one will ever again regard Vermigli as a Lutheran.'^^' 
According to Corda, this 'manifesto' does not mean any serious change in Peter 
Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine. From his lectures on 1 Corinthians before the 
Oxford Disputation, his students could realize that his doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper was in fundamental agreement with the Zurich position."* And Peter 
Martyr himself confirmed in his letter to Bullinger that his Eucharistie doctrine 
expressed in Tractatio was nothing other than the Eucharistie doctrine of Bul
linger " ' It is also true, according to Corda, that Peter Martyr did not hesitate 
to continue to express and defend this viewpoint from that 'hour of truth', the 
pubhcation of his Tractatw In the letter to Bullinger on April 25,1551, in which 
Peter Martyr gave thanks to the Reformer of Zurich for a copy of Consensus 
Tigannus, Corda finds clear evidence for the changed attitude of this Reformer 
m the matter of the Eucharistie controversy: 'The devil cannot endure that 
these seals (sigilla) of God's promises should be purified (repurgentur), for he 
clearly sees that when they are restored to their original purity (catimoniam) 
and integrity (sinceritatem), most superstition (maxima pars superstitionum) 
will be overthrown In the defence of this sound doctrine I do not refrain from 
any danger or hardship'^^° Corda believes that this letter shows Peter Martyr's 
change of attitude with regard to the sacramentarian controversy: 'He [Peter 
Martyr] interprets his whole involvement with the eucharistie question as 
main item in a holy war against the superstitions which have crept into the 
Christian religion The real enemy is the devil, who has also perceived that 
upon this very point the decisive battle will be fought '"^ 

In the subsequent years, not only in his second period at Strasbourg but al
so in his last times in Zurich, Peter Martyr took a 'bold and clear stand' in re
gard to the Eucharistie controversy Corda describes it in his sixth chapter, 
'The Long Defense.' The two other major Eucharistie writings of Peter Martyr, 
Dialogus and Defensio, are rather briefly introduced in this chapter m relation 
with Peter Martyr's double-sided Eucharistie struggles with the Romanists as 
well as the Lutherans. 
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As mentioned above, Corda's systematic description of Peter Martyr's doc
trine of the Lord's Supper is mainly from his analysis of Defensio, the largest of 
his three major Eucharistie writings. This description is largely reflected in 
Chapter II. 1. 'Contour of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper', so here I 
skip a further explanation of this part of Corda's work. I want only to pay at
tention to topics in this part which highlight the 'Reformed' character of this 
theology, for examples, sacramentum tantum in usu, manducatio sacramenti, man-
ducatio impiorum, sursum corda, and redundatio ad corpora. 

In conclusion to his systematic analysis, Corda objects to the view that con
siders Peter Martyr a rationalist: 'To call Vermigli a rationalist would miss the 
point. We would do injustice not only to his professed biblicism but also to the 
genuinely mystical flavour of some of his conceptions and his widespread sense 
of mystery. Above all, we would do injustice to the substrata represented by his 
humanistic and scholastic training which we perceive beyond many of his 
formulations and which "predestined" him, once he had embraced Protestan
tism, to feel at home within the Reformed tradition yet remain particularly 
sensible to what he found common to all Christian traditions.'^^^ 

From this outstanding study on Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Sup
per, we can appreciate the doctrine he held from the beginning of his career as 
a Reformer in the northern Alps. With his study on the 'key' doctrine of Peter 
Martyr's theology, Corda identified the characteristic features of this learned 
scholar's intellectual background not primarily as scholastic but as patristic 
and scriptural. I will try to clarify this in my analysis of Peter Martyr's actual 
use of the Fathers in his eucharistie treatises against the Lutheran as well as 
the Romanist theologians: The eucharistie doctrine ought to be considered as a 
significant key to the discussions about the primary feature of his diverse ntel-
lectual background. And what Peter Martyr did use and appeal to in these trea
tises are to be regarded as important sources, by which he should be evaluated 
on that matter. 

3.4. Peter Martyr, A Reformer in Exile (1542-1562) 

In his chronological study of Peter Martyr's writings since this Reformer's 
defection from Romanist Italy, Anderson provides a detailed description of 
Peter Martyr's Eucharistie teaching by reviewing his significant involvements 
in the various Eucharistie controversies in London, Strasbourg, Zurich, and 
Poissy. He not only surveys the existing studies on the topic, including Paist 
and McLelland, but also explores the original texts in order to establish his own 
viewpoint of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
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Anderson describes the circumstances of the Eucharistie Disputation of 
1549 in Oxford, providing details of Peter Martyr's supporters and opponents, 
as well as explaining the purpose of Tractatio Concerning Peter Martyr's influ
ence upon Cranmer's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, which would then by evi
dent in the Prayer Books of 1549 and 1552, Anderson presents a considerable 
body of evidence. He draws attention ot the remark of S. Gardiner that Cran
mer's Eucharistie doctrine in the work A Defence of the True and Catholic Doctrine 
of the Sacrament of 1550 was a translation of Peter Martyr's doctrine."^ Ander
son supports this view and refers to a recent study on the relation between 
Peter Martyr and Cranmer by Alan Beesly."'' It was Peter Martyr, Anderson 
asserts, that could help Cranmer take a Reformed view of the Eucharist: 'No 
one has explained Cranmer's conversion from the Lutheran real presence to a 
sacramental view akin to Martyr in 1550. [...] I support Martyr's influence on 
Cranmer as will be seen in the following pages and reject any view of Martyr's 
conversion to "Tigurine Zwmgliamsm" between 1 June 1549 and 25 April 1551 
on grounds that such a view ignores both Martyr's previous writings, i.e., the 
unpubhshed sermon of 1 December 1548 drawn up for Somerset, and Cran
mer's testimony. Long before Martyr's first visit to Oxford he discussed views 
in 1547 identical to those held in 1553 and endorsed by Cranmer.'̂ ^^ It is clear 
from this remark that Anderson understands Peter Martyr's 'manifesto' as an 
elaboration of his attitude toward the Eucharistie controversies withm the 
Protestant camp, not about the content of his Eucharistie doctrine as such. In 
relation with this, Anderson refutes C.W. Dugmore's opinion that Peter Martyr 
changed his views in the Oxford period: 'There seems to be no reason to adopt 
C.W. Dugmore's suggestion that Martyr altered his views between the 1549 
Oxford dispute and the year 1551.'"' It is also from Anderson's elaborate re
search that Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper was regarded by the 
Romanist theologians in England as following the heretical teaching of 
Ratramnus: 'Cranmer and Martyr denied real presence following Ratramn and 
asserted the necessity of faith. That was another excuse for Gardiner to banish 
the stranger and burn Cranmer for holding to the opinions of foreign divines 
like Martyr'"' 

On Peter Martyr's attitude toward the Eucharistie dispute in Strasbourg, 
Anderson underlines this Reformer's moderate but firm position. Peter Martyr 
signed Augustana, but in the light of the Tetrapohtan}^^ He would never sign the 
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Concord of 1536 which used the phrase, 'with the bread and wine the body and 
blood of Christ are truly and substantially present, offered and received.' On 
this attitude, Anderson comments that Martyr was not like Bucer on this ques
tion.^" By the citation from Peter Martyr's reply to Melanchthon who had 
urged restraint in the Eucharistie controversy in Strasbourg, Anderson empha
sizes Peter Martyr's moderate but firm attitude once again: 'Martyr responded 
to Melanchthon on 26 January 1555 that concord was a desirable goal, but 
compromise of the truth was unthinkable. "I will teach and speak that which I 
judge true concerning that matter wherein I know they disagree from me, and 
that with such moderation and temperance, as I will not grieve or bitterly 
taunt any man that is of another judgment.'"^"" 

In summarizing the gist of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie teaching during his 
Second Strasbourg period, Anderson points to the conspicuous agreement 
between Peter Martyr and Calvin on the Lord's Supper. Another notable featu
re is his persistently clear expression. Anderson presents Peter Martyr's letter 
to Calvin in June of 1556, where he made clear his view on his Eucharistie tea
ching: 'First, I do not deny that the Body of Christ is substantially present in the 
bread; secondly, the impious because they are devoid of faith eat only symboli
cally and do not lay hold of the true body and blood of Christ; thirdly, these 
words, 'this is my body' are spoken tropically; in the fourth place, the Body of 
Christ can not at one and the same time be everywhere and in many places.'̂ "^ 

Anderson summarizes the importance of the Colloquy of Poissy (l56l), ex
plains Peter Martyr's involvement, his preparation, his role as advisor to the 
Reformed theologians from material provided by Simler's account, his letters 
to Bullinger and to the Zurich Senate and to existing studies, including Paist 
and Nugent.̂ "^ Here too, at this Colloquy, Peter Martyr's Eucharistie view was 
firmly Reformed. Anderson presents this Reformer's steady and firm stand
point which rejected any compromise: 'When some of the bishops urged an 
agreement based on Luther and Brenz, for Lorraine had proposed use of the 
Augustana, Martyr rejected such a middle way when he replied, "We deny that 
this can be done, but we constantly persist in this: the body of Christ is in hea
ven and nowhere else.'"^"^ Anderson find Peter Martyr's distaste for ambiguity 
also in the Reformer's confession to the Committee of Ten: 'Martyr read a con
fession to the Committee of Ten on 30 September 1561 which marks the climax 
of his participation in the Colloquy of Poissy. Above all else his distaste for 
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ambiguity is clear.'^^ Agam, from Anderson's extensive research, we can derive 
a general view of the influence of Peter Martyr's participation upon the Collo 
quy of Poissy and how that reached into the next generation. 'By 1586 at the 
Colloquy of Montbeliard, Jacob Andreae and Luke Osiander forced Beza into 
writing the pacific yet scholastic account of 1593 known as the De controversus 
m Coena Domini. The views of Martyr expressed in 1561 at Poissy are an integral 
part of these concerns that the faithful share in all the riches of Christ, expe
rience freedom from error and seek harmony and peace within the Church '̂ "̂  

In his remarks on Peter Martyr's Eucharistie writings, Anderson repeatedly 
emphasizes the exactness or clearness of Peter Martyr's expression as an im
portant feature of the doctrine of this Reformer: 'Martyr taught differently 
than did Bucer. Simler wrote that by all men's judgment Martyr excelled Bucer 
in the use of an exact method or a pure and plain style. [...] Bucer urged Martyr 
in speaking of the Lord's Supper to use a "certain obscure and doubtful kind of 
speaking," which Martyr would reject as no means to foster peace in the 
Church. To speak the truth in love and with clarity was his goal in lecturing 
and preaching.'^"* This is not to be seen only in Peter Martyr's later Eucharistie 
works, namely, after his 'manifesto' in the Oxford Disputation and Tractatio, 
because Anderson shows that Peter Martyr wanted to avoid the controversy 
between Zurich and Strasbourg in 1547 by 'simple and clear' statement: 'Cha
racteristic of Martyr's teaching was the statement to the Zurich pastors that 
the Word of God was to be simply communicated with faith in order to avoid 
controversy or scrupulous inquiry into how Christ was communicated under 
bread and wine.'^"' Thus, what McLelland regards as a weak point in Peter Mar
tyr's Eucharistie doctrine is evaluated by Anderson (and in agreement with the 
opinion of Peter Martyr's contemporaries) as its strong point. 

I agree with Anderson that exactness and clearness of expression ought to 
be seen as important feature of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In 
this study of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals for the Re
formed doctrine of the Lord's Supper, I want to show that Peter Martyr tried to 
argue for the validity of the Reformed doctrine with the exact and clear testi
monies from the Scriptures and the Fathers. For that purpose, I think, the im
portant feature of Peter Martyr's exactness and clearness signifies much. In the 
last chapter of this study, I will show that many of the divergences m the Eu
charist controversies between the Reformed and the Lutheran theologians 
could be solved by the right use of the authoritative grounds on which both 
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sides of Protestant theologians commonly appealed. Peter Martyr himself, as 
far as I have studied him, was convinced of the persuasive power of this com
mon ground, that is 'the testimonies of the Scripture and the Fathers'. We can 
see this in the title of his Eucharistie treatise against the Lutherans, giving us 
grounds for asserting that the exact and clear understanding of such signifi
cant witnesses was a decisive factor in his contribution to the controversies. 
Like Calvin in his preface to the Consensus Tigurinus, which shall be considered 
in the second chapter, Peter Martyr wanted to solve the dispute over the sa
crament for the unity of Christ's Church on the basis of the very principle of 
the Reformation, sola scriptura, and by the exact and clear use of it. 

3.5. 'Peter Martyr and the Eucharistie Controversy' 

Recently, two articles about Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper have 
appeared, one about the Oxford Disputation and the other is this article by Nick 
Needham, written in 1999. Needham wants to introduce Peter Martyr as the 
pioneer, along with Calvin, in the distinctive Reformed doctrine of the Eucha
rist."^ For this purpose, he outlines the major features of Peter Martyr's Eucha
ristie doctrine and his involvement with the Eucharistie controversy. It begins 
with the high evaluation of Peter Martyr's contemporaries, and describes the 
influence of Aristotle for an intellectual background of this Reformer, and then 
Peter Martyr's doctrine of the 'union with Christ and Incarnation' is considered 
as the 'conceptual framework' for his Eucharistie doctrine.^"' And then there 
comes an introduction of Peter Martyr's concept of analogy, redundatio ad cor
pora. Thereafter, Peter Martyr's involvement with the Eucharistie controver
sies is considered in the successive two paragraphs, first 'Refuting 
Transubstantiation' and then 'Refuting Lutheran Eucharistie Teaching.' The 
Oxford Disputation and the Colloquy of Poissy are surveyed in the first para
graph, and Peter Martyr's controversy with Brenz is treated in the second. 

It seems clear from the footnotes of this article that Needham depends hea
vily upon McLelland's work, The Visible Word of God, for his introduction of this 
'almost forgotten but surely to be remembered' Reformer. Within about 21 
pages he skillfully summarizes the main line of McLelland's work. 

248 NEEDHAM, 'Controversy', 25. 'Along with Calvin, he pioneered the distinctively Reformed un
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tated among the very front rank of Continental Protestant Reformers' 

249 NEEDHAM, ibid., 13. 'This doctrine of threefold union with Christ, then, is the conceptual frame
work for Martyr's eucharistie theology.' 
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3.6. 'The bodie and bloud of Christ is not carnallie and corporallie In the bread 
and wine' 

The most recent study of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine is J. Andreas Lo
we's article about the Oxford Disputation. Lowe analyzes Peter Martyr's Dis-
putatio and the Commentary on 1 Corinthians for his picture of this Reformer's 
Eucharistie doctrine in his Oxford period. 

Lowe discerns the Augustinian character in Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doc
trine in the distinction between the sign and the signified: 'The theological 
concept at the heart of Vermigli's sacramental theology is essentially the Au
gustinian conviction of the composite nature of a sacrament. [...] in his respon
ses to Catholic opponents, Vermigli consistently claims that his opposition 
erroneously identified the elements of bread and wine with the corporeal na
ture of the body and blood of Christ.'"" By the 'figurative' or 'hyperbolical' 
relationship between the sign and the signified, according to Lowe, Peter Mar
tyr effectively dismantles the Catholic notion of transubstantiation."' Howe
ver, Lowe also gives serious attention to Peter Martyr's terms vera and efficax, 
by which this Reformer wanted to affirm a physical presence of the risen Christ 
in the Eucharist. In the context of the Oxford Disputation Peter Martyr clearly 
rejected any corporeal conjunction between the sign and the signified, but he 
suggested a spiritual or sacramental relation. 'Since the elements relate sacra-
mentally to the physical body of Christ in heaven, the question of whether the 
faithful receive the true, physical body of Christ in the Eucharist has shifted in 
emphasis.'"^ So, Lowe finds the answer in the shift of emphasis that Peter Mar
tyr intended in the question: 'Rather than concern himself with the mode of 
Christ's presence in the Eucharist, Vermigli emphasises the manner of recepti
on (or rather the 'way of access') to Christ's heavenly body.'"' 

It is by reference to Peter Martyr's concept of duplex manducatio, and espe
cially his concept of (manducatio) citra sacramentum that Lowe characterizes this 
Reformer's Eucharistie doctrine as genuinely 'Reformed': 'Rather than partake 
of Christ's body per sacramentum when receiving the symbols of bread and wine 
[...] the believer can be said to 'feed' on Christ's body just by his own spiritual 
devotions, e.g. his personal prayers during the celebration of the Lord's Supper. 
[...] It is the latter form of participation in the sacrament of the Eucharist which 
allows Vermigli to develop a theological concept which places him firmly in 
the Reformed camp.'"" However, Lowe's use of the term of 'Reformed' to refer 

250 LOWE, 'Bodie and bloud', 320. 
251 LOWE, Ibid., 321. 
252 LOWE, ;bid., 322. 
253 LOWE,/bid., 322. 
254 LOWE, Ibid., 323. 
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to Peter Martyr's Eucharistie doctrine in the Oxford Disputation seems to be 
more 'Zwinglian' than Calvinistic, and indeed Lowe relates Peter Martyr's posi
tion in this disputation directly to the Reformer of Zurich: 'His own sharp dis
tinction between sign and the signified as well as his idea of a spiritual or 
mental communion, are closely akin to Zwingli's own and rooted in the Zurich 
Reformer's Christology. When in the course of the Oxford Disputation Vermigli 
accuses his opposition of confusing the natures of Christ, we are constantly 
reminded of Zwingli's own strong distinction between the humanity and divi
nity of Christ in the course of the first Eucharistie controversy.'^" Finally, Lowe 
brands Peter Martyr in Oxford phase as a child of the Zurich Reformation and 
for evidence he cites part of the letter of Johannes ab Ulmis, a Swiss student in 
Oxford to Bullinger: '[Vermigli] has declared to us all [...] what was his opinion 
on this subject, and he seemed to all of us not to depart even a nail's breadth 
from that entertained by yourself Nay more, he has defended that most 
worthy man, Zuingle, by the testimony of your opinion, and taken part with 
him against his adversaries.'"^ 

However, I think that Lowe does not pay sufficient attention to the recipi
ent of this letter: Bullinger. What Johannes ab Ulmis confirmed about Peter 
Martyr's position in the Eucharistie doctrine in the Oxford Disputation was the 
likeness between 'Zwingli' and Peter Martyr. However, Peter Martyr himself 
clearly pointed out in his letter to Bullinger that what he defended in this Dis
putation was 'Bullinger's doctrme' of the Lord's Supper."' indeed, Peter Martyr 
in his Tractatio was considerably more favorable to Zwingli than he was to 
Luther, as I shall consider in the next chapter. However, it was Bullinger to 
whom Peter Martyr reported concerning his theological position in the Dis
putation. Bullinger was the pastor of Zurich, with whom Peter Martyr had 
conversed personally on this same matter when he stayed in that city. He was 
the successor to Zwingli, who had developed the Zwinglian doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper and who could finally sign the Consensus Tigunnus. "^ To this 

255 LOWE, ;bid., 325. 
256 LOWE,/bid., 326. 
257 DM 131. 'You [Bullinger] congratulate me upon the happy result of the Disputations, which 

however is ra ther to be attributed to you than to me, since you have for so many years both 
taught and maintained that doctrine which I there undertook to defend.' 

258 'Zwinglis spate, vorsichtige Aul5erungen uber erne Gegenwart Christi im Glauben beim 
Abendmahl wirkten wie ein Signal zur Weiterbildung der Lehre der "manducatio spiritualis". 
[..,] Die Reflexionen uber das Mittel des Wortes t reten dabei ebenso zuruck wie die uber die 
Aussagekraft der Zeichen, den sie werden durch Schema innerlich/aul5erlich (intus/foris) 
uberflussing. In jedem Fall gehen die Zwinglianer, alien voran Bullinger, uber Zwmglis 
Abendmahlsverstandnis hinaus. Die Entwicklung drangte jedoch weiter.' NEUSER, 'Zwingha-
nismus', 237. And Neuser recognizes the Consensus Tigunnus as 'ein Dokument Bullingerscher 
Theologie' in its essential features and its details, /bid., 272. 
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document, which affirmed the Mutual Consent between Zurich and Geneva, 
Peter Martyr could give his wholehearted assent without any reservation or 
criticism, unlike his attitude as expressed in the Tractatio. In my study on this 
Consent in the next chapter, I will try to show that Peter Martyr's doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper is located between the two cities, but a little closer to the 
side of Geneva. 



II. Peter Martyr's Reformed Doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper and His Role in the 

Eucharist Controversies 

1. The Contours of Peter Martyr's Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 

Peter Martyr did not write a systematic work on the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper. His writings on this field are topical and fragmentary. In the Loci com
munes, the only systematic collection of his works arranged by Robert Masso-
nius, the sections on the doctrine of the Eucharist are taken from Tractatio and 
the summary ofDefensio. In the study of his doctrine of the Lord's Supper, I will 
concentrate on what he presented in Defensio,^ because it is more comprehen
sive than Tractatio. In Dialogus, his another major work on the Lord's Supper, he 
concentrates on the refutation of the Lutheran error. Therefore, I have judged 
that Defensio is the best source for our survey of the contours of his Eucharistie 
viewpoint. 

1 This voluminous work of more than 800 pages was the result of Peter Martyr's participation in 
the English Reformation under King Edward IV and Queen Elizabeth In his Oxford period, he 
published Tractatio after the Oxford Disputation on the Eucharist in 1549. With Thomas Cran-
mer, archbishop of Canterbury, Peter Martyr defended the Reformed interpretation of the 
Lord's Supper against the Roman theologians there. Stephan Gardiner, bishop of Winchester 
and one of the major proponents of the Roman Church in England, engaged in extended con
troversy with Cranmer who, because of his martyrdom, did not have opportunity to refute 
him After returning to Strasbourg, Peter Martyr was asked by his English friends to fulfill 
Cranmer's unfinished work to refute Gardiner Defensio, published at Zurich m 1561, was the 
result of his criticism of Gardiner. A short abridgement of Defensio is included in the Fourth 
Part of CP, 198-204. About the historical background, see MACCULLOCH, Militant. 
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1.1. The Nature of the Lord's Supper 

We can epitomize Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper by the following 
definition of it given by S. Corda: 

'A sacrament [of the Eucharist] is the divinely instituted relationship concerning the elements 
to the body of Christ by way of an effectual and true 'signification'.' 

A detailed explanation of this definition will give us the basic ideas of this Re
former, so well-versed in the Eucharistie doctrines of the Fathers and the Me-
dievals. 

Relatio per significationem 

Firstly, we can state that Peter Martyr understands the nature of the Lord's 
Supper basically as a 'relationship' between two different and distinct realities. 
The Eucharist is not a 'something' or a 'new entity' that comes from the union 
of the body of Christ in the heaven and the elements on the Eucharistie table, 
but essentially a particular type of relationship between them.^ 

This 'sacramental relationship' between these two distinct realities is, ho
wever, so firm and solid that we cannot think of the one without implying the 
other. Just as the term 'son' is inherently related to its corresponding term 
'father', and just as there exists an inherent relationship between a 'word' and 
its 'meaning', the two realities of the Eucharist stand in very intimate associa
tion with each other. In fact, the intimacy of this sacramental relationship goes 
beyond the two relative analogies of the relationship between father and son, 
and that of word and its meaning. 

However, with the term relatio Peter Martyr puts his emphasis upon the 
point that the original nature of the two realities in the Eucharist remains 
unchanged: the elements remain real bread and wine, and the body of Christ 
remains His real human body. What is radically changed in the Eucharist is the 
type of relationship in which these two distinct realities operate towards each 
other. 

The term chosen by Peter Martyr to describe the nature of the relationship 
between the elements on the Eucharist table and the body of Christ is 'by way 
of signification' (per significationem). He denies any kind of bodily or physical 
relationship between the two realities: Christ's body is neither localiter nor 
realiter nor substantialiter related to the sacramental bread and wine. Although 

2 VS, 106. 
3 'Sacramentum autem est quaedam relatio, inter ille, videlicet, externa symbola, quae oculis et 

sensibus usurpamus, et res significatas, quae sunt aetemae, coelestes et invisibiles' DEF, 534. 
Also see VS, 101. 
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it is not satisfactory to describe the nature of the Eucharist, the term persignifi-
cationem approximates the character of this sacrament and shows the direction 
in which the relationship moves, i.e. from the signum (the bread and wine) to 
the res (the body of Christ). 

Efficax et vera 

With this concept of relatio per significationem, however, the mystical nature of 
the Lord's Supper cannot be sufficiently explained. Because the ordinary rela
tionship of signification belongs to the realm of nature, and it operates on the 
level of meaning and ideas - that is, a word conveys to the listener its meaning 
or idea, it cannot satisfactorily express the sacramental relationship, which 
belongs to the realm of grace." In this kind of relationship, signification is not 
merely connected with idea or meaning, but is related to the reality itself, that 
is, the body and blood of Christ. In other words, Peter Martyr pays attention to 
the fact that the two elements of the Lord's Supper are not to be understood 
merely as symbols of Christ's body, and that he cannot express this properly 
with the concept of relatio per significationem. For sacramental use, this concept 
needs a supplementary explanation, which can elucidate the mystical charac
ter of the Lord's Supper. Thus Peter Martyr adds two adjectives in order to 
supplement the limitation of the concept oi relatio per significationem: efficax and 
vera. 

With the first adjective efficax Peter Martyr tries to enlarge the meaning of 
the word signification; while an ordinary relationship of signification is simply 
indicative and allusive, the sacramental signification is explicatory and opera
tive. In other words, the sacramental significatio is not only significativa but also 
exhibitiva of Christ's body.^ The second adjective vera ought, above all, to be 
understood together with the term 'divinely instituted': although this sacra
mental relationship is by way of signification, it is nevertheless firm and solid 
more than any physical relationships, because this is God's chosen way of rela
ting the elements to Christ's body. In this connection, it is noteworthy that 
Peter Martyr regards a physical relationship in the Eucharist, such as implied 
by the transubstantiatio or sub specie theories, as never more true or firm than 
the sacramental relationship of the signification. Moreover, this relationship of 
signification is vera, because the signified (the body of Christ) is also true reali-

4 'Et quamvis naturalis significatie possit ratione comprehendi, sacramentalis tamen, quoniam 
ea divma quaedam res est, ut saepe diximus, non potest.' DEF, 810. Also see VS, 105. 

5 'Ut enim ilia significant, sic etiam exhibent, atque offerunt spiritui nostro corpus Christi.' DEF, 
775. Also see VS, 105. 
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ty. Thus the divinely instituted sacramental relationship 'truly' relates the 
believer to the body of Christ, which is also 'truly' exists outside of us.̂  

Res: Christ's Glorified l-luman Body 

The body of Christ, one of two terms of the sacramental relation in Peter Mar
tyr's understanding, is defined as 'glorified' body and also as 'real human' body. 
First of all, the fact that the body of Christ must be a real human body is emp
hasized in connection with the reality of Christ's human nature. The same 
earthly body of Jesus Christ never ceases to exist. Although the body of Christ 
in heaven is glorious in its status, it is still a real body and accordingly has a 
certain consistency, weight, and boundaries. In this regard, the argument that 
the body of Christ can be physically present both in heaven and on earth at the 
same time is not only most absurd but also dangerous to the real human nature 
of Christ. The motivation of Peter Martyr's resolute rejection of the theories of 
the transubstantiation and of the consubstantiation is to defend the reality of 
Christ's human nature.' With this basic concern he also explains the event of 
Jesus' miraculous entrance in the room through the closed door in John 21:19. 
It was possible not by the change of post-resurrection body of Christ but by the 
temporal change of the doors: the solidity of their matter was miraculously 
diminished to the point of letting Jesus' body pass through. 'God is able "rare-
facere solida et densare" whenever he wants to. This is not absurd. What is 
really absurd to Peter Martyr is to think that "corpus humanum esse quantum, 
et membra distincta in se ipso habere, atque idem ad loca diversa, multa et 
propemodum infinita diffundi: praesens esse, ac non in loco esse".'^ According 
to his divine nature Christ is everywhere, but according to his human nature 
Christ is located in a definite place in heaven, namely at the right hand of the 
Father. Peter Martyr refrains from describing heaven in its spatial connotation, 
but he is sure that in its spatial dimension Christ is able to walk, to sit, to lie, 
and to move freely from one place to another.' 

6 For the significance of these adjectives in Peter Martyr's concept of relatio per significauonem, 
see LOWE, 'Bodie and bloud', 317-326. According to Lowe, by the word 'efficacious signification' 
Peter Martyr shifted the point of disputation from the 'mode' of Christ's presence in the Lord's 
Supper to the 'manner' of reception (or rather, the 'way of access') to Christ's heavenly body. 

7 'Nos vero, quia veritatem humanae naturae in Christo defendimus, idem eius corpus simul et 
in coehs, et in terns pernegamus.' DEF, 415. Also see VS, 126. 

8 DEF, 42-43. See footnoot 74 in VS, 125. 
9 'Nemo enim nostrum unquam alligavit, aut affixit Christum ad certum aliquem locum. Potest 

sedere, lacere, ambulare, et quocunque velit per coeli spatia se conferre' DEF, 552. Also see VS, 
127. 
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Although it is still truly human body in its substance, the glorified body of 
Christ is unique and incomparable in its effect and goes infinitely beyond what 
any other human body can accomplish. In this regard Peter Martyr points out 
the implications of two fundamental doctrines of the atonement and of the two 
natures of Christ. Christ's body is unique in the sense that God the Father ac
cepted it as the price for the redemption of humanity. It has also incomparable 
power of redemption and salvation because of the hypostatic union of the two 
natures in Christ. This emphasis upon the body of Christ in relation with our 
redemption is a firm point in Peter Martyr's Christology. He repeatedly makes 
it clear that the human body of Christ is the channel or the medium which 
conveys God's grace to man.^° Peter Martyr, by asserting that Christ's body is 
the only medium by which we can get the sanctifying power of Christ, fully 
agrees with his Roman Catholic opponent, S. Gardiner. However, there lies a 
serious difference of opinion on the question of how we can receive the body of 
Christ in the Eucharist. For Peter Martyr, the manner by which the body of 
Christ is joined to the Eucharistie bread is the focal point in the controversy. 

Fundamentum: Symbols 

For the other term of the sacramental relation in the definition above, namely 
the 'elements' on the Eucharistie table, we can find Peter Martyr's answer to 
the question 'how the body of Christ is joined to the Eucharistie bread'. Central 
to his answer, there stands his peculiar interpretation of the 'sacramental 
change' {mutatio sacramentalis). 

His initial insistence about the sacramental change is that the bread and 
wine by no means lose their original natures. This he emphasizes again and 
again and never deflects from it." There is no loss of their original substance, 
no physical mutation. But this does not mean that he denies the sacramental 
change, as some of the Fathers had implied in relation to the bread and wine on 
the Eucharistie table. However, he interprets it in a significantly different way: 
the sacramental change does not mean the mutation of the original nature of 
the elements, but it lifts them up to a new 'rank' and confers a new 'dignity' 

10 To quote some expressions of his own: 'Humanitas Christi canalis est, per quern a deo in nos 
gratiae derivantur.' DEF, 607; 'sanctificationem transire ad nos a carne domini, quod in ilia si-
tum sit pretium redemptionis nostrae' DEF, 608; 'Nam spiritus, et Verbum dei, hoc est, natura 
divina, est efficiens causa nostrae sanctificationis. Medium autem, per quod ea sanctificatio
nem ad nos transfundit, est Christi humanitas' DEF, 609. 

11 'in Eucharistia panem non desinere esse panem.' DEF, 391; 'Panis et vinum, quod attinet ad 
intimam lUorum naturam, eadem sunt, quae erant prius [...] non est physica mutatio, fateor, 
est enim spiritualis.' DEF, 612. Also see VS, 115. 



78 Scripturae et Patrum Testimoniis 

upon them.^^ He regards the elements of the Eucharist not as figurae nudae, but 
as sacramentum of Christ's body. In so far as the Holy Spirit makes use of these 
elements as the means of grace, they cannot be mere symbols/^ Unlike ordina
ry symbols that merely remind us of the signified things, the sacrament is an 
instrument of the Holy Spirit by which communication of Christ's body to the 
believers is possible. 

It is notable that Peter Martyr does not say that the elements become 
Christ's body and blood through the sacramental change. He says that the 'sa
craments' of Christ's body and blood are the results of the sacramental chan
ge.'" Changed into 'sacramental bread and wine', they become effective 
instruments for the action of the Holy Spirit on the believers. They have now 
endowed with new properties and formerly unknown power to confer the 
saving work of Christ to the faithful. The significance of this sacramental chan
ge can be best expressed by two new properties of the bread and wine: first, 
they become fitting instruments of the Holy Spirit. Second, they are now able 
to be called according to the name of the res, which they signify, namely, the 
body and blood of Christ.'^ The sacramental bread and wine, through the muta-
tio sacrametalis, have now the dignity of God's Word.'^ 

This mutatio sacrametalis is not the physical change of the nature in the 
bread and wine, but the spiritual and relational one. It is 'spiritual' in the sense 
that it does not change the bread and wine physically but spiritually, so that 

12 Against the argument by Gardiner that Cyprian mentioned a change of nature in the elements, 
Peter Martyr re-defines the meaning of the word 'mutan' as 'implementation'. 'Recte. Non ta-
men addit [Cyprian] earn abuci, et in nihilum redigi. 0 pulchrum Grammaticum. Apud istum, 
mutan, nihil potest aliud significare, quam toUi, et perimi. Sed recta ratio longe aliter docet. Il-
lud emm potius mutan dicitur, quod manet, et varias in se formas, et propnetates recipit.' DEF, 
642. Also see SV, 116. Here we can find a hint on how Peter Martyr appropriates the Fathers for 
his own advantage in the controversies with the Roman Catholics. 

13 'Nos enim nee didicimus unquam, nee docuimus, sacramentum nihil esse aliud, quam nudam 
figuram.' (DEF, 564), because 'istis emm symbolis spiritus sanctus utitur ad nostram fidem exci-
tandam, qua verum corpus, verumque sanguinem Christi apprehendamus, et iis spintualibus 
alimonns spiritualiter ad aeternam vitam nutnamur Non sunt ergo haec sacramenta tantum 
figurae non sunt signa prophana, non sunt vulgaria symbola.' DEF, 564. Also see VS, 117. 

14 'symbola converti in substantiam carnis et sanguinis domini [...] [Emissenus] nihil aliud intelli-
gi voluit, quam ea fieri sacramentum substantiae carnis et sanguis domini.' DEF, 763. This is the 
second firm point in Peter Martyr's concept of the sacramental change, and a very significant 
point in his use of the Fathers because 'with the help of this idea Vermigli explains away all the 
passages of the Fathers that seem to imply a direct transformation of the elements into Chr
ist's body.'VS, 117. 

15 'Panem vero credimus esse, quod dominus dicit, nimirum corpus suum: at non simpliciter, sed 
certo quodam modo: quod sit corporis eius sacramentum' DEF, 84 Also see VS, 121. 

16 'llle emm cibus est lam consecratus in mystenum: est instruementum spiritus sancti: et sublas-
tus lam ad parem dignitatis gradum cum verbo dei. Longe ergo, longeque superat omnes com
munes cibos.' DEF, 404. Also see VS, 119. 
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Christ's body is truly received by the believers at the Eucharistie table. It is also 
'relational' in the sense that they are still bread and wine, but they have been 
raised to that of sacred things from the status of ordinary and profane objects 
as the suitable instruments for God's action." Now the sacramental bread and 
wine signify not only Christ's body on the cross but also its power to nourish 
and strengthen the bodies of the faithful. 

1.2. Eucharist as a Relation and an Event 

According to Peter Martyr, there should be three essential factors for the sa
crament of the Lord's Supper: Christ's historical institution of the Lord's Sup
per, proclamation of the institutional words, and the power of the Holy Spirit. 
If one of these three elements is missing, there is no sacrament in its proper 
meaning. It is notable that these three elements testify to the initiative of God 
in the Eucharist. For Peter Martyr, the sacrament of the Lord's Supper is from 
the beginning to the end the work of God. It is radically different from the 
ordinary phenomena, since it bases itself upon an extraordinary action of God 
transcending his ordinary intervention in the realm of creation. 

Seal: Christ's Historical Institution 

Peter Martyr distinguishes John 6 from the other texts in the synoptic Gospels 
on the Last Supper: in John 6 we can find the foundation of the sacrament, that 
is, the 'spiritual eating' of the body of Christ for the nourishment of the faith
ful.'* This text is the most important basis for Peter Martyr's doctrine on the 
body of Christ as spiritual nourishment. 

In the Last Supper, according to John 6, Christ instituted the Lord's Supper 
as a seal to the spiritual eating of his body. It is a seal, since it is instituted both 
for our weakness and for the more effectual accomplishment of our spiritual 

17 To explain the 'relational' feature of the sacramental change, Peter Martyr uses the illustration 
of an architectural column. 'The place where you locate it in the building does not affect its 
substance or inner nature: it remains a column. If you put it in the wrong place, however, the 
result may be disastrous, since the column then ceases to be what it naturally was, that is, a 
support. In this case there has been a change in the column, though not a 'physical' one, but 
simply 'm relation to' something else. The same is true of the eucharistie elements when they 
undergo the sacramental change.' See, VS,118-119. 

18 'In sexto Johannis nihil aliud tradit nisi simplicem nudamque doctrinam. Ait enim corpus 
suum, et sanguinem, quae daturus erat ad salutem humani generis, tanto fore usui fidelibus, 
quanto corpore nostro est cibus, et potus [...]. Ita corpus et sanguis Christi oblata m cruce pro 
salute nostra debent nobis esse in omnera vitam pro cibo, et potu Ex illo lucundissimo pastu 
ducimus, et haunmus spiritualem, et aeternam vitam'. DEF, 563-564. Re-cited from VS,109. 
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eating of his body." With this seal, we take the spiritual eating much more 
effectively by the help of our bodily sensations. 

In his interpretation of the verb 'est', Peter Martyr is consistent to his fun
damental position against any physical change of the bread and wine. Thus the 
word 'est' cannot be taken as meaning the identity between the subject and the 
predicate. The bread and wine is the body and blood of Christ only in its sa
cramental meaning. Peter Martyr also rejects the so-called Zwinglian inter
pretation of this verb, namely, meaning 'significat'.^° Because the sacramental 
connection is so powerful and effective that the other verb 'significat' is not 
strong enough to express the intimacy of this relationship adequately. There is 
a good reason for the use of the verb 'est' instead of 'significat' in the biblical 
text itself.̂ ^ 

Actual Utterance of the Institutional Words 

Peter Martyr emphasized the words of institution as the second essential and 
objective element in the sacrament of the Lord's Supper. Without the procla
mation of the institutional words, both declaratory and operative, there is no 
sacrament. Through the actual utterance of the institutional words of Christ, 
the bread and wine become the sacrament of Christ's body and blood.̂ ^ Howe
ver, he does not mean that the utterance of the institutional words has the 
power to create the sacrament. In this matter he distinguishes carefully and 
firmly the causa necessaria from causa efficiens: the utterance of the institutional 

19 'Sed quoniam caro nostra infirma est, idcirco lussu, et institute dei habemus sacros conventus, 
ubi et veto dei, et ceremonus Coenae dominicae provocemur ad id vehementius, et attentius 
faciendum' DEF, 710. Also see VS, 111, 

20 It is generally accepted that Zwingli took this interpretat ion of a Dutch scholar Cornells Hoen 
as his own, however, in his Disputation and Tractatio at Oxford (1549) Peter Martyr made careful 
distinction between Zwingli's own view of this mat ter from those of the Zwinglians His friend
ship with Henry Bullinger (1504-1575), from his first arrival m Zurich in September 1542 may 
have influenced him to discern this difference between popular the Zwinglian concept and 
that of Zwingli himself The same is true of his prudent evaluation of Luther, perhaps through 
the information by Martin Bucer. See, TRD, 55v. 

21 'Nihil autem eius causam levat inopia vocabulorum. Nam nos quoque ilium agnoscimus: et cum 
efficax ilia significatie in hoc sacramento non possit exprimi verbo alio proprio, idcirco dici-
mus, Christum uti voluisse verbo substantive: ne ibi levem aliquam, aut vulgarem significatio-
nem esse suspicaremur Errat enim iste noster, cum dicit, non defuisse Christo alia verba 
propria, si figuram significare voluisset. Etsi enim errant vecabula, quibus communis figura 
posset mdicari, tarnen nullum fuit, quo hoc genus significationis, et figurae posset ostendere.' 
DEF, 716. Also see VS, 113. 

22 'Nulla enim sacramenta recipimus, quae secum ceniuncta non habeant verba dei [...]. Nos enim 
docemus, non esse habenda pro sacramentis, nisi quae secum et verbum Dei, et sacrum usum 
coniunctum habeant. ' DEF, 618. Also see VS, 112 
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words is only causa necessaria. The latter, causa efficiens, belongs only to God 
Himself. It is the work of the Holy Spirit that makes sacramental change 
through the utterance of the institutional words. In this respect, this second 
element can be also regarded as an 'instrument', such as the symbols, which 
God uses in order to convey his grace and power to the believers through the 
sacrament of the Lord's Supper. 

The Working Presence of the Holy Spirit 

The first and second elements cannot establish by themselves true and effectu
al relationship between the symbols of the Eucharistie table and the body of 
Christ in heaven, which constitutes the very nature of a sacrament. The decisi
ve factor is always the intervention of the Holy Spirit. The working presence of 
the Holy Spirit is the third essential element that brings a sacrament into exis
tence. Therefore we can summarize the working of these three factors in the 
sacramental change as follows: the elements constitute sacrament on the basis 
of Christ's institution, through the words of consecration and in virtue of the 
intervention of the Holy Spirit. 

Sacramentum est tantum in usu 

An important consequence of Peter Martyr's definition of the Eucharist, which 
is characterized as a relationship, is the involvement of the believers in the 
sacrament. For Peter Martyr, there is no sacrament without the actual action of 
God upon the believers. It is only through its proper use that a sacrament really 
happens.'̂ ^ From this concept he draws two practical conclusions: first, the 
elements of the Eucharist do not have any sacramental character apart from 
their use. Thus it is an act of idolatry to preserve the residue of the elements in 
a sacred container. Second, the Eucharist should be celebrated only when there 
is a congregation sharing in it. Personal celebration of it deviates not only from 
the very nature of the sacrament but also from the institutional words. 

1.3. Eucharist, One of the Two Ways of the manducatio spiritualis 

what then is the relation of the Eucharist to the eating of the body of Christ? 
According to Peter Martyr, the body of Christ sanctifies us.^" The body of Christ 
is the channel of His saving power, which belongs to the divine nature of Christ 

23 'Sacramentum t a n t u m est m usu, dum re ipsa sumitur'. DEF, 491. Also see VS, 135. 
24 'Sanctificationem, quaecunque m nobis est, derivan ex Christi corpore, facile damus.' DEF, 417. 

Also see VS, 167. 
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that flows over to the faithful. The 'Spiritual eating' {manducatio spiritualis) of 
Peter Martyr signifies the believer's reception of Christ's body, whether 
through the sacrament (manducatio per sacramentum) or apart from it (manduca
tio citra sacramentum). With the 'eating through the sacrament' Peter Martyr 
rejects the Roman Catholic accusation that the Reformed doctrine of the Eu
charist teaches only the eating of the symbols of Christ's body. With the 'eating 
apart from the sacrament', which is based upon John 6, Peter Martyr considers 
the elect who do not have any chance to participate in the Lord's Supper. 

By the word 'spiritual', Peter Martyr means first of all that this eating is not 
carnal or oral eating. In the positive sense of the word, the 'spiritual' eating 
signifies the whole process of transmitting the saving power of Christ's body to 
the life of the believers. In the Eucharist this eating happens only through the 
internal eating of the sacrament. 

Manducatio interna, manducatio externa 

There are two kinds of eating in the manducatio per sacramentum: the external 
eating and the internal eating. The former, which is also called 'oral eating' 
(manducatio oralis), is applicable both to the faithful and to the unbelievers, 
while the internal eating can be possible only for the believers. Thus manduca
tio interna is a sort of the spiritual eating. 

More than any other Reformed theologian, Peter Martyr tries to explain the 
mechanism of the internal eating of Christ's body in the Eucharist: the Holy 
Spirit uses the sacramental symbols as the instruments of stirring up or arou
sing a person's faith. So, one is able to receive the body of Christ, to which the 
sacramental symbols are intimately related." At this point, he also emphasizes 
not only the initiative of the Holy Spirit as the originator of the sacraments, 
but also the careful distinctions between the various causes (causae) of the 
sacraments. According to him, the sacrament of the Lord's Supper is not the 
causa efficiens, but merely the causa instrumentalis of the manducatio spiritualis. 

25 According to Corda, this idea is so central to Peter Martyr and decisive for an understanding of 
his doctrine of the Lord's Supper that his whole book against Gardiner could be summarized 
under this item: 'Dicimus autem, carnem Christi vi fidei non substantialiter aut realiter, sed 
tantum spiritualiter nobis fieri praesentem. Quemadmodum enim accedimus ad sacram Men-
sam, per fidem habemus ante oculos, et in conspectu, atque ita praesentem mortem domini: ita 
per fidem ammo, ac spiritu vescimur praesente came Christi. Neque aliud fere toto isto libro 
inculcamus, quam fide esse instrumentum, quo solo corpus domini possit a nobis apprehendi, 
et spirituali manducatione nobiscum comungi.' DEF, 725 See VS, 142. 
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Fidem as Instrumentum 

In his explanation of the spiritual eating through the Eucharist, that is mandu-
catio interna, it is noteworthy that Peter Martyr emphasized the role of faith.^'' 
To eat of Christ's body is to believe Christ who died for us." Only by faith, not 
by our mouths, can we receive the body of Christ who is in heaven. Faith is the 
instrument for the believer to receive the saving grace of Christ. The presence 
of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper is also realized not by the utterance of the 
institutional words, but by the faith of the believers.^^ 

Concerning the role of faith in the Eucharist, Peter Martyr stresses that the 
faith is not the work or merit of the believer. According to him, it is not only 
Christ's body offered to us through word and sacrament but also the faith that 
enables us to receive the salutary body, which are the free gifts of God that 
come entirely out of his gracious mercy. In this sense, faith is not the cause of 
Christ's presence in the Eucharist but enables us to come into Christ's presence 
and to benefit from it.̂ ^ This is the special role of faith in the Lord's Supper: 
faith overcomes the distance between the elements on the Eucharistie table 
and Christ's body in heaven. By faith, the body of Christ is present in the Eu
charist, not physically but spiritually.^" The 'spirtualiter' presence means that 
the object is within the reach of faith. In this way, Peter Martyr understood the 
spiritual presence of the body of Christ as the true presence of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper by means of faith in the spirit of the one partaking of the the 
sacrament. 

With the concept of the spiritual presence of the body of Christ, Peter Mar
tyr could speak of both the presence of Christ as realized in the believer's spirit 
on earth and the ascension of the believer's spirit to the heavenly place of 
Christ's dwelling {sursum corda). The question of the place where the believer 

26 For an example, we can find his emphasis upon the efficacy of faith in his letter to BuUinger, 
dated 14 June 1552: 'Without faith the sacraments are always put to an unworthy use. But if 
those who come to the sacraments are endowed with faith, through faith they have already 
taken hold of the grace which is proclaimed to us in the sacraments. ' LLS, 124. 

27 'hoc tantum dicimus, opus esse vera fide, quod credentes Christum pro nobis esse mortuum, 
carnem ems manducemus: et cum Augustino dicimus, Credere esse manducare ' DEF, 646. Also 
see VS, 142. 

28 'Non enim dicimus, vi verborum sacramenta fieri. Requiruntur ilia quidem: sed sacramenti res 
non habetur, ut ait Augustinus quatenus verba ilia dicuntur, sed quatenus creduntur. ' DEF, 379. 
Re-cited from VS, 143. 

29 'Nos enim nunquam aut scripsimus, aut omino cogitavimus, cognitionem, seu fidem nostram 
de praesentia, causam esse praesentiae Christi [..]. Nos autem omnia tribui velle fidei, merum 
est, et impudens mendacium [...] Imo ne in fide quidem nostra fiduciam uUam collocamus: sed 
in lUis tantum rebus, quae fide apprehendimus ' DEF, 764. Also see VS, 144. 

30 'Dicimus autem, carnem Christi vi fidei non substantialiter aut realiter, sed tantum spirituali-
ter nobis fieri praesentem. ' DEF, 725. Also see VS, 145. 
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meets Christ is a false problem for Peter Martyr. It is significant that Peter 
Martyr, with this concept of spiritual presence, believes that the doctrine of 
the bodily presence of Christ on the Eucharistie table can be rejected, while he 
conserves the underlying concern of this doctrine, namely that Christ's real 
body IS truly received and enjoyed by the partakers. 

Manducatio oralis and manducatio impiorum 

Peter Martyr compares the function of the 'oral eating' (or 'external eating') to 
the hearing God's word that is preached. Instead of using ears in preaching, we 
use our mouths and teeth in this external eating. In relation with the internal 
eating, he emphasizes the positive function of this oral eating. Although he 
does not see any direct causal relationship between these two kinds of eating, 
he asserts an indirect, 'conditional' kind of relationship between them. Of cour
se, it IS faith that enables the external eating to be closely related to the inter
nal and spiritual eating. When the condition of faith is fulfilled, through the 
taking of the sacramental bread with their mouths (at bodily level), the parta
kers take the body of Christ as the spiritual nourishment (at spiritual level). In 
this sense this external eating is also an instrument to help our weakness in 
believing by the eating of Christ's body. Therefore, it is recommended that the 
faithful eagerly desire this external eating. 

There is, however, another aspect of the external eating in the case of the 
unfaithful participation in the Eucharist. The word 'impn for Peter Martyr 
means those who bear the name of Christian without having real faith in 
Christ, so-called 'conventional' or 'nominal' Christians. For those nominal 
Christians the spiritual eating cannot occur, because there is no place in their 
spirits where the Holy Spirit can work. They can take part in the symbols of 
Christ's body, but never in the true body of Christ spiritually. Thus, manducatio 
impiomm is impossible for Peter Martyr, as long as the eating means the true 
body of Christ. 

This position makes him confront Luther's emphasis upon manducatio impio
rum, which appeals to Paul's warning of profaning the body of the Lord Howe
ver, the characteristic view of Peter Martyr on the Eucharistie elements - the 
bread and wine of the Lord's Supper are neither mere symbols nor the very 
body and blood of Christ but the 'sacrament' of Christ's body - enables him to 
explain the apostle's warning, without accepting the Lutheran concept of man
ducatio impiorum The unfaithful receive in the Lord's Supper not the ordinary 
bread and wine but the 'sacramental bread and wine' with divinely embedded 
dignity. Thus, their eating of the elements in the Lord's Supper is not simply 
void and useless. On the contrary, it is harmful and fatal to them because they 
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sacrilegiously misuse the sacramental symbols. With this explanation, Peter 
Martyr defends the concept of the spiritual presence, while he gives good con
sideration to Luther's concerns, namely, the objective truth of the sacrament 
and the comfort the 'weak' Christian (not impii) derives from the sacrament. 

1 4 The Effect of the Eucharist 

It IS only the body of Christ that can sanctify us. This is the foundation for his 
doctrine of the 'spiritual eating' of the body of Christ As mentioned above, 
there are two ways of the manducatio spmtualis. per sacramentum and atra sa-
cramentum That means that apart from the eating of Christ's body in the Lord's 
Supper, there is another way to eat Christ's body. In this way of eating, Christ's 
body and blood are eaten and drunk independently from the use of the Lord's 
Supper. Every time when we listen to the preached word, Christ's body nouris
hes us Therefore, when we hsten to the preached word, the same effect results 
as when we participate in the Lord's Supper Then, what is the distinct effect of 
the Eucharist for our sanctification' According to Peter Martyr, the sacrament 
of the Eucharist is an instrument by which the Holy Spirit increases and carries 
forward the process of sanctification 

At this point, we should pay attention to Peter Martyr's concept of commu
nion, because he closely relates the sacrament of the Eucharist to the commu
nion between Christ as the Head and the elect as its members. According to 
him, there are three kinds of communion between Christ and man. The first 
kind of communion is based on the incarnation of Christ, through which 
everyone has 'general and weak' communion with Him in the sense that He has 
the true human nature. Considering the second chapter of the epistle to the 
Hebrews, however, the significance of this communion should not be belittled 
The second kind of communion is possible only to the elect, by which each 
Christian is joined to Christ This communion begins with faith, which is infu
sed into the elect and continues in the process of the transformation of their 
nature into the likeness of Christ by the regenerating power that is provided to 
believers by the Holy Spirit. This second kind of communion is the process of 
restoring true human nature in all respects. It is also the process of being made 
holy and just adorned with divine properties, and of claiming the gifts of im
mortality and the eternal glory from the gifts of God The communion between 
Christ as the Head and the elect as its members is the third kind of communion 
that IS emphasized by Peter Martyr as the 'foundational' kind of union between 
Christ and the elect '̂ In reply to Beza's questions on the communion with 

31 For the concept of three kinds of communion of Peter Martyr, see LLS, 134-137, and Also see 
VS, 170-171, DM, 345-347 
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Christ, Peter Martyr asserts that there should be a 'middle' (or, secret) kind of 
communion between the first and the second. On the basis of Pauline state
ments in Colossians and Ephesians, Peter Martyr states as follows: 'Hence bet
ween the first conjunction, which I call a conjunction of similarity, I postulate 
this middle conjunction, which can be called a conjunction of union or of a 
hidden mystery. By it we are joined to Christ as to a head, and we are flesh of 
his flesh and bones of his bones since all of us insofar as we have faith are given 
life in him, are increased, and are joined together with all the other mem
bers.'" In this communion the communication between the head and its mem
bers occurs through other channels rather than spatial conjunction: first of all, 
by faith and by preaching and the sacraments. Here we can see the priority of 
faith in his understanding of the communion with Christ. Faith is in a real sen
se the 'necessary' channel for this communication, and the sacraments are only 
a derivative and secondary, insofar as they are trustworthy symbols of the 
communion with Christ and effective instruments by which faith is aroused in 
us. However, Peter Martyr never underrates the significance of the sacraments 
in relation with this third kind of communion with Christ. Both baptism and 
the Lord's Supper are 'the most certain symbols of this intimate conjunction'. 
When we make use of these sacraments, this conjunction is 'strengthened and 
increased' through faith, because faith must be employed in the profitable 
reception of the sacraments. In this sense, the Eucharist confirms and increases 
our mystical union with Christ. It is significant for his doctrine of spiritual 
presence that by supposing this 'middle' kind of union with Christ, Peter Mar
tyr can reject the bodily presence of Christ in the Eucharist." 

The result of the reception of Christ's body touches our whole being. Our 
very nature is gradually transformed into the likeness of Christ, so that even 
our bodies become capable of immortality and suitable instruments of the Holy 
Spirit. It is interesting to note that, with the concept of the spiritual presence, 
Peter Martyr accepts the view of the Roman Catholic opponent on the final 
effect of the sacrament, but reverses the order by which it is attained {redunda-
tio ad corpora). Christ's body does not reach and sanctify our spirit by passing 
through our bodies. Rather, the opposite is true: sanctification reaches our 
spirit first and from there it spreads to our body. 

32 LLS, 136. In this letter to Beza, Peter Martyr names the three kinds of communion respectively 
as 'a conjunction of nature ' , 'a conjunction of similarity' and 'a conjunction of union or of a 
hidden mystery'. 

33 'But I do not understand that middle communion as if I were thinking that the very substance 
of Christ's body and blood is really mixed m with the substance of the body and blood of each 
one of us or as if Christ's real body (if I may speak this way) were diffused through all human 
beings. I believe there is a certain secret and mystical communion with him, from which he 
truly becomes our head, as the divine letters testify.' LLS, 136-137. 
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1.5. The Position of Peter Martyr's Doctrine of the Eucharist in His Time and 
Context 

After the Marburg Colloquy 

Luther and Zwingli agreed on 14 of the 15 articles on the Christian faith at the 
Marburg Colloquy of 1529. The only article on which they could not agree was 
the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Even on this doctrine, however, there was 
more concord than discord. The three fundamental points that Luther presen
ted in his early work The Babylonian Captivity of the Church (1520) were accepted 
by all the Reformers in opposition to the Roman doctrine of the Eucharist: (l) 
The Lord's supper was not a 'work', not something that could be 'offered' to 
God. Rather it was a gift offered by God to us; (2) The gift given in all the sa
craments was the same gift given in the gospel message, the free offer of salva
tion m Christ, given out of love, and never earned; (3) Everything taught about 
the Eucharist had to conform to scripture, and therefore the purest form of 
celebration would be that which most perfectly conformed to the descriptions 
of the celebrations of the early church.̂ ^ In spite of such global agreement on 
the fundamental articles on the Christian faith, disagreement on the Eucharis
tie doctrine within the Protestant camp became intense and efforts to find 
unity between the Lutherans and the Reformed on this matter were without 
success. 

Why was there tragic disunity within the Protestant camp over the Eucha
rist? The underlying idea of Luther and Zwingli differed in fundamental ways. '̂' 
My question, however, is why such differences could not be overcome by their 
agreement on the most of the fundamental articles on faith, including the 
principles of sola scriptura, sola gratia, sola fide! In this study an answer to this 
question is sought by examining Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Me-
dievals. How did he defend the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper against 
the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper as well as the Roman doctrine of the 
Eucharist? Where is the common ground between the Lutheran and Reformed 
camps: how did they interpret the Scripture and the Fathers? 

34 JONES, /bid., 133. 'This last article, which addressed the Lord's Supper, cited their agreements as 
the reception of the euchanst in both kinds, the rejection of the Mass as a "work", the concep
tion of the euchans t as "the sacrament of the true body and blood of Jesus Christ", and the 
emphasis on the "spiritual partaking of the same". However, Article 15 also acknowledged the 
inability of the two major opponents to agree on real presence.' 

35 About the different ideas of the basic concept and the serious defects in their respective posi
tion, see JONES, /bid, 133-134. 
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Fights on the Two Fronts 
'With absolute conviction Peter Martyr constantly maintains that a sacramental understan
ding of this relationship not only avoids the absurdities of a physical or spatial presence of 
Christ's body in the sacrament, which is required neither by the scriptural texts nor by the de
clarations of the fathers, but also does not detract at all from the truth and power of the Lord's 
c ,36 
Supper. 

In the field of the Eucharistie controversies, Peter Martyr fought on two fronts: 
against those who try to add to the true nature of the sacrament, and also 
against those who try to detract from its dignity and power. Both do violence, 
in one way or another, to the truth of the sacrament as revealed by the Scrip
tures, interpreted by the Fathers and held for a millennium by the universal 
church. The former are all the late medieval and contemporary Roman church 
theologians and certain Lutheran extremists. The latter are mainly the extreme 
Zwinglians, who paradoxically fell into the same kind of error that the Roman 
Catholics committed, by relying upon man's action instead of God's work. 

Peter Martyr strives after a middle way, which he regards as Biblical and 
Patristic, between a purely symbolical view and a crudely realistic view of the 
Lord's Supper. His middle way can be explicitly shown by this comparison with 
his adversaries: 'While with the Anabaptists he disagreed on 'what' is received 
through participation in the Lord's Supper, with Roman Catholics but also with 
Lutherans he disagreed on 'how' this is received.'^^ 

2. Peter Martyr and the Doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the Various 

Eucharist Controversies: 1542-1562 

2.1. The First Period in Strasbourg (1542-1547) 

In his first period in Strasburg, Peter Martyr is generally described as a 'Refor
med-Catholic among the fathers of the Reformed Church'.^* His doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper, however, clearly shows its anti-Roman and considerably pro-
Reformed character in this same period. Although Peter Martyr, owing to his 

36 VS, 179. 
37 VS, 133. 
38 STURM, Theologie, 69. Despite of Peter Martyr's high evaluation of the Scriptures as the source of 

theological knowledge and norm of all piety, and his criticism of the monarchian absolutism of 
the papacy, and his enlightened struggle against all supersti t ions and pagan trends in worship 
and piety, Sturm finds still the Roman Cathohc features in Peter Martyr's theology also in his 
teaching of thejustification. 
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prudent and cautious attitude,^' was regarded by some as 'ambiguous' and 'pro-
Lutheran', it is evident from his early writings"" that he had already come to a 
firm and solid resolution about this matter, which he was to display later in the 
various controversies. 

2.1.1. Peter Martyr's Doctrine of the Lord's Supper in His Early Works. The Apos
tles' Creed 

When he is considering the practices of Roman Church with regard to the sa
craments, it is noteworthy that Peter Martyr first of all emphasizes the lack of 
a Biblical foundation for these practices. The invocation of the saints is done 
'without a word of authorization from God'. The adoration of the sacrament, 
enshrined in a tabernacle or carried about in procession, is an idolatry 'without 
the command of Christ'."' Without the Biblical foundation, there is hardly any
thing in the sacraments that has not been corrupted and ruined by Antichrist 
and the devil. Especially the sacrament of the Lord's Supper is severely corrup
ted, worse than that other sacrament, baptism. 

What the Lord commanded concerning the Lord's Supper is that we should 
do this in perpetual remembrance of his passion and death. To the faithful 
partakers, the promised body of Christ shall be given to nourish them. Without 
faith, however, they adore only the created things, that is, the substance of 
bread and wine. Thus, it is Peter Martyr's view that Christ is present only to 
those who commune with genuine faith. His emphasis upon the faith is signifi
cant with respect to his anti-Roman orientation in this period. His mention of 
the presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper is also noteworthy with 
respect to his position between Lutheran and Zwinglian views of the Lord's 
Supper."^ 

In his rather lengthy discussion on the use of the sacraments, we not only 
find his basic definition of the Lord's Supper as the 'visible words of God 
through the outward signs of bread and wine' - so that the use of the sacra-

39 'It IS in StraSburg that Vermigli experiences the divisions among Protestants at first hand, and 
therefore is still extremely cautious m his theological formulations.' LOWE, Ibid., 318, 

40 Cf. EW, the first volume of Peter Martyr Library. 
41 Peter Martyr Vermigli, 'The Apostles' Creed: A Plain Exposition of the Twelve Articles of the 

Christian Faith' in EW, 65-66. 
42 As an example of this, we read as follows. 'If you do not partake but are merely a spectator, 

Christ IS not present for you. [. ] Christ is not present except to anyone who, according to his 
command, communes with genuine faith. My brother, do you wish to encounter the presence 
of Christ? Take that sacrament with lively faith, precisely as he prescribed.' EW, 66. From these 
early comments on the presence of the Lord in the Eucharist, we can already see his consistent 
rejection of the Lutheran concept of manducatio impiorum, and also his emphasis upon the true 
presence of the Lord. 
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ments is of great value to the Church - but also his explicit emphasis upon 
good discipline, which can be connected with his evaluation of the dignity of 
the elements as the 'sacramental body' of Christ. 

In his early work on the Apostles' Creed, which he named a 'catechism', Pe
ter Martyr clearly shows his anti-Romanist orientation in his Lord's Supper 
doctrine he clearly rejected the concept of ex opere operato and accordingly the 
theory of transubstantiation. His attitude becomes clearer not only from his 
severe reproach to the priests who recites the institutional words without 
understanding of their meaning but also from his emphasis on the role of faith 
m the true partaking of the Supper However, in the Eucharistie dispute within 
the Protestant camp, he is very cautious in his use of words we do this sacra
ment in remembrance of Christ's passion and death, however the promised 
body of Christ is given to the faithful. It is also notable that he does not put so 
much emphasis upon the change of place for the resurrected body of Christ 
when he comments upon the ascension of the Lord. Although he asserts that 
the qualities and essence of our human nature will remain after the resurrecti
on, and by this he insinuates his conviction of the true humanity of Christ m 
heaven, Peter Martyr does not make any explicit remarks on Christ's absence 
on earth after His ascension to heaven. He interprets the phrase 'on the right 
hand of God the Father Almighty' rather figuratively 'Even though God is in
corporeal, without hands, left or right, yet we may draw on the human analogy 
to illustrate the exaltation of Christ as to his humanity, after the resurrection 
he was most highly honored by God. In his kingdom, no creature is placed besi
de him or before him.'"^ 

In summary, we can find here, although in brief and prudent expression, 
some of the main themes of his later magnificent works on the Lord's Supper, 
'which would establish his reputation as the leading Reformed theologian on 
that disputed matter, theologian of 'Christian communion' in all senses of the 
word, unio, communio, communicatio."^'* 

Commentary on the First Book ofMoses"^ 

In contrast with the cultic ceremonies of the Old Testament, Peter Martyr con
siders the Lord's Supper to be a 'thanksgiving' sacrifice. He makes it clear that 
Christ's death is the only sacrifice that appeases the wrath of God, in which we 

43 EW, 47 
44 MCLELLAND,'Introduction inEW 25 
45 According to Sturm's analysis, Peter Martyr gave his lecture on Genesis in 1544-45 His manu

script text for this lecture was posthumously published On Peter Martyr's lectures in his first 
period in Strasbourg, see STURM, Ibid 30-36 
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can take part only by faith."^ The emphasis upon the role of faith in the sacra
ment appears also in his definition of a sacrament: a sign instituted by God 
signifying and exhibiting grace through Christ, but 'to those who receive it by 
faith.'^^The sacraments do not have any independent powfer to deliver the 
grace of Christ, but are always dependent upon faith. Thus, he does not refer to 
the sacrament as a cause of grace, but rather as an instrument."* 

Theses for Debate, Strasbourg, 1543-1545"^ 

In these propositions for public disputations in the School of Strasbourg, which 
cover the biblical text from the first chapter of Genesis to the seventh chapter 
of Leviticus and some from the eleventh chapter of Judges, we find scattered 
indications of Peter Martyr's view of the sacraments in general and also on the 
Lord's Supper. 

His criticism of the errors of the Roman Church is also prominent in these 
propositions. In his comments on baptism and the Lord's Supper, he repeatedly 
denies the concept of ex opere operato: 'Forgiveness is not in baptism 'because of 
the work done', as they say, but by the power of faith.'; 'The Lord's Supper may 
be called a sacrifice, but not because it purges the souls of the dead or justifies 
us, as they say, because of the work done.'^° 'Ceremonies do not justify by the 
power of the action or "by the work itself', as they say.'" Superstitious ideas 
and practices of the Roman Church are the main target of his criticism. 'It is a 
wicked opinion to affirm that men obtain certain benefits from God by the 
merit and force of reciting certain words, even if taken from Holy Scripture.' 
And 'it is a weak argument of some papists that the Eucharist should be reser
ved in churches because the children of Israel were ordered to preserve the 
manna for a perpetual memorial.'^^ Of course, Peter Martyr states that the 
sacramental elements deserve some respect, but it should not fall into supersti
tious idolatry: 'After their sacramental use some honor is due those things, 

46 'Deum solummodo nobis placavit Christi mors pr imum omnium sacrificiorum, cuius fide 
solummodo sumus pancipes: nisi velis quadam, Metonymia hic signum pro signata sumere' , 
DEF, 36r. Also see VS, 48. 

47 'In primis ita definio Sacramentum, quod est signum a Deo institutum, ad gratiam per Chris
tum designandum et exhibendam recipientibus ex fide.' GEN, 69r. Re-cited from VS, 49. 

48 'Sum igitur Sacramenta dicenda quaedam organa sive instrumenta, quibus Deus uti tur ad nos 
servandos', GEN, 69r. Also see VS, 49. 

49 'Theses D. Petri Martyns propositae ad disputandum publice in Schola Argentinensi, Anno 
Domini M.D.XLIII.' Recent English translation of this work by MCLELLAND with his introduction 
is included in EW, 81-159. 

50 EW, 101. 
51 EW, 106. 
52 EW, 135. 
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which were symbols of the sacrament, yet without superstition or offense to 
the weak.'" Especially the mass of the Roman Church is a hotbed of superstiti
ons: 'To have lamps lighted or candles burning before the relics of martyrs, or 
whatever is done in the papist mass, is superstitious.'^" These remarks clearly 
show that in this period Peter Martyr had already broken with the Romanist 
doctrine of the Eucharist. 

The strong emphasis upon 'faith' is also prominent in some of his theses: 
'We are justified by a lively and not a dead faith.'" 'God called sacrifices abomi
nation when they were done without faith.'" The emphasis upon faith should 
not be interpreted that he was inclined to the Zwinglian side, because there are 
remarks that clearly show his own Reformed position. The Lord's Supper, ac
cording to Peter Martry, is not merely the celebration of the remembrance of 
Christ's redemptive works, but a true and spiritual eating: 'When Christ says in 
John that those who eat his flesh shall not die but shall have life, he under
stands this to be true and spiritual eating, which will never lack fruit.'̂ ^ The 
sacraments are media gratiae, 'which God uses while he sanctifies his own 
through them.'^* More than anything else, his clear remark on receiving Christ 
through the sacrament distinguishes his position from the Zwinglians: 'Holy 
communion was performed among the faithful in the sacrifice of peace offe
rings, for in it Christ was not only set forth to be believed, but was received.'^' 
Therefore, in this period, his Reformed position concerning the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper is very carefully expressed. In his terminology, we can find not 
only 'signify', which in those times was easily interpreted in a Zwinglian sense, 
but also 'exhibit' which the Bucerians used in order to emphasize the local 
presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper.^" In his short definition of the nature of 
the sacrament, and in his evaluation of the sacraments of the Old Testament, 
we can find the term 'exhibit' with respect to the grace of God. 'A sacrament is 
an outward sign instituted by God to signify and exhibit grace to those who 

53 EW, 155. 
54 EW, 156. 
55 EW, 106. 
56 EW, 156. 
57 EW, 153. 
58 EW, 107. 
59 EW, 154. 
60 Later in the Oxford Disputation, Bucer recommended some corrections in the terms of the 

three Theses, which Peter Martyr had suggested to his Romanist opponents. Here the use of 
the terms locahter and exhihere was requested m the first place, because Bucer was afraid tha t 
Peter Martyr's use of the term significare could cause misunderstanding that Christ is absent 
from the Lord's Supper See MCLELLAND, Translator 's Introduction' in TR, xxxvi-xxxvu. We 
shall see the subtle differences between Bucer and Peter Martyr in this matter in the following 
section. 
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rightly receive it.' And 'sacraments in the Old Testament not only signified but 
also exhibited the grace of God.'" 

There is another notable feature of these Theses: some of his important ar
guments on the Lord's Supper that we find in his later works are already evi
dent here. For example, he repeatedly emphasizes the essential identity of the 
sacraments of both Old and New Testaments in the Tractatio and Defensio 
against the Romanist argument of transubstantiation. Here, in these Theses, he 
argues that circumcision and manna in Old Testament times are of the same 
substance as baptism and the Eucharist in New Testament times, in spite of the 
different ceremonies.^^ The careful distinction between the substance and the 
symbols of the Lord's Supper is also one of his constant emphases. Here we can 
read, 'We must beware not to attribute what belongs to Christ himself to ele
ments or symbols considered apart from him; but when both Christ and symbol 
are received together, the properties are communicated.'^^ 

2.1.2. Peter Martyr's Involvement in the Eucharist Controversies in This Period 

From his early writings, therefore, we can see clearly that Peter Martyr's defi
nite understanding of the Lord's Supper had already formed in his first period 
in Strasbourg. The characteristic features of his early understanding of the 
doctrine can be summarized as follows: The strong criticism of the various 
superstitious ideas and practices of the Roman Church, the emphases upon the 
role of faith and the actual reception of Christ, and the cautious selection of 
such terms as 'signify' and 'exhibit'. 

The last feature gives us a hint as to why he remained, for the most part, 
uninvolved in the Eucharistie Controversies of this period. During his stay in 
Strasbourg, there was serious controversy over how to positively formulate the 
new doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Although the Romanist mass had already 
been abolished in Strasbourg by a majority vote in 1529, when Peter Martyr 
arrived in the city in 1529, it was seriously torn between the Lutherans and the 
Zwinglians over the new formulation of this doctrine. The situation was a 'two-
edged sword' for Peter Martyr who had fled from the Romanist errors and 
abuses of the Lord's Supper.^" Though he could now freely criticize the Roman 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper, he had to exercise great caution because of the 
inter-Protestant dispute on this same doctrine. Strasbourg was the very place 

61 EW, 107. 
62 EW, 107,135. 'In regard to substance, manna was the same sacrament among the old fathers as 

the eucharist m the New Testament.' 
63 EW, 135. 
64 VS, 44. 
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where Bucer labored unstintingly to bring about a compromise between the 
two parties, which both stood on the same sola scriptura foundation. 

Given this situation in Strasbourg, we can understand the ambigious positi
on Peter Martyr occupied between the two parties. He was regarded as a Lu
theran when he moved to England in 1547." To be sure, he took the side of 
Melanchthon and Bucer in a letter of 1545, when commenting on the problem 
raised by evangelical Christians forced to attend Roman worship services 
whilst living in a Roman environment." He also added his signature to the 
letter of the Strasbourg ministers in 1546, addressed to the ministers of Zurich 
concerning the problem of three Zurich students, who refused to participate in 
the Lord's Supper at Strasbourg." At the same time, however, he also gave his 
consent to the position of BuUinger and his church at Zurich in his reply to the 
latter's suspicion about Peter Martyr's ambiguous silence in the Eucharist con
troversies: 'the opinion of your churches, as far as I can understand it, does not 
deviate from the truth.'^* In the same letter, Peter Martyr shows his reluctance 
to take part in the dispute because he is not willing to foster disunity within 
the Protestant camp. Thus the main target of his criticism with respect to the 
doctrine of Lord's Supper was consciously limited to the superstitions and 
errors of the Romanist church. 

Peter Martyrs' teaching on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper during this pe
riod shows that he had already established his own view. However, in spite of 
his apparent cautious and ambiguous attitude in the ongoing controversies 
between the Lutherans and the Zwinglians, his doctrine still betrays characte
ristic features of the Reformed position. One of his crucial criticisms on the 
errors of the Romanist concept of the Lord's Supper, the theory of transubstan-
tiation that will be examined in the next section, is also applicable to a substan
tial degree to the consubstantiation concept of the Lutherans. 

2.2. The Controversy with the Roman Theologians in the Oxford Period (1547-
1553) 

Invited to support the English Reformation as a Regius professor of Oxford 
University, Peter Martyr deliberately chose 1 Corinthians for his first lectures, 
because he thought, 'By the doctrine of this epistle, if skillfully and convenient
ly used, we could easily and thoroughly heal the faults by which the purity of 

65 VS,45. 
66 VS, 52. 
67 VS, 55. 
68 VS, 54. 
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the Church is corrupted."^' As the result of the violent resistance of the Roma
nist theologians at Oxford against his Reformed approach to the Lord's Supper, 
the famous Oxford Disputation on the Eucharist was held on 28 May to 1 June 
in 1549/° 

Three propositions were presented for this Disputation, of which only the 
first two were actually considered: (l) In the sacrament of the Eucharist, there 
is no transubstantiation of the bread and wine into the body and blood of 
Christ. (2) The body and blood of Christ are not carnally and corporeally in the 
bread and wine, nor, as others say, under the species of bread and wine. (3) The 
body and blood of Christ are joined with the bread and wine sacramentally. 

After the Disputation, Peter Martyr wrote Tractatio in order to provide his 
own account of the Disputation for the official records. The Oxford Tractatio, 
therefore, can be accepted as the trustworthy guide to understand his theolo
gical position in that Disputation. It is also called 'the manifesto of Vermigli's 
eucharistie doctrine'.^^ In this section, this manifesto will be examined in order 
to identify his doctrine of the Lord's Supper in his Oxford period. 

The Structure of Tractatio 

Peter Martyr composed his Tractatio under four heads, which reflect his con
cern for the way people understand the kind of union the Lord's body and 
blood has with the symbols of bread and wine.̂ ^ One of the outstanding featu
res that we immediately notice in the way Tractatio is represented is the domi
nance of his criticism of the Romanist theory of transubstantiation. About 80 
percent of Tractatio is allocated to this, the first head, and by comparison his 
treatment of the other two views is very brief.'^ That his criticism of transub
stantiation is dominant in the document, reflects the situation at Oxford, whe-

69 VS, 61 
70 About Peter Martyr 's lectures and the Romanist violent reactions, see GANGI, Renaissance Man, 

84-88. 
71 VS, 68 
72 TRD, Ir- lv. 'Agemus primum de ea coniunctione, qua panem et vinum dicunt vulgo transubs-

tantiari in corpus e t sanguinem Christi, quae videtur summa copulatio sacramenti cum rebus. 
Deinde excutiemus aliam sententiam, quae statuit panem quidem et vinum quoad suas inte-
gras et veras naturas , in Sacramento retineri, et ita re t inen, ut sibi adiunctum (ut loquuntur) 
naturaliter, corporaliter, et realiter, verum Corpus Christi et Sanguinem habeant. Tertio loco 
expendetur quod alii dicunt, ista minime coniungi inter se aha ratione quam sacramentah, id 
est per significantiam et repraesentationem. Postremo, ludicatio inducetur, qua ex opinionibus 
pertinentibus ad secundam et tert iam sententiam, ehcietur quantum videatur magis ad pieta-
tem face re in hoc sacramentah negotio.' 

73 of the total 67 folio pages, his criticism upon transubstantiation occupies the pages from Iv to 
56r, while the second part on Lutheran view occupies 56r-63r, and the third on Zwinglian view 
only 63r-65v. 
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re the influence of the Romanist theologians was still strong enough to threa
ten plan for an English Reformation. At the same time, however, Tractatio con
centrates on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper reflects Peter Martyr's 
assessment that the most serious error in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper in 
his contemporary Church was indeed the theory of transubstantiation/" In 
order to purify the errors around the doctrine of Lord's Supper, one must in 
the first place confront this corrupt theory of the Romanist theory, which has 
polluted the sacrament of the Eucharist so severely. Therefore, his critical 
argument against transubstantiation takes up the major part of the treatise. 

In this Tractatio Peter Martyr wants to commend a third mode of under
standing of the Lord's Supper, namely a sacramental signification. With this as 
his major purpose, he proceeds to identify the erroneous understandings of the 
Lord's Supper - beginning with the more crass and proceeding to the less crass 
- and then to move to his own position. From the structure and quantity of his 
argument, it can be said that in setting forth his position at Oxford he distan
ced himself significantly from the Romanist position while aligning himself, 
more or less, with the Zwinglian rather than the Lutheran standpoint. This 
provisional judgment is based on the following investigation on the contents of 
his criticism on the three erroneous opinions on the Lord's Supper. 

Criticism on Transubstantiation 

The Disposition of tliis First Criticism 

In his treatment of the Romanist doctrine of transubstantiation, Peter Martyr 
first of all gives a quoto from the Master of Sentences for a standard definition 
of this theory. 'While the minister, who is ordained to this, utters the words 
that was instituted by the Lord over the proper and appointed material, name
ly bread and wine, providing that he has an intention (as they say) to do this, 
the substance of bread and wine is converted into the substance of the body 
and blood of Christ, and so converted that the accidents of the changed or 
destroyed substance remain without a subject.'''^ From this very definition, 

74 'I open witii my three questions, beginning witli the more crass, tha t is, through transubstan
tiation, which I reject; afterward I proceed to the other mode, corporeal and carnal presence, 
or else real or substantial (as they say) all of which I count the same and do not admit. I prove a 
third mode, namely a sacramental signification.' Peter Martyr Vermigli, 'A Disputation on the 
Sacrament of the Eucharist', in TR, 137. 

75 Lombard's definition of this theory in the fourth book, distinctions 8-11 of his Sentences can be 
summarized as follows: 'Minister ad hoc ordinatus, dum verba profert a domino instituta, su
per debita et convenienti materia, id est, pane et vino, modo intentionem (ut loquuntur) ha-
beat hoc agendi, substantia panis et vmi, convertitur in substantiam corporis et sanguinis 
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Peter Martyr perceives that a vital truth about the true humanity of our Lord 
Jesus Christ is at stake here, because the Master of the Sentences asserts, 'some
thing that is both substance {res) and sign (signum), namely the body of Christ 
hidden under accidents, exists in the Lord's Supper.'̂ ^ 

Because this false theory of transubstantiation is so harmful to the correct 
understanding of the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, Peter Martyr exaimines it 
very carefully and criticizes it systematically. First, he presents the 'Romanists 
arguments for transubstantiation', wherein they appealed to the biblical evi
dences'' and to the authority of the Fathers and the Councils'* and gives some 
initial speculative theological argumentation/'What then follows is his 'argu
ment against transubstantiation', which can be regarded as a direct refutation 
of the Romanist arguments and thus considerably negative in character. Cor
responding to the various arguments of his Romanist opponents, his refutati
ons also consist of comprehensive biblical, theological, and historical 

Christi, atque ita converititur, ut accidentia conversae aut eversae substantiae, maneant ab
sque subiecto, quae tamen volverunt nonnuUi corpori Christi' m TRD, Iv. 

76 'Unde Magister sententiarum, mquit, esse hic aliquid quod tantum est signum, atque id ponit 
esse species visibiles, aliud quod res est et signum, nimirum corpus Christi' TRD, 2r. 

77 Well-known biblical texts on this doctrine of the Lord's Supper, such as John 6, Matthew 26, 
and 1 Corinthians 11 were used for their theory of transubstantiation. Most important of these 
IS, according to the Romanist theologians, the Lord's declaration that the bread is his body. 
'Sed robur argumenti totum in illis verbis consistere aiunt, quibus dicitur. Hoc est Corpus 
meum, quae clara esse contendunt, nee expositionibus egere' m TRD, 2v 

78 The Roman theologians in Oxford also asserted that all the Church Fathers stood on their side, 
and they suggested a number of the Fathers, such as Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, Am
brose, Chrysostora, Augustine, Leo the Great, John of Damascus, Theophylact, Anselm, Hug of 
St. Victor, whose expressions seemed to lend support to their theory of transubstantiation. 
And as the authoratat ive Councils on this matter, they cited the Council of Ephesus, where 
Nestorius was condemned, and the Council of Vercelli, where Berengar was condemned, the 
Roman Lateran Council, where Innocent III mentioned transubstantiation in the decretals de 
summa Tnnitate, and the Council of Constance, which condemned Wyclif, who had denied tran
substantiation. They claimed to have the consent of the whole church on their side, which 
moved Scotus so much that when transubstantiation could not be firmly proved by Scripture 
and arguments, he still yielded, lest he opposed the consent of the church. See, TRD, 3v-4v. 

79 In order to support this theory of transubstantiation, they appealed to the omnipotence of 
God, who could do much greater things than this. They also appealed to the glorified body of 
Christ, and it seemed to them to be quite permissible to suggest that Christ would convey his 
body veiled and covered in accidents. They also emphasize the qualitative superiority of the 
New Testament sacraments to those of the Old Testament period, and also to the various mi
racles that seemed to testify to the reality of transubstantiation, and more besides. These ar
guments are speculative, because there is no sound hermeneutic principle for their interpreta
tion from the Biblical texts. Peter Martyr regarded these arguments as 'extravagant and 
extreme'. As an interesting example for his estimation, we can read, 'Videturque illis mirum, 
cum Christus promiserit in Petro, fidem ecclesiae non defecturam, eaque sit sponsa Christi 
charissima, quomodo ilia tamdiu m hac idololatria deseruerit, neque ostenderit rei veritatem 
contra tantum abusum'. TRD, 5r. 
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arguments. After this Peter Martyr presents patristic evidences, by which he 
can contradict his opponents' appeal to the Fathers for their commitment to 
transubstantiation. He enumerates the names of the Fathers, to whom the 
Romanist theologians appealed, in order to support his Reformed position on 
the matter.*" 

Now Peter Martyr comes to the core of his criticism, namely, his refutation 
of Argument for Transubstantiation. He is concerned with the theory of tran
substantiation of the Romanist theologians at Oxford. He expresses his herme-
neutic principles with regard to the biblical texts and gives a redemptive-
historical description of the institution of the Lord's Supper. On these two 
foundations he proceeds to build his Reformed interpretation of the biblical 
text on the Lord's Supper.̂ ^ Also on the related patristic texts, he manifests his 
principles of interpretation in the next part, 'rules of patristics','^ which forms 
the groundwork for the subsequential and last stage of his criticism, namely, 
his detailed analysis of the patristic evidence in relation to the Lord's Supper.*' 

Hermeneutic Principle 

In the 'refutation of the argument for transubstantiation', Peter Martyr decla
res first of all the hermeneutic principle by which he will interpret the words 
of the Lord, 'This is my body.' The Roman theologians obstinately adhere to the 
literal interpretation of these words. Against this position, however, Peter 
Martyr introduces Augustine's teaching that one place should not be interpre
ted against many others, but in the way that agrees with them.*" After enume
rating plenty of examples from Scripture and church history, which show 
clearly the danger of such literal interpretation that adheres rigidly to the first 
sense of the statement, he emphasizes the need to examine other places and 
circumstances in the Scriptures where such language use is evident. For him, 
the statement 'This is my body' is clear as to the significance of the word. Ho
wever, their interpretation is not clear, as parallel sentences indicate: 'Christ is 
a rock', 'Christ is a lamb', 'You are the body of Christ', 'We many are one bread', 
and so on. Following this principle, he tries to find an interpretation of this 
statement, which is simple and without absurdity. Such an interpretation 

80 TRD, 18V-26V. 
81 He allots 9 double pages to this important part of Tractatw, TRD, 26v-35v. 
82 Ten rules for the right use of the Fathers are summarized in 2 folio pages, TRD, 35v-37v. 
83 To this largest part of his criticism upon the Roman conception of the Lord's Supper, he de

votes 18 folio pages of TRD, 37v-55v. 
84 TRD, 27r. 'et nos vicissim monemus, quod Augustinus de doctrina Christiana docet, non esse 

mterpretandum unum locum, ut cum multis aliis pugnet, sed ita ut cum multis alus consen-
tiat.' 
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ought to make sound use of figures, because our understanding of the relation 
between bread and what is offered through bread (the body of Christ) asks for 
synecdoche. Also metonymy is involved in saying that bread signifies and of
fers us Christ's body. He is firm and clear in this matter, as we can see in his 
assertion that the heretics will triumph unless we use figures.*^ And so, he 
summarizes the reasons why we should interpret the saying 'This is my body' 
figuratively.^^ 

In his refutation of the argument of the Romanists, he asserts that they 
cannot form a mutual predication between the things that are distinct (dispara-
ta as they are called), we find another of Peter Martyr's notable interpretations 
of 'This is my body.' There are many other statements in the Scripture - for 
instances, 'The seed is the Word of God', 'I am the vine', or 'This is my blood of 
the new testament' - and in logic they are called disparates. Nevertheless they 
are well and aptly connected through analogy and signification. According to 
him, therefore, the biblical usage of this construction of mutual predication 
between disparata repudiates the Romanist logic. He can also get patristic sup
port in this matter, because the Fathers clearly state that the body and blood 
are signified, and the signs or figures of the body and blood of the Lord are 
given.̂ ^ By all these refutations of the Romanist literal interpretation of the 
statement, where his appeal to sound hermeneutic principles are evident, Pe
ter Martyr explains why any idea of transubstantiation (and also of consub-
stantiation) should not be drawn from the words of the Lord, 'This is my body.' 

Rules for Patristics 

As I mentioned above, a considerable amount of Peter Martyr's criticism of 
transubstantiation is given over to the patristic argumentation. In order to 
show the vanity of the Romanist theologians' appeals to the Fathers to oppose 
the Reformed interpreatation, he investigates the related patristic expositions 
in detail. For he wants to do this in a principled way in order to understand the 

85 TRD, 28v 'Dicebant si tropis ita detur locus, haeretici omnia pervertent Ego vicissim dico, nisi 
utamur tropis, ut patet m lis quae paulo ante citavimus vicerunt haeretici. ' In this relation, he 
enumerates the well-known Scriptural tropes: 'The seed was the Word of God', 'The rock was 
Christ', '1 have chosen you twelve, and one of you is a devil', 'My covenant will be in your 
flesh', 'the blood is the life', and so on. 

86 He enumerates about seven reasons, among which there are the nature of sacrament as a sign, 
the Evangelist John 's emphasis upon the spiritual nature of the communion - 'it is the Spirit 
who gives life' (John 6'63), and the apostle Paul's mention of the bread as 'communion' and of 
the cup as the 'new testament, and so on. See, TRD, 31r-31v 

87 Nine Fathers and Medievals are cited here for 'testimonia patrum quibus appelland sacramen-
ta signa et figuras': Augustine, Jerome, Bertram, Tertullian, Cyprian, Ambrose, Bernard, Chry-
sostom, and Basil. See, TRD, 33v-34r. 
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Fathers correctly, and so suggests certain rules for their interpretation when 
they speak powerfully and earnestly on this topic.*^ 

First, he points to the fact that the Scripture attributes what belongs to the 
symbols to reality, and in turn ascribes what belongs to the reality to signs. The 
Fathers follow this usage: they often treat the reality as if they are speaking of 
the symbols, and vice versa. Augustine illustrates this clearly that in sacra
ments the names are exchanged. Thus we should be careful in our dealing with 
such patristic texts: they should not be taken simply in their literal meaning. 
Second, careful observation of the contexts of their statements would reveal 
that the Fathers are of the same opinion that this food in the Lord's Supper is 
spiritual, and not related to the throat, stomach, or teeth. Third, whenever the 
Fathers mention that we communicate with Christ 'carnally', so that the body 
is also nourished in the Lord's Supper, we ought to understand them in the 
light of the two kinds of our communion with Christ, one by His Incarnation 
and the other by our faith. Four, for the Fathers, the words of consecration 
mean nothing else than to dedicate something common and profane to a holy 
use, to make it holy. Therefore when we find the word 'consecration' in the 
patristic texts, it does not mean transubstantiation. According to the Fathers, 
the kind of change wrought by the consecration is nothing else than the ele
ments becoming sacraments, which signify and exhibit and offer effectively 
the body and blood of the Lord to us, through the power of the Holy Spirit. 
Five, when we read in the Fathers that the body of Christ is contamed or obtai
ned in these mysteries, they mean nothing else than that it is denoted, exhibi
ted, demonstrated, and signified. Six, when you hear the Fathers say that bread 
and wine are no longer present, it should not be taken at face value, but you 
should take sursum corda into consideration. Because the Fathers, here, use a 
kind of figure in order to stimulate the believers not to cleave to the elements 
themselves, but to think of the reality, namely Christ's body, that is signified by 
the elements. Seven, just as there are some radical expressions in the Scripture, 
which ought not to be understood literally,^^ we should not take them absolu
tely when the Fathers deny that the nature of the symbols remains. We ought 
to understand them in terms of our faith and meditation. Eight, some state
ments in the Scriptures'" cause us to consider the efficacy of faith, so that there 

88 About ten rules are suggested in TRD, 35v-37v. 
89 Peter Martyr cites some statements by Paul, who seems to use hyperbole in order to emphasize 

the principal t ruth of our religion, for example, 'Scribit idem apostolus, Regnum dei non est in 
sermone, nee tamen voluit propterea ab ecclesia quae regnum dei est, removere conciones, 
admonitiones, et lectiones, quae verbo fiunt, sed tantum respiciebat illam summam vim, et ef-
ficaciam spiritus, qua omnia in ecclesia regi deben t ' in TRD, 37r. 

90 For examples, 'Atque ita dicebat apostolus, Christum ob oculos Galatarum fiiisse crucifixum. 
Sic et Abraham dictus est vidisse diem domini.' in TRD, 37r. 
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is no need to suppose a change of place in order to support the real presence of 
Christ in the Lord's Supper. Nine, because the divine nature of Christ is truly 
present to us, He can be imparted to humanity through an alteration and 
communication of these properties. In this way, it is possible that the human 
nature of Christ is present to us in the communion, if interpreted through the 
communication of properties.^^ Ten, the Fathers use tropes and hyperboles, 
partly because they follow the language of the Scripture and partly because 
they want to stimulate human minds more effectively. 

These are the rules by which Peter Martyr, in his analysis of the patristic 
evidence, explains the hard sayings of the Fathers that the Romanist theologi
ans use as patristic grounds for transubstantiation. 

Features of his Analysis oftiie Patristic Evidence 

It is said that in his Tractatio, Peter Martyr examines all the arguments known 
to him, both pro and contra, taken from the Scriptures, Church Fathers, tradi
tion and reason.'^ This is no exaggeration; it is clearly evident from considering 
which Fathers are the subjects of his analysis. Many of the Fathers made signi
ficant statements on the Lord's Supper and a considerable proportion are eva
luated and re-interpreted by him. It seems to me that he wants to run through 
the entire patristic canon with regard to the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. And 
it may well be, therefore, that this analysis of the patristic evidence is the core 
of his Tractatio. 

As I have already mentioned, Peter Martyr sets rules for patristics, that is to 
say, he does not follow their authority like a sheep. It is not at all surprising, 
therefore, to find him appeal to the same passages which the Romanist theolo
gians appeal to in support of their transubstantiation theory. Thus we note 
rules for interpreting the patristics. He explains the contrary arguments away, 
either by pointing out the context of the statements or by introducing other 
statements of the same Father, so that the alleged pro evidence is actually 
deprived of its power. For example, Cyprian's hard saying that the bread of the 
Lord's Supper is changed not in form but in nature, is aptly reinterpreted as to 
signify 'sacramental mutation' by introducing another statement of the same 

91 This does not, of course, mean that Peter Martyr accepts the doctrine of communicatie idiomato-
rum in terms of transubstantiation or consubstantiation. Later in his criticism on the Lutheran 
opinion, he gives his view of this doctrine with more clearity. However, at this stage of the 
controversy, he did not remove all possible ambiguity in his version of the doctrine. His typi
cally Reformed version of this doctrine would only become more distinct in his controversy 
with the Lutheran theologians in his second Strasbourg and Zurich period. We shall see his 
clear and definitive concept of this doctrine in his refutation of Johannes Brenz. 

92 VS, 69. 
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Father.'' On the famous simile of wax by Chrysostom, which was regarded by 
the Romanist theologians as one of the strong patristic grounds for transub-
stantiation, Peter Martyr asserts that this ought to be understood as a hyperbo
le for vivid expression of our true union with Christ. For it is clear from a few 
statements in the sermons of this Father that he follows the biblical way of 
attributing alternately to the reality what belongs to the symbols, and vice 

94 

versa. 
Another striking feature of his patristic argument is the way he spotlights 

some Fathers, who support his favorite concept of Christological analogy'^ in 
the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. His detailed account of the writings of Theo-
doret is especially interesting in this regard, because this Father was totally 
unknown to his Romanist adversaries at the Oxford Disputation. That is to say, 
the authority of this Father is not approvable to his adversaries; nevertheless 
Peter Martyr ascribes great importance to this Father's doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper with great importance in Tractatio, because right there he discovers the 
focal points of his own Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. His appeal to 
Berengar is also interesting, because the Eucharist doctrine of this Medieval 
scholar had been condemned as a heretic since the Second Eucharistie Contro
versy in 11* century.'^ How much authority could the writings of an 'officially 
heretic' have for the Romanist theologians at Oxford? But in his view he surely 
is one of the most important sources for the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper. 

In summary, we can characterize Peter Martyr's evaluation of transubstan-
tiation with his following comment: 'since we have not invented what is in 
Scripture, we ought not to be accused of providing excuses. Where we invent, 
expound and theologize without the express Word of God, we must beware lest 
we open a window to heretics.'" In other words, the theory of transubstantia-

93 TRD, 38r. 'Cyprianus videtur loqui durius, quando panem hunc mquit, non effige, sed natura 
mutari. Verum spectandum est ad Caecilium quid scripsent, nimirum cum vino demonstrari 
sanguinem Domini. Et si desiit vinum in calice, non posse videri sanguinem Domini ibi esse. 
Quod vero inquit nunc de mutatione, illam quoque nos concedimus, sed sacramentalem.' 

94 TRD, 40r. 'In homilia quam habuit idem pater ad Antiochenos, 60, scribit, quod lingua nostra 
sanguine isto rubeat, Ubi quis non videat hyperbolem esse?' 

95 That IS, just as two natures exist in one person, so two 'substances' exist in the Eucharist. These 
two substances are, however, so closely connected with each other as the hypostatic union of 
the two natures in Christ, although the former is not a second hypostatic union but only a de
rivative and dynamic union through the Holy Spirit. Peter Martyr finds this idea in the writ
ings of Theodoret, Chrysostom, Berengar, and others 

96 About this controversy m the Middle Age, see the second section of the first chapter. 
97 TRD, 9v. 'At in his quae fingimus, quae exponimus et dogmatizamus absque expresso Dei verbo, 

cavendum est ne fenestram haereticis patefaciamus.' 
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tion is a human invention that lacks any express biblical ground and, therefore, 
is itself a heretical idea. 

Criticism of the Lutheran Concept of the Lord's Supper 

Turning to the alternatives to transubstantiation, Peter Martyr first of all 
shows his respect for both Luther and Zwingli. He wants to focus upon the 
errors of both sides not their teachings as such.̂ ^ He wants to separate the 
opinions from the persons, so that his target shall be certain opinions that have 
been circulated with their names. 

The main point of his criticism on the Lutheran doctrine of Eucharist is no
thing other than the crass opinion of the corporeal presence of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper. In relation to this matter, he points to the inevitable error of 
this theory of consubstantiation, manducatio impiorum, that is, the unfaithful 
can also receive the body of Christ just as the faithful. Behind this theory, there 
lies a more serious problem with regard to their interpretation of Scripture, 
because the Lutherans think that the corporeal union between bread and 
Christ's body is sufficiently proved by the words of the Lord. But Peter Martyr 
points out that their hermeneutic principle is too much oriented to the literal 
interpretation of the biblical texts. Certainly there are advantages to this literal 
interpretation of the Scripture,'^ but such an interpretation cannot be applied 
without regard to the genre of relevant texts.'°° Peter Martyr does not accept 
the assertion that everything should be taken absolutely in so far as it is con
cerned with doctrine and precepts. And related to his criticism of the Lutheran 
theory of consubstantiation, there is another major target, the view that the 
two natures of Christ are so joined together that what is granted to one must 
be also attributed to the other. The Lutherans tried to establish this theory 

98 TRD, 55v 'Realiter tamen (quemadmodum loquuntur) corporaliter, et naturaliter, dixerunt 
adesse pani et vino corpus et sangumem Christi. Alii vero coniunxerunt solummodo per signi-
ficationem, Prior sententia Luthero attribuit, altera Zvinglio, tametsi ego audiverim a fide dig-
nis, Lutherum non tam crasse revera ista de re sensisse, Zvinglius etiam non adeo, de 
sacramentis tenuiter credidit.' 

99 Peter Martyr agrees that if the words of the Scripture are taken figuratively it could easily 
happen that many precepts would be overthrown. In many instances, the words of God are to 
be understood simphater. In this relation he introduces a rule of Augustine: 'Habemus etiam 
Augustini regulam de doctrina Christiana, qua ostendit, nisi lubeatur flagitium, aut bonum ali-
quod opus prohibeatur , orationem sumendam esse absque tropo, quae regula si adhibeatur ci-
borum delectui, a tque circumsisioni, ostendet verba Dei simpliciter intelligenda.' in TRD, 57r. 

100 For example, they allow figurative interpretations for the prophetic and historical texts of the 
Scripture, because 'eo quod in his agat spiritus sanctus more hominum, et eorum familiaribus 
locutionibus se accommodet, ut vehementius, et magis expnmat , quae sunt dicenda' in TRD, 
57r. 
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from their interpretation of the Lord's words to Nicodemus in John 3, and also 
from their theological argument on the peculiar character of Christ's body/°' 
Therefore, they asserted, Christ is omnipresent according to His divine nature, 
and He is surely present according to His human nature in the Lord's Supper 
under the elements. Similar to his criticism on the Romanist theory of transub-
stantiation, Peter Martyr regards this concept as one of the most serious er
rors ̂ °^ and by appealing to the biblical evidence, seeks to repudiate the 
Lutheran assertion of the omnipresence of the glorified body of Christ. 

Peter Martyr summarizes his criticism of the errors in the Lutheran tea
ching on the Lord's Supper by seven points.'"' (l) The real and corporeal pre
sence does not bring any other usefulness than we have from a spiritual 
presence. (2) The sacrament of the Old Testament cannot be the same one as 
we now have, because they did not obtain the real presence, since the Son of 
God had not yet taken on a human body. (3) According to the Lutheran doctri
ne of the corporeal presence, it would follow that both the godly and the 
wicked eat the body of Christ. (4) Beyond that spiritual eating m John 6, they 
introduce another eating, that is both carnal and corporeal. However, it cannot 
be proved since the spiritual eating and the carnal, corporeal eating are the 
same, except that symbols are added to the carnal, corporeal eating in order to 
confirm the reality. (5) When the Lutherans attribute so much to the instituti
onal words, they face the same difficulty that confronts the supporters of the 
theory of transubstantiation. If they do not admit a trope, they cannot explam 
the institutional words without contradiction. (6) They diffuse the body of 
Christ by assuming a human body exists in many places at once, which is not 
appropriate for a creature. (?) The words of the Scripture do not drive us to 
such a gross and corporeal presence. Faith is of the Word of God, therefore 
faith should not accept it. 

The last point betrays Peter Martyr's determined position that puts a dis
tance between himself and the Lutheran teaching of the Lord's Supper: it is not 
so biblical in its focus! The rest of his arguments on Lutheran teaching are 
concerned with patristic evidence that supports his criticism. Compared with 
his criticism on transubstantiation, not so many Fathers and Medievals are 

101 They suggest two reasons for this pecuhanty of Christ's body: 'Atque hoc duplici causa partim 
quia glorificatum est, partim qua verbum habet adiunctum.' in TRD, 57v. 

102 Because he thinks that the true human nature of Christ is at stake in this matter of ubiquity of 
Christ's glorified body This property of omnipresence, which is alleged to the glorified body of 
Christ, IS in reality destructive to the very nature of Christ's manhood 'sed hoc ut sit ubique, 
non ei convenire potest, salva humani corporis natura, et si hoc ei concederemus, non esset il-
lud nobilitare, sed prorsus exitium ei afferre, nam tunc a sua natura extruderetur. ' m TRD, 
57v-58r 

103 TRD, 59v-60r. 
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cited/"" but their testimonies are properly used in order to remedy the Luthe
ran error. Peter Martyr uses all these Fathers for his distinctive emphasis on 
the two natures of Christ and the absence of Christ according to His human 
nature."^ 

Criticism on tiie Zwinglian Concept oftlie Lord's Supper 

In his summary of the third part of his Tractatio on the Lord's Supper, his criti
cal opinion on the Zwinglian view, it is very striking that his major points are 
parallel with his own position. As we have seen in Peter Martyr's criticism on 
the first and the second opinions, his basic notions play as the barometer for 
his evaluation. For example, he flatly rejects the notion of the ubiquity of 
Christ's body or the scattering of Christ's body, because it is against the proper
ty of the true human nature of Christ. However, Christ is truly present in the 
Lord's Supper according to his divinity with the power of Holy Spirit. The ea
ting mentioned in John 6 is, according to him, essentially the same thing as 
that of the Last Supper, except that symbols are added. We have good reason to 
use metonymy in the exposition if the statement of the Lord, 'This is my body.' 
And he also rejects manducatio impiorum because without faith no one can re
ceive the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. He finds all these notions in the 
Zwinglian teaching on the Lord's Supper. Therefore his evaluation of this third 
opinion begins in a very positive mood. He even makes a compliment with 
regard to its rejection of the eating of Christ body by the wicked, which the 
other alternative teaching to the theory of transubstantiation had accepted.^"^ 

Peter Martyr also affirms some other notions of this Zwinglian doctrine. 
There is no reason to say that the celebration of the Lord's Supper is super
fluous, because in frequent communication we give thanks and celebrate the 
memory of the Lord, and the mind is stirred up by the appearance of those 
things that are done. The remission of sins is received only through faith. So it 
is amazing that those who follow other opinions attribute the remission of sins 
to a corporeal eating of Christ. The third view also rests on the saying of Paul 

104 There are only seven Fathers and Medievals in this part: Cyprian, Chrysostom, Augustine, 
Cyril, Vigilius, Fulgentius, and Bernard. Irenaeus and Gelasius are also mentioned, but only in 
passing. 

105 For example, he cites Vigilius' clear remark on Christ bodily departure from us in relation with 
the two natures of Christ, 'circumscribi loco, et ubique esse. Quia verbum ubique est, caro aut 
ems ubique non est, apparet unum eundemque Christum utriusque esse naturae. Et esse qui-
dem ubique secundum naturam divinitatis, et loco contineri secundum naturam humanitatis 
suae, creatum esse et initium non habere, orti subiacere, et mori non posse.' in TRD, 62r. 

106 TRD, 63v. 'Neque suscipiunt quod isti aiunt impios etiam sumere corpus Christi, nam sensus, et 
ratio, ad ipsum non pertmgunt , ergo relinquitur fide percipi, qua cum illi destituantur, nihil 
praeter symbola possunt habere. ' 
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that the Lord commanded us to eat the Lord's Supper in His memory, and the
reby to proclaim His death. They cite the Fathers, who clearly state that we 
have a type, sign, and figure of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. In rela
tion to the Zwinglian use of the Fathers, it is noteworthy that Peter Martyr 
does not make any refutation of their use of the Fathers. This is in striking 
contrast to Peter Martyr's treatment of the previous two opinions. 

So Peter Martyr's criticism of the Zwinglian view of the Lord's Supper is ra
ther supplementary rather than a refutation. He introduces two Zwinglian 
similes to explain the contradiction between the true presence of Christ and 
the absence of His body. The similes of a friend and a number of mirrors'"' are, 
according to him, not so suitable for understanding this mystery, because the 
spiritual presence of Christ is by the power of the Holy Spirit which connects 
us most closely with Him.'°* Here again, Peter Martyr's remark is sympathetic: 
these similes should not be completely rejected, since they can lead us to the 
truth of the matter, if they are taken to require an equality. 

The second corrective remark is concerned with the Zwinglian concept of 
the two kinds of union with Christ: one by faith and the other by the fact that 
the Son of God himself took our true nature. In addition to these two kinds of 
union, however, Peter Martyr adds another one, the actual union with Christ 
by eating Him spiritually (in the Lord's Supper). Although the Zwinglians are 
not entirely silent about this,'"' it is evident that they do not often refer to this 
kind of union with Christ. 

Peter Martyr's Reformed Position 

Peter Martyr judges between what should be refuted and what accepted from 
these two Protestant opinions. He makes it clear that he does not reprove ei
ther Luther or Zwingli directly but only the opinions that were set down and 
advanced by their respective followers. In this last phase of Tractatio he gives 
more attention to correct the Zwinglian opinion, and thereby he tries to balan
ce his position between the two Protestant views of the Lord's Supper. It may 
be that he was responding to the critical views of Bucer, as McLellend sug-

107 TRD, 64r. 'Unum est de amico cui amicus corporaliter absens, dicitur esse praesens, quando 
cogitat de eo. Item ponunt multa specula, quae suit in circuitu eiusdem hominis, cuius aspec-
tus et facies, multiplicatur, per omnia haec specula, tametsi is suo loco non moveatur. ' 

108 TRD, 64r. 'Nam spintualis Chnsti praesentia, quam ponimus, vim Spiritus sancti coniunctam 
habet, quae nos ipsi arctissime copulat.' 

109 TRD, 64v. 'Sed est quaedam tertia coniunctio, quam nos cum Chnsto inimus, eum manducando 
spiritualiter, cuius illi mentionem non adeo frequenter faciunt, licet non omnmo taceant.' (Italics 
mme.) This is another remark which confirms Peter Martyr's distinctive view, m which his 
criticism IS directed at Zwinglian negligence of the kind of union achieved by spiritual eating. 
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gests,"° but it is from the content of his critical remarks on both Protestant 
views, that we begin detect which side Peter Martyr is taking. 

Although his critical comments on the Lutheran teaching is brief, it never
theless refutes its unacceptable errors."' His comparatively lengthy remark on 
the Zwinglian teaching in his conclusion can be regarded as a correction, by 
which he calls attention to some important points that should have been given 
greater emphasis in their doctrinal formulations about the Lord's Supper. First 
of all, their underestimation of the significance of a sacramental mutation of 
the bread and wine leaves something to be desired. Because this is no light 
matter either in the Fathers or in the Scripture, it should be properly taught in 
relation with the doctrine of union with Christ. Then the danger will disappe
ar."^ In a general sense his argument takes a similar line. But he tries to correct 
their failure of the Zwinglians to recognize the power of the sacrament. The 
power comes not from the elements themselves but is attributed to them on 
account of the institution of the Lord, the power of the Holy Spirit, and the 
clarity of the words of Scripture.'" Redundatio ad corpora is another point that 
the Zwinglians failed to adequately appreciate; union with Christ brings abun
dant blessings. Peter Martyr's emphasis at this point seems to be put forward 

110 'He [Peter Martyr] thinks the Zwinghans underestimates the power ascribed to sacraments; he 
spends much more time on this error than that of Lutherans. Thus he answers the critique of 
Bucer, showing his difference from the 'Swiss Party' on his left.' MacLelland, 'Translator's In
troduction' in TR, XXV. 

111 On the Lutheran concept of consubstantiation, 'Quamobrem in priore opinione, crassam illam 
connexionem corporis Christi cum pane, ut naturahter, corporahter et realiter, in eo compre-
hendatur, minime probo.' The reason why he rejects this concept is clear: 'Quia scriptura sanc-
ta ad hoc statuendum minime nos adigit, et multiplicare, et augere tot miracula, absque illius 
testimonio, non est theologicum. Quibus addas, talem praesentiam ecessariam non esse, et ad 
nostram salutem nullum habere momentum.' The same plain rejection is evident in his next 
critical remark on manducatio impiomm as we read: 'Nam quicquid Dominus instituit, id fecit, ut 
nobis esset salutare, verum manducatio carnalis et corporalis non est impiis ad salutem, ergo 
Christus earn huiusmodi non instituit.' He will not accept the Lutheran theory of ubiquity of 
Christ's body, because 'eo quod istud adversetur conditionibus naturae humanae.' Even about 
the adoration of the elements of the Lord's Supper, Peter Martyr does not hide his uncomfort
able sentiment: 'Quod etiam loquuntur ambique de adoratione, non debet facile admitti.' TRD, 
65r. 

112 Here again Peter Martyr makes a sympathetic comment, which seems to say that this error can 
be corrected by paying more attention to the importance of the sacramental mutation. 'Si haec 
rite doceantur, nihil ent penculi. Fateor scriptores hums opinionis quandoque tractasse istam 
conversionem sacramentalem, sed raro ' in TRD, 65v. 

113 In this connection Peter Martyr mentions a point that they should remember: 'quod etiam 
recte accipiendum est, nam Spiritus Sanctus est qui revera sanctificat, verum instrumento et 
verborum et sacramentorum, hoc facit.' in TRD, 66r. 
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as a remedy for their more or less excessive stress on faith. But they should 
recognize what the Bible teaches us on this matter."" 

In conclusion Peter Martyr reiterates his wish that the church of Christ find 
both truth and peace in regard to this sacrament. It is with this strong desire 
that he became involved in this Eucharist controversy at Oxford. The Eucharist 
had been overwhelmed, buried, and deformed by lies, devices, and superstiti
ons that condoned anything except what the Lord had instituted in this Sup
per.'" How does Peter Martyr promote truth and peace in this Tractatio? Which 
of the two is dominant? It seems that up until this point he has given priority 
to 'truth' over 'peace'. It seems that he is convinced that peace in this matter 
can be arrived through a correct understanding of the Lord's Supper from 
consideration of the relevant biblical and patristic arguments, used in compli
ance with their appropriate principles. And the correct understanding of the 
Lord's Supper, for Peter Martyr, is a distinctive Reformed doctrine of the Eu
charist. 

Summary of the Features of Tractatio 

The major target of Peter Martyr's refutation is still the heretical theory of 
transubstantiation. But his attitude toward the Lutheran error of consubstanti-
ation is also significant, because he flatly rejected this teaching by his biblical, 
patristic, and theological arguments. On the other hand, the sympathetic cor
rection of the Zwinglian errors makes him stand closer to the Reformed doc
trine of the Lord's Supper. In this sense, I agree with Corda's evaluation that 
Tractatio is to be regarded as the manifesto of Peter Martyr's the Eucharistie 
doctrine."^ His contemporary witnesses also affirm the evaluation of Corda, 
since all the suspicions about Peter Martyr's position in this matter were clea
red away, and Tractatio's fundamental agreement with Bullinger was generally 

114 TRD, 66v. 'Nametsi ponimus apprehensionem corporis Chnsti, fieri per fidem, attamen effec-
tum sequitur ad hanc appraehensionem, vera coniunctio cum Christo, non ficta aut imagmaria, 
quae primo ad animam pertinet, deinde ad corpus redundat. Et ea commendatur nobis in sa-
cris litteris a Paulo, sub metaphora capitis et corporis, cum nos appellat membra eiusdem cor
poris sub Christo capite, et sub ratione coniungij, in quo duo fiunt una caro.' 

115 TRD, 67v. 'Quae duo idcirco mihi sunt, in optatis, quod hactenus animadverterim, Euchanstiam 
(de qua agimus) adeo suisse, mendaciis, imposturis, atque superstitionibus obrutam, sepultam, 
et deformatam, ut quid vis potius aestimari potuerit, quam id quod in coena Dominus mstituit.' 

116 VS, 68. However, Peter Martyr's peculiar position on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, in 
comparison not only with Romanist and Lutheran but also with the other Reformed views, is 
not so fully evident in Corda's work. His peculiar standpoint among the Reformed became 
clearer in his further controversies with the Romanists and the Lutherans in his second period 
in Strasbourg and in Zurich. We shall see this in the following sections in his role in the Collo
quy of Poissy, and especially on his evaluation of Consensus Tigunnus. 
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recognized. Although there was no substantial change in his doctrine of the 
Lord Supper in this period"'' and he had already abandoned the 'Suvermerian' 
(Latinized word from the German term 'Schwarmer') approach since the first 
Strasbourg period/" his firm and solid Reformed position on this matter was 
only made public only after the Oxford Disputation and Tractatio. 

Peter Martyr's profound knowledge of the Church Fathers and the Medie-
vals, and his skillful appropriation of them for the cause of the Reformed doc
trine, are striking features of Tractatio. This is one of the reasons why Simler 
described Peter Martyr as a man of great learning, who was never considered 
inferior to Bucer: 'He [Peter Martyr] likewise put forth in a neatly ordered way 
with his gifted memory what the Fathers had thought and with sharp judg
ment examined what weigh and strength the interpretations of each of them 
possessed. Nobody was his equal at explaining so skillfully ad clearly the con
troversies that came up.'" ' 

The Christological analogy is important in Peter Martyr's refutation of both 
the Romanist and Lutheran errors. In it we can see his emphasis upon the true 
human nature of Christ in connection with His bodily location in a certain 
place draws our attention. This is one of the focal points of his full-scale argu
ment against the Lutherans theologians in Strasbourg, which I will examine in 
the following section. 

2.3. The Controversy with the Lutheran Theologians 

2.3.1. Peter Martyr's Doctrine of the Lord's Supper in his Second Period in Stras
bourg (1553-1555) 

From Oxford to Strasbourg 

After the death of King Edward VI on 16 July 1553, Peter Martyr was forbidden 
to teach in Oxford and for six weeks was subjected to the custody of a magistra-

117 In 1551 Cranmer testified to Peter Martyr's consistent position in this matter: 'forasmuch as he 
lodged within my house long before he came to Oxford, and I had with him many conferences 
in that matter, and know that he was then of the same mind that he is now, and as he defended 
openly in Oxford, and haths written in his book.' This would cast doubt on Bucer's conjecture 
that Peter Martyr came to use the typically Zwinglian termmology 'significare' through the in
fluence of Zurich people at Oxford. MCLELLAND, 'Translator's Introduction' in TR, xxxu, xxxvu. 

118 According to Simler, m his first period in Strasbourg, Peter Martyr at first accepted Bucer's 
advice to use some obscure and ambiquous terminology on the question of the Lord's Supper, 
but then he soon recognized the danger of this approach and changed his view. See, LLS, 30. 

119 LLS, 29. 
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te whilst remaining. But after a while he wrote to the councilors of the realm, 
requesting permission to plead his case. As a result, he was given to go from 
Oxford to London, where he met Cranmer. Cranmer had come to refute the 
rumors at the King's funeral that he was returning to the Roman mass. These 
had been spread among the common people by Cranmer's enemies. Peter Mar
tyr's arrival in London gave great comfort to the archbishop. Cranmer stated 
bravely that he would willingly defend the doctrinal and liturgical reform un
der Edward VI in a public disputation 'with Peter Martyr and four or five 
others'."" Peter Martyr agreed to Cranmer's plan of a public disputation in 
which he would willingly take part. However, while he was preparing for this 
disputation, the English reformers including Cranmer were put into prison. 

Because of his familiarity and friendship with Cranmer and other English 
Reformers, Peter Martyr was also in great danger. However, he dared to ask 
permission to leave England since he had committted no crime against the laws 
of this kingdom. In fact, Peter Martyr was in this position because he had been 
invited by the late Kmg and was sent by the magistracy of the Strasbourg repu
blic. In 1552 when Peter Martyr was recalled to Strasbourg, the late King had 
refused to let him go. In his appeal to the councilors of the queen, Peter Martyr 
pointed out this fact and asked dismissal from his office, since his work was of 
no use under the new regime. His Roman adversaries could not countermand 
such a legitimate request. Even Gardiner, now freed from London Tower and 
appointed as the Lord Chancellor of Queen Mary, strongly supported Peter 
Martyr's lawful request. Later in his letter to BuUinger, dated 3 November 1553, 
Peter Martyr said that the cause of Gospel was also at stake in his request: 'I did 
not flee from there secretly, lest my enemies broadcast that I had sneaked 
away because I was unwilling to defend the doctrines I had taught.'"^ Finally 
he could leave England with official permission, but no one believed that his 
journey back to Strasbourg would be safe. He had to elude his Roman adversa
ries who were waiting to ambush him and drag him off the ship as a great 
enemy of the papal religion in order to send him back to prison and punish
ment. Being 'wonderfully snatched from the lion's mouth', as he wrote to Cal-

120 LLS, 39. This public posting was on 5 September: 'If the Queen's Majesty may grant us the 
hberty, I t rust by God's favor that with Peter Martyr and four or five others whom 1 will choose 
we will prove to everybody not only that the common prayers of the Church and the sacred 
administration with the other ceremonies but also the whole doctrine and the order of religion 
set up by our supreme lord King Edward VI were more pure and more consonant with the 
word of God than anything else we have known to have been used in England for the past 
thousand years - provided only that everything is judged by the word of God.' 

121 LLS, 126. 
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vin 3 November 1553, he managed to arrive in Strasbourg on 30 October in the 
same year."^ 

The Changed Situation in Strasbourg 

Peter Martyr's unexpected, safe and sound arrival in Strasbourg brought great 
joy to his old friends in this city, such as Sturm, Sleidan, Zanchi, and the others. 
The senate also willingly restored him to his previous position in the Universi
ty of St. Thomas. During his six years absence, however, the voice of Lutheran 
hardliners had become considerably influential and they were able to delay his 
reinstatement in his former position as professor for almost two months after 
his return to the city.^" His reinstallation was such an unwelcome event for the 
Lutheran ministers under the leadership of Marbach that they spread rumors 
that Peter Martyr had moved away from the Augsburg Confession and therefo
re he might stir up some trouble in the Church. One of the hardline focal points 
of the Lutheran doctrine was manducatio impwrum, and they demanded Peter 
Martyr to acknowledge it by signing the Concord of Wittenberg.'^" In his letter 
to the governors of the Strasbourg Academy, Peter Martyr declared his positi
on in this matter.'" We can perceive at least three major points: first, his eva
luation of the efficacy or benefits of the Lord's Supper; second, his view of the 
presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper; third, the reasons 
why he refused to sign the Concord. 

Peter Martyr's Letter to the Academy, 1553 

In this letter, Peter Martyr first of all emphasizes the 'efficacy' or 'benefit' of 
the sacrament of the Lord's Supper. 'But for my part I attribute so much to this 
sacrament as to say that in its exercise, the faithful obtain the greatest benefits 

122 GANGI, /bid., 128-129. 
123 In his letter to Bullinger, dated 3 November 1553, Peter Martyr was not sure of his reinstalla

tion: 'I do not know whether 1 shall again be received in this church and school; for, as I sus
pect, the sacramentary controversy will occasion some difficulties; however, I am not very 
anxious about it.' When he worte again to Bullinger on 15 December, there was still some op
position from a few influential ministers of the church. But most of the University professors 
desired his reinstatement. Finally in his letter to Bullinger on 22 January 1554, we read that his 
reinstallation had been decided. Cf VWG, 45. 

124 There were two documents that the Lutheran ministers demanded that he signthe Augsburg 
Confession and the Concord of Wittenberg of 29 May 1536. It was in the latter that the Luthe
ran doctrine of manducatio impiorum was clearly confessed. In Article 3, it stated that ettam m-
dignos manducare, ita sentient pomgi vere corpus et sangumem Domim etiam indigms, et indignos 
sumere ubi servantur verba et institutio Chnsti. Cf. VWG, 45-46. 

125 About the content of his letter, see LLS, 40-42; VWG, 282-287; and also DM, 319-320. 
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which can be hoped for of God in this hfe.'̂ ^* The refreshing memories of the 
redemptive works of the Lord, the renewed acknowledgment of God's testa
ment, and the mystical union with Christ are those great benefits that are 
enumerated in his letter. Especially for our mystical union with Christ, he re
gards the sacrament of the Lord's Supper as the most effective means of grace: 
'For in the mysteries we become sharers in the one Table: what else would we 
resolves in mind than that we are one body, members one of another under 
Christ our Head, one bread, so conjoined among ourselves just as almost infini
te grains of wheat coalesce in that bread which we take?'"^ 

It is not necessary, however, to suppose the realiter, substantmhter, corporali-
ter, and camaliter presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper in order to 
get those benefits of this sacrament, because our conjunction with the body 
and blood of Christ is not a physical and corporeal one but a heavenly and spi
ritual union. This is the very point which the Lutheran adversaries in Stras
bourg disliked in Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. So he tried to 
explain the proper meaning of the institutional words of the Bible, that is, the 
metaphorical understanding of the statements in the eating and drinking of 
the body and blood of Christ. These vivid words of the Bible ought to be under
stood, according to him, as expression of accommodation by which the Holy 
Spirit enabled us to understand the mystery of the union with Christ beyond 
the infirmity of our nature: 'He [Holy Spirit] also humbled Himself to these 
metaphors, namely abiding, dwelling, eating and drinking, that this divine and 
heavenly union which we have with Christ may in some way be known to us.'̂ ^* 
Therefore he asserted that these words should be interpreted prudently with 
spiritual caution following the analogy of the Bible. He applied the same basic 
hermeneutic principle to the arguments based upon the doctrine oicommunica-
tio idwmatomm. Grounded on the Bible as the only source of spiritual wisdom, 
we ought to carefully discern the properties of the one nature of Christ from 
those of the other, in order that 'the divinity is not made subject to human 
infirmities, and the humanity is not so much deified that it leave the bonds of 
its own nature and be destroyed.'"' 

As for signing the two documents, Peter Martyr clearly stated that he readi
ly embraced the Augsburg Confession."" However, he rejected resolutely the 

126 VWG, 282. 
127 VWG, 283. 
128 VWG, 284. 
129 VWG, 284. 
130 Peter Martyr acknowledged the 1540 version of this confession, which signified Christ's pres

ence in the Supper, according to Melanchthon, but he did not accept its 1530 form that signi
fied His presence in the bread itself He pointed it out in his let ter to the Academy by adding 
some qualifying words' 'I readily embrace and acknowledge the Augsburg Confession, and 
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Concord between Luther and Bucer. His clear rejection of signing the Concord 
was well supported by the following three reasons. First, concerning the tea
ching of this document, the Lutheran doctrine of manducatio impiorum could 
not be acceptable from the viewpoint of the Word of God and sound conscien
ce. He had clearly manifested this opinion in his published works on the Lord's 
Supper and did not wish to detract or alter anything from this position, unless 
the teaching of Scripture or Spirit should persuade him."^ Secondly, he cast 
strong suspicion on the authority of this document, since Bucer, the represen
tative of the Concord on the Reformed side, had taught and written differently 
from this document. As far as Peter Martyr knew, Bucer himself taught that 
faith is the only instrument by which Christ's body and blood were received by 
us. Finally, he pointed out the danger of condemning the other Reformed 
Churches of the Swiss cities and all the brethren scattered in Italy and France 
by subscribing to the Concord: 'By the word of God and love for them he had no 
right to do that.'̂ ^^ Inasmuch as he admitted the Churches of Saxony, he wan
ted to honor and esteem the many Reformed Churches. 

Thus I can summarize his attitude in this letter as follows: (l) Considering 
the wish of the authority of Strasbourg, that is, peace between the Lutherans 
and the Reformed, Peter Martyr promised to keep from unnecessary disputes 
on the Eucharistie controversy. However, he did not change any of his publis
hed views on the Lord's Supper; (2) He clearly rejected the Lutheran doctrine of 
the manducatio impiorum on the ground that the taking of the body and blood of 
Christ is an action of faith. That means, he would not remain silent in this mat
ter, because that was a teaching that should not be accepted; (3) Peter Martyr 
found it very regretful that the Lutherans had an antagonistic attitude toward 
the Reformed. As mentioned above, he loved both the Lutheran and Reformed 
Churches; however, as we shall see later, he was considerably disturbed by the 
antagonistic attitude of the Lutherans. 

Satisfied by his letter, the Strasbourg senate rejected the accusations of the 
Lutheran ministers and reinstated him to his former position in the university. 
Peter Martyr informed Bullinger of his reinstatement in a letter, dated 22 Ja
nuary 1554. 

whatever others do not differ from it, if nghtly and profitably understood.' (Italics mine.) See, DM, 
319. 

131 DM,319. 
132 LLS,42. 
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Peter Martyr's Letters on the Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 

Over this period Peter Martyr was teaching from Judges and lecturing on the 
Nichomachean Ethics of Aristotle. Lectures were held once every other week. 
At the same time he was engaged in research on the Fathers, especially St. 
Augustine, with John Jewel, who, in 1554, had come to study with him by way 
of Frankfurt. Concerning the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, however, he may 
have tried not to become involved in the Eucharistie controversy within Stras
bourg, but he clearly expressed his understanding on this issue through his 
letters to his friends and other churches outside Strasbourg. 

Peter Martyr's emphasis upon the doctrine of the Lord's Supper is one of 
the most outstanding features of these letters. In a letter to the English Church 
in Frankfurt, he put so great an emphasis upon the doctrine that he urged the 
Reformed oriented members of the English Church not to let their children to 
be baptized by the Lutheran ministers in Frankfurt. The doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper is by no means 'some minor squabble', but belongs to 'the main articles 
of religion'. And 'since the Lutherans and our people have a different faith, we 
cannot hand over our faith to the Lutherans. Since they utterly abhor our faith, 
it is out of question that they would want to approve our faith by the sign of 
baptism.'"^ After presenting some historical examples that encourage baptism 
in the Church of the true and orthodox faith, Peter Martyr once again resolute
ly delivered his suggestion of abstaining from the Lutheran baptism: 'We there
fore urge you, dear brothers in Christ, that you abstain at least for a little while 
from this sort of baptism until you have taught your weak brethren, as you call 
them, whether it is permissible to receive the sacraments from Lutherans.'"" 
From this, we can see that in his second period in Strasbourg, Peter Martyr was 
already distinguishing the Reformed Churches from the Lutheran in terms of 
'true and false' churches. Also in his letter to the ministers and the lords of 
Poland, dated 14 February 1556, he put so much emphasis upon this doctrine in 
favor of the Reformed view and vehemently against the Lutheran position: 
'Care must be taken that this be done regarding the sacraments and especially 
the Eucharist as sincerely as possible. There, believe me, there lie the plague-
bearing seeds of idolatry; unless they are removed, the Church of Christ will 
never again be distinguished by pure and sincere worship. Do not let the sa
craments be despised as meaningless and empty signs, but again do not let men 
attribute to them more than their institution will allow.'"^ 

133 LLS, 130. Peter Martyr's letter 'To the Church of England' - al though it was undated but almost 
certainly written from Strasbourg during the reign of Mary Tudor. 

134 LLS, 132. 
135 LLS, 145. Also see DM, 351-352; VWG, 47-51. 
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As the second feature of his letters in this period, we note Peter Martyr's 
deploring Lutheran obstinacy in relation to the doctrine of consubstantiation. 
His suggestion to the English Church in Frankfurt might well cause deeper 
discord between the Lutherans and the Reformed, as he mentioned, but by 
then he was sure that the Lutherans should be blamed for the discord: 'it is not 
our fault this happens since we love them and have more than once wanted 
them to be like brothers. But they have not only refused but have proscribed us 
almost everywhere and have tried in every way to throw us out of the 
church.'"* In his letter to Calvin, dated 8 December 1555, he confirmed the 
Reformed view of the Lord's Supper and deplored the Lutheran stubbornness 
in this matter. As a result he expected nothing from John a Lasco's effort to 
broker an agreement with the Lutherans: 'I suspect that our people, led by a 
Lasco and relying on the truth, wanted to work out something on that subject 
with the Germans. But they did not understand the character of these people, 
who shoved aside the whole disputation and worked by insults and secretly 
inflamed the princes and government officials against our people.'"' Instead, 
he raised his hopes when Calvin's refuted Westphal: 'Having put aside the hope 
of a friendly colloquy and having despaired of any evenhanded settlement, 
may you undertake to defeat Westphal together with his ungodly and 
monstrous ubiquity by your pen and solid arguments - the arms which God in 
my judgment has sufficiently equipped you.'"^ His criticism of the attitude and 
behavior of the Lutherans might be derived not only from the state of affairs in 
Germany during the crypto-Calvinistic controversy (1549-1574),"' but also 
from his own experience in Strasbourg where Marbach was a leading Lutheran 
minister, and Peter Martyr regarded him as very mild in speech but excee
dingly tenacious in his own opinion of the manducatio impiorum."" Though 
Marbach evaded controversy with the Reformed on this matter, he opposed 
Peter Martyr by spreading malicious rumors in secret. In this letter to Calvin, 
Peter Martyr mentioned the delay in his work against Gardiner, 'partly because 
of our almost continuous worries about Marbach.'"' 

136 LLS, 133. 
137 LLS, 140. 
138 LLS, 140. 
139 On this controversy, see Schaff, Ibid., 281-285 In his Dialogus, Peter Martyr recommended the 

sound position of Phihp Melanchton in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, especially in relation 
to the mat ter of 'ubiquity' of Christ's body after His ascension, to his Lutheran adversary, Jo
hannes Brenz. See DIA, 107v-109r. 

140 In his letter to Calvin, dated 8 March 1555, see, DM, 343-348 This letter was written especially 
by the occasion of the publication of Calvin's Defensw sanae et orthodoxae doctnnae de Sacramentis 
[...]. Quam pastores et ministry Tigunnae ecd. et Genevensis by the end of 1554. 

141 LLS, 141. 
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The communion with Christ is another notable feature in his letters in this 
period. In his letters to Beza and Calvin in March 1555, he explained the three 
kinds of communion with the body of Christ."^ It seems that Peter Martyr had 
the doctrine of dual communications with Christ in common with Beza and Calvin: 
First, the general and feeble communion with Christ by the benefit of his in
carnation; second, the communion of the faithful with Christ by the Spirit of 
Christ that makes both our souls and our bodies gradually like the form of 
Christ."' It is the third kind of communion that Peter Martyr seemed to emp
hasize as a new insight of the communion with Christ. This communion, which 
he considered a middle and secret kind of communion between the above-
mentioned two kinds of communion, is not so evident as the other two kinds. 
However, it is still to be perceived 'if we reflect on the divine letters with atten
tion and faith.' On the basis of Ephesus 4:16, he held that 'there is intermediate 
one which is fount and origin of all the heavenly and spiritual likeness which 
we have with Christ. It is that by which, as soon as we believe, we obtain Christ 
himself our true Head, and are made his members.'"" The reason why hee 
emphasized this kind of communion and presented his opinion to the two 
leading Reformed theologians is not so clear. However, we can perceive that 
his idea of this middle, secret, and mystical kind of communion with Christ is 
closely connected with the presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper. He 
regarded this idea of the middle kind of communion as the basis of our daily 
communion with Christ includmg the sacrament. So, he could reject the neces
sity of the corporeal presence of Christ for our communion with the body and 
blood of Christ: 'Thus we first put him on and so are called by the Apostle [Paul] 
flesh of his flesh and bone of his bones. And by this communion now explained, 
is the latter one [the second kind of communion by the Spirit of Christ] perfec
ted so long as we live on Earth. [...] Nor does distance of place hinder this mys
tical communion; it may be enjoyed while we live on earth, even though the 
very body of Christ sit and reign in heaven with the Father. Surely it is suffici
ent that we are bound to him by certain spiritual knots and joints, which bonds 
or fastenings depend on and are derived from the head himself.'"^ His negative 
remark on Cyril, who seemed to be much in favor of corporeal presence of the 

142 For his letter to Beza, see LIS, 134-137. These two letters share acommon theme. 
143 Peter Martyr remembered that Beza had compressed these two kmds of communion mto a few 

words: 'When we are born as humans we begin to be like him and do so again when we are lat
er restored through faith of Christ in his merits, gifts, benefits, and properties. ' in LLS, 136. 

144 DM,346. 
145 DM,347. 



Peter Martyr's Reformed Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 117 

body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper, is, in this regard, another note
worthy feature of his letters to Calvin and Beza."* 

Peter Martyr's Letter to the Senate for his Resignation, 1556 

We can find all the main points of Peter Martyr's Lord's Supper doctrine in this 
letter, by which he asked the Senate to receive his resignation. I will summari
ze his Eucharistie doctrine in this letter in two parts. First, he reaffirmed the 
foundational points of the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper: the ubiqui
ty of the divine nature of Christ and the limitedness of the human body of 
Christ; the necessity of understanding the institutional words as a trope, the 
rejection of the manducatio impiorum, the effectiveness of the Eucharistie sym
bols, or in other words, the significance of 'sacrament'. Second, he discussed 
the reasons why Lutherans adhered to the theory of the corporeal presence of 
Christ in the Lord's Supper. In this connection, he explained the uselessness of 
any such corporeal presence in the Lord's Supper in the light of (his under
standing of) the mystical union with Christ. It is very interesting to see how he 
proceeded to criticize the Lutherans for their lack of faith in the mighty power 
of God, and thus counters the persistent Lutheran criticism against the Refor
med throughout the Eucharistie controversy. 

In the first part of this letter, Peter Martyr stood firm in his view concer
ning the true human nature of Christ. He asserted that such human properties 
as circumscription, limit and bounds of the body of Christ should be accepted, 
in the same way that we take mathematical axioms or time for granted."^ Ac
cording to him, those who insist on the theory of ubiquity or make the body of 
Christ present in many places at once deny the true human nature of Christ. In 
the same context, he clearly asserted that Christ had left the world insofar as 
He is a man, and so we do not have the bodily presence of Christ any more. 

In relation with the true communion with Christ in the Lord's Supper, Peter 
Martyr emphasizs the role of faith that allows the partakers in the Lord's Sup
per to overcome the physical distance between Christ and themselves. Once 
again, in this connection, he clearly rejected the Lutheran settlement to over-

146 LLS, 137. 'This is why I do not go along very easily with Cyril. He decided that the sort of com
munion by which the very substance of the flesh and blood of Christ is joined to the benedic
tion (this is what he calls the sacred bread) through that food is then also mixed in with flesh 
and blood of the communicants. ' See, also DM, 348. Against this opinion of Cyril, Peter Martyr 
emphasizes the role of faith as the only link and fastening necessary in adults, by which we are 
inseparably joined with Christ Himself. 

147 DM, 320-321. 'For just as the number three cannot be the number six, nor can something done 
yesterday be undone, so it is impossible that what is a human body should not be a human 
body, whose definition necessarily includes quantity, distinct parts and members.' 
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come the gap, that is, a real or substantial or corporeal presence of Christ's 
body in the Lord's Supper. His emphasis upon the role of faith was closely con
nected with his rejection of the manducatio impiorum, the focal point of dispute 
between the Lutherans and the Reformed in Strasbourg. This he oppose, with 
the view that those who lack true faith can receive only the 'symbols' of His 
body and blood. He can well admit the expression that the wicked receive the 
Lord's body, but only in terms of what the Bible signifies in its interchangeable 
usage.̂ "* And in this context Peter Martyr made it clear that we should under
stand the institutional word figuratively along with the Fathers; 'Therefore to 
avoid ambiguity [...]. I stick with the common and received kind of signification 
which the Father used in times past.'^"' 

In the second part, Peter Martyr explained the motive of the Lutheran ad
herence to the corporeal presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper as 
follows: 'The state of our controversy turns on this point, that not many think 
the body of Christ can be communicated truly unless (as I may put it) it is really 
and corporeally present.'^^° He regarded this view of the Lutherans as the re
sult of a poor understanding of faith and strongly emphasized the power of 
faith in our true and spiritual communion with Christ in the Lord's Supper. He 
explained the spiritual communion through the mystical union between Christ, 
the Head and the faithful. His flesh and bones. It is faith that is the very foun
dation of the union, despite of the great distance of place. The spiritual union 
with Christ makes the corporeal and substantial presence of Christ's body and 
blood unnecessary. Therefore, the Lutheran doctrine should be denied, because 
'it is against the truth of the Lord's human nature, and obviously disagrees with 
the testimony of scripture."^' It is interesting to note that here he criticized 
the Lutherans with the very remedy they had prescribed for others: that is 
faith in the mighty power of God. They attributed this belief to their theory of 
ubiquity, but Peter Martyr urged them to apply this belief to the role of faith. 
This is the only sound and solid solution for the Eucharistie controversy, since 

148 DM, 322. 'For there is such union between the sacred signs and the things signified that the 
holy scriptures easily changes one name for the other. The flesh of Christ is called bread, as 
appears in the sixth chapter of John, and in the holy supper bread is called Christ's body.' But 
Peter Martyr made an additional remark on the significance of the bread and wine in the 
Lord's Supper. It is not just sign or symbol, but a means of grace, a sacrament: 'even so the 
bread of the euchanst is called the Lord's body because it signifies it - not by any common sig
nification of course, such as is used on stage or theatre, but an effective one. For the Holy Spirit 
uses that instrument to stir up faith in us, by which we may have the promised participation in 
the Lord's body. Moreover I would grant that the bread is and is called the very body of Christ 
in a special way, namely that it is its sacrament.' in DM, 323. 

149 DM,323 
150 DM,323. 
151 DM,324. 



Peter Martyr's Reformed Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 119 

'when this is accepted, nothing is removed from the humanity of the Lord, that 
nature of the sacrament remains sound, and we agree together in the wisdom 
of holy scripture.'"^ 

The unchanged confidence of Peter Martyr in the Augsburg Confession in 
this letter to the Senate of Strasbourg is also noteworthy. It shows that this 
document seemed to him to be the only common confessional basis for both 
Lutherans and the Reformed in common."^ Throughout his second Strasbourg 
period, his efforts to find a consensus with the Lutherans seems to have been 
grounded on this document. However, the disagreement between the two par
ties, both in the words used and in their respective assumptions was so clear 
that he requested leave from his duty in Strasbourg in order that he could deal 
'plainly and clearly in word and writing with his opinion about the substantial 
and corporeal presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper'. This 
request was finally accepted by the Senate on 13 July 1556. 

2.3.2. Peter Martyr m Zurich, 1556-1562 

In his inaugural address as the newly installed professor of Old Testament at 
Zurich, Peter Martyr gave three reasons for his decision to leave Strasbourg. 
His liberty in teaching, disputing, and writing was severely constrained in 
Strasbourg. He was also afraid that his friends, especially those under persecu
tion, might misunderstand his silence in the dispute matters as a desertion or a 
betrayal of his duty. Finally, he could not find any hope of reconciliation with 
the Lutherans in Strasbourg through discussion."" 

Peter Martyr was welcomed to this city and enjoyed his happiest period 
since his departure from his fatherland. Finally he could concentrate on study, 
lecturing, and writing in this peaceful environment without the interruptions 
of vicious opponents. He continued to lecture on Samuel, Kings, Psalms, and 
the Minor Prophets in the university. His publications in this period testify the 
fruitfulness of his life in Zurich not only as bibhcal scholar but also as deba
ter."' And in Zurich he could freely do his work, especially in relation with the 
Eucharistie controversy. His two major works on the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, Defensio and Dialogus, were also written during this time. 

152 DM,325. 
153 Later in the Colloquy of Poissy, however, Peter Martyr was not so reluctant to advise the 

queen-mother Catherine de Medici to make such a compromising agreement between the Hu
guenots and the Roman Church m France. About this, see Chapter II.2.4. 

154 LLS, 43-44. 
155 MCLELLAND, 'Montreal', 15. Among the noteworthy publications in this period, there are Romans 

(1558), Vows (1559), Defensw (1559), Judges and the Dialogue (l56l) . 
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2 3 3 The Second Eucharist Controversy and Peter Martyr's Involvement 

The second Eucharist controversy started in 1552 with a pubhcation of a book 
by the Lutheran theologian, Joachim Westphal (1510-1574) He accused Zwingh 
and Calvin of the heresy that denied the corporeal presence of Christ m the 
Lord's Supper. Calvin kept silence on Westphal's view until a second book, 
Recta fides de coena Domini, appeared in 1553. Calvin's response to Westphal was 
directed at the argument of the second booof."^ From then on, the controversy 
was ardently developed by participants from both sides. Although he was con
cerned about this controversy and kept contact with Calvin in regard to this 
matter, Peter Martyr was not involved until he was asked by his friends to 
refute the erroneous theory of ubiquity by Johannes Brenz (1499-1570) m his, 
De personah unione duarum naturamm in Chnsto, et ascensu Christi in caelum, ac 
sessione ems ad dextram Dei Patns (l56l). By his arguments based on the commu-
nicatio idwmatomm, Brenz had given a new direction to the controversy.'" 

Brenz was Lutheran reformer of the city of Schwabisch-Hall (1522-1548) 
and then became leading clergyman of the Lutheran church in the duchy of 
Wurttemberg (1551-1570). He is esteemed as a great church organizer by Lu
therans and comparable with Johannes Bugenhagen, and arguably most impor
tant theologian of his time after Melanchthon.'^' On the theory of ubiquity, it 
was Luther who first clearly taught the absolute ubiquity of Christ's body, in 
order to support the real presence in the Lord's Supper. Brenz was an ardent 
defender of the view that the consecrated bread was the very body of Christ, 
and made this theory of ubiquity the central theme of the second Eucharist 
controversy. Melanchthon and his followers in Wittenberg and Leipzig repudi
ated this theory. Martin Chemnitz (1522-1586), another leading Lutheran theo
logian in Saxony, criticized Brenz's theory of ubiquity as a monstrosity and 
instead asserted only the multipresence of Christ's body utterly dependent 
upon the will of Christ. Brenz, however, developed the theory of the omnipre
sence of Christ's body, based on the hypostatical union of the two natures in 
Christ and the communication ofidiomatorum Peter Martyr's involvement in this 
Second Controversy was particularly focused upon this theme of the two natu
res of Christ, which we will now consider by giving our attention to his Dialo-
gus. 

156 For a detailed description of this controversy, see TYLENDA, 'Calvin and Westphal', 9-21 
157 About the second Eucharist controversy and Peter Martyr's involvement, see 'The Crypto 

Calvinistic or Eucharist Controversy (1549-1574)' and 'The Chnstological or Ubiquitanan Con 
troversy' m SCHAFF, Creeds, 279-296 Also see Introduction' m DIAL, xiu-xvu 

158 BRECHT, 'Brenz', 173 In aller Vorlaufigkeit kann man Brenzens Stellung unter den Reformato 
ren so bestimmen Unter den lutherischen Theologen durfte er nach Melanchthon der bedeu 
tendste gewesen sem Als Kirchenorganisator ist er Bugenhagen zur Seite zu stellen ' Also see 
ESTES, 'Brenz', 214 
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2.3.4. An Analysis ofDialogus: Peter Martyr's Refutation of the Doctrine of 
Ubiquity 

The l\/lal<e-up of Dialogus 

The recent English translation of Dialogus makes the following 9 divisions ac
cording to the topics which Peter Martyr has dealt with in this work: (l) The 
humanity of Christ, who is God (lr-21r), (2) On the property and the natures in 
Christ (21r-55r), (3) Ubiquity (55r-68r), (4) On the ascension of Christ into Hea
ven (68r-70v), (5) On the place of Christ's body in Heaven (70v-97r), (6) The 
presence of Christ's body (97r-107r), (7) Melanchthon's position (l07v-lllr), 
(8) The refutation of analogical arguments for ubiquity (lllr-121r), and (9) 
Ubiquity as a source of spiritual comfort (l21r-135r). The last three sections 
should be included in the earlier sections, as McLelland has shown in his own 
suggested division of this material.^" 

In the original Latin text of Dialogus, however, Peter Martyr himself did not 
make such divisions, nor give any formal hints for the sections of the topics."" 
The second topic from folio page 22r on, for example, begins without any mar
ginal notes, marks or notices which would indicate the beginning of a new 
topic. The following two topics begin merely with the utterances of Pantachus 
and Orothetes, who respectively represented Brenz and Peter Martyr in this 
controversy. The fifth topic is also introduced in the context of Orothetes' long 
quotations from the Fathers. Especially, the seventh topic shows no formal 
distinction by Peter Martyr, since Melanchthon was mentioned merely as the 
last witness after the Fathers and Medievals who supported the Reformed posi
tion. These divisions are, thus, not absolute for our understanding of Dialogus, 
but we should consult them only in terms of Peter Martyr's own purposes in 
his refutation of the Lutheran theologian Brenz. 

My interest in connection with these topics is to show how these various 
themes contribute to Peter Martyr's main purpose in the dialogue with Brenz. 
For this, I will point out the ultimate purpose of Peter Martyr's discussion in 
this book and examine the points of the various topics in order to show how 
they support his main purpose. 

159 VWG, 206. 'The Dialogue is divided into six sections: On the Humanity of Christ, being God; On 
the Properties of the Natures in Christ; On Ubiquity; On the Ascension of Christ into Heaven; 
On the Place in Heaven of the Body of Christ; On the Presence of the Body of Christ.' 

160 Neither can vie find any such divisions in German translation of Dialogus: £in Gesprach von den 
beyden Naturen Chnsti. 
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Main Purpose ofDialogus 

In the dedicatory letter to Jewel, by then Bishop of Salisbury, Peter Martyr 
made it clear that the purpose ofDialogm is to contradict the theory of ubiquity 
of the humanity of Christ and he arranged his every argument for that purpo
s e / " At the beginning of the dialogue with Brenz, he summarized the theme of 
Brenz's book and stated the theory of ubiquity as greatly harmful to the 
Church/" It shows us the key position of his refutation with the Lutherans. 

In the various arguments ofDialogus, Peter Martyr also considered the ordi
nary people. He wanted to persuade the simple and uneducated about the 
harmful theory of ubiquity. He prepared the detailed and lengthy arguments 
for various topics in order for the uneducated and untrained people not to be 
deceived by the erroneous theory of the ubiquity by the Lutherans. For this 
reason, he refuted the arguments of the Lutherans with as much care as possi
ble."^ In this work he even changed his favorite brevitas style in order to avoid 
obscuring the issues and to make his arguments clear and direct. The change of 
style was necessary, because he, in Diahgus, had to treat not only the argu
ments of both sides but also the referenced authorities for both sides."" We 

161 'Sed hoc unum quacunque ratione potui sum conatus, ut et Christi humanitatem ostenderem 
non esse ubique (quod sanum rectumque decretum orthodoxae fidei minime a Catholicis dubi-
tatur)'. 'Dedicatory letter to Jewel' m DIA, 4r. 

162 'In summa libri argumentum est, Chnsti corpus esse ubique.' in DIA, Ir; 'constanter, vel potius 
pertinaciter defendant, non propter aliam cuasam, Humanitatem Christi omnia loca implere.' 
in DIA, Iv. 

163 DIA, 4r-4v. 'et una rationes adversaru ea qua valui diligentia confutarem, ne rudibus et imperi-
tioribus fucum facerent.' 'Dedicatory letter to Jewel'. McLelland unders tand the general argu
ment of Dialogus from the title of this work: 'Dialogus de utraque in Christo natura, quomodo 
coeant in unam Christi personam mseparabilem, ut interim non amit tant suas proprietates: 
ideoque humanam Christi naturam propter personalem unionem non esse ubique. Responde-
tur item benigne ad argumenta doctorum virorum, contrarium asserentium: illustrator et 
Coenae dominicae negotium, perspicuisque scripturae et Patrum testimonies demonstrator. 
Corpus Christi non esse ubique.' Interestingly, McLelland left out the last phrase on ubiquity 
(see VWG, 206) while in the Introduction to the English translation ofDialogus, Donnelly, trans
lator and editor of this version, regards the following three themes as central points of the 
dispute between Peter Martyr and Brenz: (l) ubiquity versus na ture of humanity, (2) ubiquity 
versus the doctrine of Ascension, and (3) the manducatio impiorum. These three themes came 
from Brenz's division of his book De personah unione, which the Dialogus was refuting, and the 
content of Peter Martyr's book was, of course, largely controlled by his adversary's book. Ac
cording to Donnelly, however, Peter Martyr's response was mainly on the first two themes on 
the theory of ubiquity. See DIAL, xxi. 

164 'Ego autem quanta potui diligentia curavi, ut meus hic Dialogus clarus et perspicuus evaderet. 
Nam satius visum est Lectorem aliquanto diutius occupare quam ilium obscura brevitate male 
torquere. [...] Id vero brevi et concisa oratione minime possumus consequi. Quare brevitati sic 
studendum semper existimavi, ut nullum damnum fiat intelligentiae, cui tenebrae nonnun-
quam obducuntur, quod ea quae difficiliae sunt, breviter ac strictim dicere conemur.' 'Dedica
tory letter to Jewel' in DIA, 3r. 



Peter Martyr's Reformed Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 123 

will find that it is important to keep the writer's purpose in mind when we 
summarize the various sections. 

Analysis of the Topics ofDialogus 

(l) The Humanity of Christ, who is God 
In this first topic, Peter Martyr presented a clear description of the Reformed 
understanding of the 'humanity' of Christ in His hypostatic union with His 
Divine nature. From the outset of his refutation of the theory of ubiquity, he 
made it clear that certain kinds of limitedness were indispensable conditions of 
Christ's being truly human.̂ ^^ One of the basic theses of Peter Martyr on the 
humanity of Christ is that the limitedness in place is a peculiar feature of the 
created being, while the ubiquity is the very property that belongs only to 
God.'̂ ^ Therefore, if one applies this property to the body of Christ, it makes 
the created body of Christ not a created but a Divine one. It is nothing other 
than denying the true humanity of our Savior. It shows us that, for Peter Mar
tyr, the true humanity of Christ is the very criterion by which he rejects the 
Lutheran theory of ubiquity. 

Brenz had objected to this position by appealing the uniqueness of the body 
of Christ: Christ's body is not the same as that of ordinary human beings thanks 
to its hypostatic union with the Divinity. Brenz repeatedly emphasized this 
uniqueness of Christ's body, appealing to the omnipotent power of God, to the 
Definition of Chalcedon, and to the doctrine of communicatio idiomatorum. With 
the very property of ubiquity he emphasized the uniqueness of the Christ's 
body that is hypostatically united with His divinity: the humanity of Christ 
must exist wherever His divinity is, because of the inseparable union between 
the two natures in Christ."' 

165 DIA, 2r. 'Sed illud tibi affirmo, nos molem, ac magnitudmem, staturae modum, partes, Imea-
menta, et membra quae hommi congruant, nee velle, nee posse a corpore Chnsti removere. 
Nam corpus humanum, si ab eo auferatur compositio membrorum, conformatio lineamento-
rum, lusta mensura, et circumscriptio, funditus evertitur. ' 

166 For this basic position, Peter Martyr appeals to the Fathers such as Basil and Didymus, who 
tried to prove the divinity of the Holy Spirit in distinction with the angels by the very property 
of ubiquity: 'cum Basiho facit Didymus de Spiritu santo. Nam ita scribit, Ipse, inquit de spintu 
sancto, si una de creaturis esset, saltern circumscriptam haberet substantiam, sicut universa 
quae facta sunt. Nam si non circumscnbantur loco, et finibus invisibiles creaturae, tamen pro-
prietate substantiae finiuntur. Spiritus autem sanctus cum in pluribus locis sit, non habet cir
cumscriptam substantiam' in DIA, 6v-7r. 

167 DIA, 9v. 'Nempe, ut cum deltas et humanitas mdivulse ac mseparabiliter in una persona Chnsti 
coniungantur, esse consectarium, ut ubicunque fuerit deltas, ibi etiam sit humanitas Chnsti, 
cum fieri non possit, ut Christus una persona maneat, nisi ems duae naturae sic unitae serven-
tur, ut altera nusquam sit absque altera.' 
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Peter Martyr rejected this interpretation of the Definition of Chalcedon, 
and in fact regarded it as not so far from the error of Eutyches, which led to the 
heresy of the Monophisites. Brenz had made this mistake by his excessive 
stress upon the one side of the Chalcedonian formula, that is to say, indivise 
(without division) and inseparahihter (without separation). Against this biased 
interpretation, Peter Martyr asserted that we ought not to go beyond what the 
doctrine itself allows and what the Bible and the Fathers assert."^ Peter Martyr 
understood the Chalcedonian formula concerning the ubiquity of Christ's body, 
which is free not only from the error of the Eutyches but also from the opposi
te kind of error by Nestorius, as follows: although the divine nature of Christ is 
everywhere and is always conjoined with His human nature, the human nature 
is not ubiquitous whereas the divine nature is. The divine Word fills all things, 
while the humanity, which is hypostatically united with the Word, is neverthe
less confined to its own place.'^'' 

There are two other refutations of the arguments concerning the possible 
bases for the ubiquity of Christ's body: the omnipotence of God, and the com-
municatio idiomatum. On the former, Peter Martyr quoted the Fathers who put a 
restriction upon God's omnipotence according to His very nature."" By the 
precept of Tertullian that emphasized the meditation based upon the revelati
on, Peter Martyr pointed out the speculative character of Brenz's argument 
from the omnipotence of God to the ubiquity of Christ's body."' He thereby 
highlighted the first reason for his rejection of the theory of ubiquity: this 
speculative theory of Brenz lacks a biblical foundation. 

Peter Martyr criticized Brenz's argument from communicatio idiomatum, for 
the arbitrary decision on transferable properties of the divinity to the humani
ty of Christ: the ubiquity was never included in the communicatio idiomatum 
even by the Scholastics who assigned some properties to the body of Christ and 
the blessed ones, such as impassibility, clarity, agility, subtlety."^ Throughout 

168 DIA, l lv-12r. 'Vos plane hypostatica unione abuti videmini quam audacissime, ac plus mul to 
quam ipsa res ferat, at quam scripturae ac ipsi Patres loquantur. ' 

169 DIA, l l r . 'Licet enim divmitas ubique sit, ob ems immensitatem, semper habet coniunctam sibi 
humanitatem, non tarnen praesentem omnibus us locis quae ipsa implet. Itaque nostra senten-
tia est, Deum Verbum implere omnia, Humanitatem vero ei uni tam hypostaetice loco suo con-
tineri.' 

170 Among the Fathers, Augustine said that God cannot do certain things, such as die or be de
ceived, because He is omnipotent. According to Theodoret, this kmd of restriction is, by no 
means, a sign of the weakness but of His infinite power. See, DIA, 4v-6r. 

171 DIA, Ar. 'Plane nihil Deo difficile, sed si tarn abrupte in praesumptionibus nostris hac sententia 
utamur, quid vis de Deo confmgere poterimus, quasi fecent, quia facere potuerit. Non autem 
quia omnia potest facere ideoque credendum est lUum fecisse, etiam quod non fecent: sed an 
fecerit requirendum.' 

172 DIA, 2r. 
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the discussion under various topics, he repeatedly explained the reason why 
this peculiar divine property of ubiquity could never be communicated to the 
humanity of Christ. However, in this first topic, he indicated only the fact that 
this argument could not be supported by the Fathers and the Scholastics. 

The first topic on the Humanity of Christ shows us the major themes in the 
controversy between Peter Martyr and Brenz, together with their respective 
positions. In fact the Eucharistie controversy between the Lutherans and the 
Reformed was nothing other than a Christological controversy. As we work our 
way through the other topics he lists, it will become clear that, in his view, the 
right understanding of the humanity of Christ is the key to the controversy on 
the ubiquity. 

(2) On the Property of the Natures in Christ 
The Definition of Chalcedon was accepted as the standard for the controversy 
by both sides, and the term 'nature' in this Definition, as if referred to the 'na
ture of Christ', came to the fore in this second topic. Brenz interpreted the 
'nature' exclusively as 'substance', and it did not include 'properties or acci
dents'. So, he asserted that the substance of Christ's human nature remained 
unchanged even if an accidental property of 'ubiquity' was added to the sub
stance.^'^ Peter Martyr, against the argument of Brenz, argued for certain re
strictions on the properties that could be communicated between the two 
natures in Christ. In other words, he applied the term 'nature' both to the sub
stance and to certain properties of the substance. He not only criticized the 
arbitrariness of his adversary in attributing some divine properties to the hu
manity of Christ,^'" but he also set clear limits to the communicatio idiomatum in 
accordance with the Definition of Chalcedon. Therefore, the divine properties 
which destroy human nature cannot be communicated to the humanity of 
Christ, ubiquity belongs to those divine properties that cannot be communica
ted to the body of Christ without destroying the true humanity of Christ.''^ 

173 DIA, 21v-22r. 'Quod si haec proprietatum et accidentium mutatio non mutat rei substantiam, 
quo modo non posset etiam immutata manere substantia coporis, etiamsi alicubi non esset lo-
caliter in loco, cum in loco esse non sit corporis substantia, sed tantum proprietas subiecti ac-
cidentana?' 

174 As we can see later, since Brenz's real interest m his argument on communicatio idiomatomm lies 
in nothing other than confirming the corporeal presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper, 
he did not attribute some divine properties such as simplicity and eternity, but he gave special 
emphasis to ubiquity. See, DIA, 21v. 

175 DIA, 22r-22v 'Et si permulta (ut dicis) humanitati accident, quae sive adsint sive absint, natu-
ram eius non immutant , a t tamen et alia sunt, quae in ea sic inhaerent, ut ab ea toUi nequeant 
citra ems exitium. Etenim si a natura hominis certam mensuram, lineamenta, et circumscrip-
tionem removens, lam utique potius en t quidvis aliud quam homo.' 
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In this second topic, the pattern of the arguments proceeded as follows: 
Brenz consistently emphasized the particularity of Christ's body on the ground 
of its hypostatical union with divine nature, while Peter Martyr repeatedly 
stressed the indispensable properties of the human boby and claimed that it 
could not remain a human body any longer without the properties of bounda
ry, lineaments, and limit. Against Brenz who adhered to his own 'Maginot Line' 
- 'Wherever the Divinity is, there must be his body too, otherwise the unity of 
the person of Christ would be broken' - Peter Martyr explained the relations 
between two natures of Christ in the expositon of three days in the grave: 
Christ was in paradise with a robber according to His divinity, while His flesh 
lay in the tomb and His soul was in hell."^ It seems that this argument was very 
effective and persuasive to Peter Martyr, because he appealed to it again and 
again in the points he makes in following topics. He also pointed out Augusti
ne's statement on the two natures in Christ - 'One person is God and man, and 
each is the one Christ Jesus, everywhere insofar as he is God, but in heaven 
insofar as he is man.' - as an epitome of his rejection the argument of his ad-
versary.^^' 

In the latter part of this topic, Peter Martyr repeatedly refuted Brenz's ar
guments, especially his concept of communicatio idiomatorum. In doing so, he 
provided lengthy quotations from the Fathers and the Medievals. Brenz insi
sted that not just the words, but also the things themselves were communica
ted between the two natures in one person Jesus Christ. However, Peter Martyr 
presented detailed definitions of communicatio idiomatorum supported by patris
tic statements. His understanding of the communication of the properties bet
ween the two natures of Christ can be summarized as follows"^: (l) Not all 
properties can be really and indiscriminately communicated to both natures. 
There are certain properties that cannot be communicated to both natures"'; 

176 DIA, 25v-26r. In this instance, Peter Martyr quoted Augustine in his letter to Dardanus. Howev
er, since this demonstration was very popular among the Fathers, we can see later that he 
quoted this same demonstration from other Fathers too. 

177 DIA, 26r-26v. 'Quod tu statuis hominem a filio Dei susceptum esse ubique, ut divinitas, audis 
Augustinum apertissimis verbis negare. Deinde subiecit: Una persona Deus et homo est, et 
utrunque [utrumque] est unus Christus lesus, ubique per id quod Deus est, in coelo autem per 
id quod homo, et c.' 

178 Peter Martyr discussed this theme of commumo idiomatorum from 28r in DIA. For these three 
important points, he himself summarized in 28v and 45r: ' lam satis fuse tria tibi ostendi. nimi-
rum, Non omnes proprietates utrique natruae ipsa re, promiscue communicari. Deinde, Illam 
communicationem saepius esse vocum et loquutionum, quam ipsarum propnetatum Ad ex-
t remum certam rationem indicavi qua ilia dicta obscrua et duriora resolvi possint, et redid 
planssima.' in DIA, 45r. 

179 DIA, 38v. 'Hmc lam vides re ipsa quasdam esse proprietates naturae divinae, quae humanitati 
non communicantur, et quasdam sic esse hominis, ut in deitatem transfundi non possint.' 
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(2) More often communication will involve words and terminology than the 
properties themselves. That is to say, there are properties that can be commu
nicated only verbally because they do not really fit with the natures. There are 
some properties which are predicated of the subject or person and suit it, but 
not really communicated to both natures^'"; (3) There is a secure criterion by 
which we can resolve and clarify statements that are obscure or difficult: the 
true human nature of Christ ought not to be destroyed.^*^ Finally, Peter Martyr 
emphasized that the hypostatical union of the two natures in Christ is not 
broken, in spite of these qualifications. On the basis of the patristic statements 
of Theodoret, Ambrose, Vigilius and Cyril, Peter Martyr asserts that the unity 
of the two natures in one person is preserved even if not all the properties are 
communicated to both natures."^ 

(3) On Ubiquity 
This part deals with the central theme of the whole controversy on the two 
natures in Christ, and Peter Martyr also clearly pointed out the real intention 
of Brenz' argument on ubiquity. That is nothing other than defending the Lu
theran theory of consubstantiation. For this real purpose, Brenz, on the one 
hand, tried to explain three kinds of ubiquity in order to guarantee a nonlocal 
ubiquity for Christ's body. On the other hand, he appealed to the Medievals and 
finally to Luther as the greatest authority for himself in the argument on the 
ubiquity. The appeal to the authority of Luther, however, encouraged Peter 
Martyr to prudently but clearly point out the error of this great German Re
former. 

Because of the indispensable connection between 'human body' and its 'lo
cality', Brenz tried to explain the ubiquity of Christ's body apart from the cate
gory of locality. He classified the ubiquity in terms of three kinds: local 
ubiquity, filling ubiquity, and personal ubiquity. There is nothing that is 
everywhere by the first kind of ubiquity. God, who alone is everywhere by His 
nature, is not locally but fillingly ubiquitous. The humanity of Christ is every
where through personal ubiquity, because the Son of God assumed the humani
ty in the unity of His person. Therefore, the humanity of Christ must be there 

180 Quoting Theodoret on the suffering of Christ on the Cross, for example, Peter Martyr explained 
this concept of 'verbahs communicatio': 'Non enim communis alicuius hominis, sed omini glo-
riae corpus fuit hngo affixum. Oportet autem scire, quod unio facit nomina communia.' in DIA, 
32r. 

181 In other words, the communication of the properties is possible only so far as the humanity 
could receive it. 'Naturam scilicet divinam Christi humanitati distnbuere suas facultates, non 
tamen omnes, verum illas tantummodo, quae illius capacitatem non superant.' in DIA, 45v. 

182 DIA,41r-44r. 
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where His divinity is.^ '̂ Against this argument, Peter Martyr pointed out that 
Brenz had again improperly confused the properties of the two natures of 
Christ: Brenz should have recognized the locality of the body of Christ, just as 
he attributed the property of ubiquity to the divinity of Christ. Furthermore, 
Peter Martyr criticized Brenz's teaching on the three kinds of ubiquity with the 
observation that he could not find any differences between the second and the 
third kind. 

As far as it concerned the true humanity of Christ, Peter Martyr's position 
was strongly held and remained firm. His interpretation of the Ascension of 
Christ and His filling of all things provides us with a good example for this. 
Peter Martyr introduced an interesting interpretation of the word 'filling' 
against Brenz's interpretation of Apostle Paul's statement on Christ's Ascensi
on and His filling of all things. As far as the humanity of Christ is concerned, 
Peter Martyr asserted, Christ's filling should not be understood as a simultane
ous filling of all things, but as filling 'all kinds of places' in sequential order.̂ *^ 
He appealed to Augustine, Jerome and also Bullinger for this interpretation. 
Regardless of the reasonableness of this kind of interpretation, we can see 
clearly what he intended with it: to protect the humanity of Christ as much as 
possible: the exalted Christ's body is neither everywhere nor with us on earth 
any more. It is in heaven. And the 'heaven' is by no means everywhere or now
here as Brenz and other Lutherans interpret it, but a certain definable place. 
This is the very point that Peter Martyr wanted to defend from the first to the 
last, with the support of the Fathers who attributed the ubiquity only to the 
divinity of Christ. 

Now, Brenz turned to the Medievals, such as Lombard and Aquinas, in order 
to defend the corporeal presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 
Peter Martyr regarded this appeal to the Medievals as an indication that in the 
matter of ubiquity his adversary could not find any support in the writings of 
the Fathers.*^^ Furthermore, he is confident that careful examination of the 
very Scholastics would reveal that Brenz have gone completely astray in his 
theory of the ubiquity and so he was quite willing to appeal to the Medievals as 

183 DIA, 55v. 
184 DIA, 58v. 'Nos autem Apostoli verba sic mtelligimus: cum dominus quoad suam humanitatem 

aliquandiu conversatus esset in mundo, et in aere fuisset cum in cruce penderet, in man dum 
super ems undas ambularet, in sepulchro item et apud inferos tr iduo postquam animum expi-
ravit, quis tandem ei locus restabat attmgendus? Nullus plane alius, nisi ut coelos caperet, quo 
tum absolveret locorum ominum generum impletinem, id est, ut omnia locorum genera imple-
ret.' 

185 DIA, 62v. 'Nullis ad hue ex patribus ostendere potuisti, qui alicubi scripserint Humanitatem 
Chnsti esse ubique. Unum tantum Hieronymi dictum protulisti perperam abs te intellectum, et 
ex libello eius parum laudato descriptum.' 
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judges and witnesses in this matter.'^^ He was confident that he could show 
some clear statements against the ubiquity of Christ's body from the writings 
of the Scholastics. Lombard was on his side because of the prudent distinction 
between nature and hypostasis with the terms of 'totus' (whole) and 'totum' 
(wholly),"' from which Peter Martyr could confirm that Christ is everywhere 
as regards the hypostasis, but not according to the human nature. The repre
sentative figure of Scholasticism, Thomas Aquinas, was also of the same opini
on about the hypostatical union in Christ. Aquinas could be quoted to endorse 
Peter Martyr's favorite argument that explored the location of Chrsit between 
His death and resurrection, which then puts the emphasis upon the ubiquity of 
Christ by reason of His divine nature. Aquinas testified that the human nature 
of Christ is not ubiquitous, while the person of Christ is everywhere."^ In the 
case of Bonaventura, it is slightly different, because this writer admitted 
Christ's sacramental multi-presence while he denied the ubiquity of the huma
nity of Christ. Peter Martyr regarded this duality of Bonaventura as a result of 
strong superstitious approach to the Lord's Supper in those days, which he 
could still find in Brenz. So Peter Martyr emphasized that the main tenor of 
this Scholastic's arguments on the communio idiomatomm and on the ubiquity of 
Christ's body was actually contrary to the view of Brenz. Bonaventura's expla
nation about the relation between hypostatical union and ubiquity clearly 
shows this."' Therefore, Peter Martyr could appeal not only to the Fathers but 
also to the Medievals in support of his fundamental thesis that the body of 

186 DIA, 66r-66v. 'Tu quidem Scholasticos fortiter affirmabas tecum facere, sed illos tibi etiam 
quam maxime adversari deprehensum est. [...] Quocirca omnes eorum scholas et ludices et 
testes appello.' 

187 DIA, 62v-63r. 'Longobardus (ut ipse quoque refers) m 3. dist. 22. hac de re scnpsit, et ex verbis 
Augustmi contra Felicia num cap.l4. concludit ad hunc modum, Christus eodem tempore, totus 
erat in sepulchro, totus in inferno, totus ubique, sicut et modo totus est, ubicunque est, sed 
non totum. Nee in sepulchro, nee in inferno, totum erat, etsi totus, Sicut Christus totus est 
Deus, totus homo, sed non totum. Quid non solum est Deus vel homo, sed et Deus et homo. To
tum enim ad na turam refertur. Totus autem ad hypostasim. Sicut Aliud, et Aliquid ad naturam: 
Alius vero et Aliquis ad personam referuntur. Unde lohannes Damascenus: Totus Christus est 
Deus perfectus, non autem totum Deus est: non enim solus Deus est, sed et homo. Et totus ho
mo perfectus, non autem totum homo: non solum enim homo, sed et Deus Totum enim natu
rae est repraesentat ium, Totus autem hypostaseos, etc.' 

188 DIA, 64r. 'In Christo [...] fiierunt duo haec admiranda, quae m nobis non sunt. Etenim nobis 
motis moventur omnia quae sunt in nobis, per se vel per accidens. Sed non ita fuit in Christo 
[..]. Verum in Christo persona excedit naturam assumptam, quia persona ilia ubique est, non 
assumpta natura. ' 

189 DIA, 65v. 'Si au tem vocabulum Homo ponatur ex parte praedicati, propositio falsa est: quia 
vocabulum Homo praedicatur ratione formae, atque adverbium Ubique determinat praedica-
tum, Sicque insinuatur quod forma humanitatis se ad omnem locum extendit, quod falsum est, 
cum determinatum habeat locum. Ideo sicut ista est falsa, Christus semper fuit homo, ita ista 
est falsa, Christus est ubique homo, et c.' 
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Christ, which is a created thing, cannot exist everywhere. On the other hand, 
the divinity of Christ that is hypostatically united to the humanity in His per
son is ubiquitous. 

Finally, Brenz appealed to Luther with the hope that Peter Martyr could not 
refute the authority of this Reformer. Luther in writing on the Lord's Supper 
had asserted that the 'humanity' of Christ fills all things in a heavenly way in 
spite of the characteristics that pertain to a human body. And therefore the 
body and blood of Christ is present in the Lord's Supper, neither locally, nor in 
a limited way, nor by transubstantiation, but truly, really, and substantially, by 
a heavenly presence now incomprehensible to human reason."" Peter Martyr 
always maintained high respect for Luther, as he admitted and he never spoke 
about this great Reformer except in laudatory terms. However, he point out 
that his argument on ubiquity was in conflict with the biblical teaching, and his 
authority on this matter ought to be set aside. It is not human authority but the 
analogy of Holy Scripture and of faith that should be the standard for true 
doctrine on this matter. So Peter Martyr stated clearly that Luther was a man 
and sometimes went astray in what he wrote. And he refuted, with the very 
principle of sola scriptura, his adversary's appeal to Luther's interpretation of 
Christ's Ascending and Filling all things."' In this context Peter Martyr clearly 
pointed out that the real intention of his adversary in this whole controversy 
on the ubiquity of Christ's body, was to defend Luther's theory of consubstanti-
ation in the Lord's Supper."^ 

(4) On the Ascension and the Place of Christ in Heaven 
The main theme of these two topics is the locality of heaven or the meaning of 
the right hand of God, which Brenz interpreted as a trope referrmg to the om
nipotence and majesty of God. From this major premise, Brenz went further 
with the minor premise - the right hand of God, at which Christ is seated, fills 
heaven and earth - and finally derived the desired conclusion: not only the 
kingdom of Christ and His power reach everywhere but also his humanity too 
is immediately present to all things, in a heavenly way. In this way Brenz con
nected the two biblical concepts 'at the right hand of God' and 'fill all things' in 
order to support his theory of ubiquity.'^^ In addition to this syllogistic argu-

190 This summary of Luther's view on the ubiquity is in DIA, 66v. For an original writing of Luther 
on this subject, see Vom Abendmahl Chnsti. Bekenntms, WA 26:324-325. 

191 DIA, 66v-67r. 
192 DIA, 67r. 'Nee rideo, quod tanto studio concludas, nihil impedire quommus corpus et sanguis 

Chnsti adsint in pane ac vino, vere, realiter et substantialiter, coelesti modo et a ratione mi-
nime comprehensibili, quasi nesciamus totam istam disputatwnem a vobis non aha de causa esse 
susceptam, nisi ut vestram illam crassam etpmguem praesentiam confirmaretis.' (Italics mine.) 

193 DIA, 72r-73r. 



Peter Martyr's Reformed Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 131 

ment, he appealed to Aristotle, who argued that man cannot exist beyond the 
visible heaven, in order to support his own denial of Christ's local presence in 
heaven. 

Against this argument of Brenz, Peter Martyr defended first of all the locali
ty of heaven and the local presence of Christ in His humanity there. Although 
he admitted the tropical usage of the term 'at the right hand of God', Peter 
Martyr firmly believed that the body of Christ is in some specific place of the 
'outer' heaven, beyond the visible heaven, where He is free to stand and sit, to 
walk and go off wherever He pleases.^^" Peter Martyr resolutely rejected the 
opinion of the philosopher that no body can exist outside of heaven, because 
he believed the blessed place beyond there, on the ground of the biblical tea
ching and the statements of the Fathers. Taking this opportunity, he demon
strated his profound devotion to the principle of sola scnptma against his 
adversary: Brenz could only pretend to be faithful to the fundamental principle 
of the Reformation, but in reality he came up with various speculations in or
der to hold to the theory of consubstantiation.^'^ By the biblical and patristic 
arguments, Peter Martyr could effectively repudiate his adversary's assertion 
that he was introducing a new teaching on the 'outer' heaven. His teaching is 
nothing new, but a received view from the times of the Fathers."^ 

It is noteworthy that whenever Peter Martyr's biblical and patristic argu
ments refuted his adversary's new thesis, Brenz would go back to his basic 
thesis: Because of the hypostatic union with the Word of God and of the com-
municatio idiomatorum, the humanity of Christ is so unique that the body of 
Christ exists wherever the divine nature of Christ is. To this stereotypical ar
gument, Peter Martyr responded with the typical limitation of the communica-
tio idiomatomm, that is to say, it is allowed as far as it does not destroy the 
humanity of Christ itself."^ 

194 DIA, 73v. 'At SI per coelum ilia etiam spacia complectamur, et regiones viventium quae sunt 
ultra coelos, verum philosophis incognitas, ibi corpus Christi degere, nee non angelos, beatos 
item spiritus, et corpora sanctorum post resurrectionem omnino sentio.' 

195 DIA, 75r. 'Anstoteles autem quam recte sensent, extra firmamentum non posse ulla corpora 
degere, defendendum nunquam suscipiam. Non enim Philosophi sunt audiendi, sed Scriptura 
verbo Dei patefacta. Proinde cum Apostolus nobis affirmet Christum super omnes coelos as-
cendisse, test imonio eius docemur, humanum Christi corpus extra coelos aspectabiles fuisse 
receptum.' 

196 DIA, 77v. 
197 DIA, 92v 'Deinde te scire oportet ea transnaturalia, de quibus tam copiose disseruisti, corpori 

cum humano turn aliarum rerum non auferre terminos, lineamenta et circumscriptionem, sine 
quibus constare non possunt, ut vestra facit ubiquitas.' And also, 'Sed ubiquitatem excipio, qu-
oniam ab ea substantia corporis ems non solum immutaretur, sed etiam funditus perderetur.' 
in DIA, 93v. 
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(5) The Presence of Christ's Body 
In this topic Peter Martyr attacked the Lutheran view of the manducaUo impio-
rum, which his adversary had taken over from Luther. According to Brenz, 
Christ is present in the Lord's Supper not locally but really, personally, and in a 
heavenly manner, on the ground of the hypostatical union of the two natures 
in Christ as well as of His being seated at the right hand of God. So, every 
partaker in this sacrament of the Lord's Supper receives the body and blood of 
Christ. Brenz confirmed that the faithless also receive the body and blood of 
Christ, but only to thereby jeopardize their eternal salvation. In spite of their 
participation in the Lord's Supper, the truth of God's word about the real pre
sence of Christ's body cannot be nullified. Against this view of the manducatio 
impiomm, Peter Martyr emphasized the crucial role of faith, without which no 
one can participate in the reality of the sacrament. As the biblical ground of 
this, he presented John 6, where the eating of Christ's body is inseparably con
nected with the everlasting life. And as the patristic ground for this, he presen
ted the interpretations on John 6 by a number of Fathers."' 

Our interest in this part lies in Peter Martyr's more outspoken criticism on 
Brenz himself concerning the introduction of new doctrine of ubiquity. Until 
now, Peter Martyr showed clearly, with the biblical and patristic arguments, 
that this new doctrine could not get any support from the Word of God or the 
Fathers. Even Brenz's claim for support from the Scholastics was effectively 
refuted by him. The only authority left for Brenz was none other than 
Luther."' Thus, Peter Martyr's criticism of the theory of ubiquity came to be 
directed at Luther himself. The patristic statements on this subject were con
trasted with Luther's statements, in order to show that this final authority for 
the theory of ubiquity was clearly refuted by the views of the Fathers.̂ ™ The 
outstanding authority among the Fathers, quoted by Peter Martyr to refute 
Luther's views,̂ "^ is Augustine (l00v-103v). The number of quotations from 
Vigilius, who had refuted Eutyches, is also considerable both in amount and 
content. Fulgentius' statement on Christ's location for the three days after His 
crucifixion, which was an important basis for this Father's argument against 

198 DIA, 98r. 'Deinde alimonia corporis et sanguinis Domini vitam aeternam secum indivisibili 
nexu coniunctam habet, ut 6. loan, luculentissime docemur. Et huic sententiae multos Patres 
habeo suffragatores.' 

199 DIA, lOOv. 'ex verbo Dei nihil ferme proferendo, sed ex luthero tantummodo accepisti, quae 
mecum es locutus, adiectis quibusdam rationibus partim probabilibus, partim sophisticis, una 
cum aliquibus testimoniis Patrum, non tarnen usque adeo crebris, eisque vel tecum pugnanti-
bus, vel a praesenti controversy multum alienis.' 

200 DIA, lOOv. 'Lutheri autem dictis, quae saepius in ore habes, e t ubiuis contra nostram senten-
tiam profundis, opponere nunc decrevi Patrum veterum quam apertissima dicta, quae senties 
vestram ubiquitatem prorsus damnare. ' 

201 They are Rufinus, Augustine, Cyril, Vigilius, Fulgentius, and Leo. See, DIA, 100v-107r. 
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Eutyches, was a prominent weapon in Peter Martyr's rejection of ubiquity.^°^ 
He put the argument of Fulgentius, emphasizing Christ's localized body not 
only in the event of His death and burial, but also in the events of Lazarus' 
death, and of His Ascension.^*" From the favorite instance of the location of 
Christ during the three days after the crucifixion, Peter Martyr could clearly 
point out the error of the Lutheran theory of ubiquity - the body of Christ 
should always be present where the hypostasis of Christ is. Peter Martyr wan
ted to destroy this very crucial thesis of Brenz by the whole controversy on the 
two natures in Christ. Christ is limited in place according to His humanity, and 
He is everywhere according to His divinity. This is the very Catholic faith and 
confession that Peter Martyr wanted to defend in accordance with the Apost
les, martyrs and all the faithful.^"" 

It is very interesting that Peter Martyr appeals to Melanchthon as the last 
of the patristic authorities. Peter Martyr regarded Melanchthon as inferior to 
the above-mentioned Fathers only in age but not in learning and holiness, so 
that Melanchthon could rightly be joined to those old Fathers who refuted the 
theory of ubiquity. It seems obvious from his evaluation of this Teacher of 
Germany that Melanchthon was introduced in order to refute Brenz's appeal to 
Luther in the matter of ubiquity.^°^ In his answer to the question of Frederick 
III of the Palatinate, Melanchthon made no bones about condemning the errors 
not only of the Romanist theory of transubstantiation, but also of the Lutheran 
theories of consubstantiation and ubiquity, on biblical and patristic grounds. 
And he fiercely criticized those right wing Lutherans such as Heshusius and 

202 DIA, 105r. 'Etiam lib. 2. contra Eutychen, Constat Dommum nostrum lesum Christum feria 
Sexta crucifixum et et ipsa die ad infernum descendisse, ipsa die in sepulchro lacuisse, ipsa die 
latroni dixisse, Hodie mecum ens in paradiso. Caro igitur ipso die non fuit in paradiso nee in 
inferno, sed exanimis lacuit in sepulchro. Anima per illud t n d u u m in inferno, non in sepul
chro. Et lure t amen dicimus, dominum lesum Christum in sepulcro lacuisse, sed in sola carne, 
Dominum lesum Christum non derelictum in inferno, sed in sola anima, et c. Colligamus hinc 
nee animum nee corpus Christi fuisse ubique, quamvis hypostatice coniuncta fuerint cum Ver-
bo.' 

203 DIA, 106r-107r. 
204 DIA, 105v-106r. 'Igitur unus Dei Films, idemque hominis factus films habet initium ex natura 

camis suae, et non habet initium ex natura divinitatis suae. Creatus est per naturam carnis 
suae, et non creatus est per naturam divinitatis suae. Circumscnhitur loco per naturam camis suae, 
et loco non capitur, per naturam divmitatis suae Minor est etiam angelis per naturam carnis suae 
et aequalis est parti secundum naturam divinitatis suae. Et mortuus est natura carnis suae, et 
non est mortuus natura divinitatis suae. Haec est fides et confessio cathohca, quam Apostob tradide-
runt, Martyres roboraverunt, etfideles nunc usque custodiunt.' (Italics mine.) 

205 DIA, 107v. 'Tandem Philippus Melanchthon his veteribus Patribus merito coniungetur, quia 
aetate solum illis est inferior, eruditione vero ac pietate non item, Sed recte non tan tum cum 
illis, sed etiam cum D. Martino Luthero, quern tu prae caeteris unum admiraris, confern potest: 
nam ilium sanctitate, scriptis, ac doctina et scholasticis labonbus adaequavit saltem, si non vi-
cit.' 
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Timann, who defended the real presence and ubiquity in the controversy on 
the Eucharist in Bremen in 1555: Heshusius was not right in his interpretation 
of the words of Paul 'This bread which we break is a participation in the body', 
and he ignored the consensus of the Fathers on this matter, which was clearly 
against the Romanist and Lutheran interpretation of the doctrine.^"^ For Me-
lanchthon, those right wing Lutherans were none other than those who set up 
idols. 

Therefore Peter Martyr found a very strong ally from among the Lutherans 
themselves who also condemned the theory of ubiquity as detestable nova dog
mata, which could not find any support from the biblical and patristic argu
ments. 

(6) Other Topics 
In his Dialogm Peter Martyr also refuted analogical arguments for ubiquity as 
well as another argument that ubiquity is a source of spiritual comfort. The 
Fathers also entered the discussion here as witnesses for the Reformed view. 
Brenz was described by Peter Martyr as stubbornly stuck to Luther in disregard 
of the other authorities. He relied upon weak arguments, uncertainties, and 
dubious stories for forming the doctrine of the Lord's Supper.^"' 

Against the argument that the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper is 
nothing more than faith or recollection of the redemptive work of Christ, while 
the Lutheran doctrine of consubstantiation provides encouragement and con
viction of salvation to those partaking, Peter Martyr explained the two kinds of 
eating in the Lord's Supper, and emphasized the sufficiency of the spiritual 
eating of Christ's body. Because we eat 'with faith' the symbols of Christ's body 
and blood in the Lord's Supper, the reality of Christ's body and blood are spiri
tually communicated to us. The gap or distance between the symbols in the 
Lord Supper and the reality in Heaven could not be an obstacle for such com-

206 About the interpretation of the word of Paul, 'Non dicit [Paul] mutar i naturam panis, ut papis-
tae dicunt. Non dicit ut Bremenses, Panem esse substantiale corpus Christi. Non dicit ut Heshu
sius, Panem esse verum corpus Christi: Sed esse KOLWIOU'LV id est, hoc quo sit consociatio cum 
corpore Christi, quae fit m usu, et quidem non sine cogitatione. ut cum mures panem rodunt. ' 
m DIA, 109v. And about the manner by which they treated the Fathers: 'Negat Heshusius se as-
sentiri Origeni, qui nominat panem et vmum oil|iPoXa TOO oónaToc; Kai aiiaio;. Reiicit contu-
mehose Clementum Alexandrinum. Pronunciabit eodem modo de Augustino, Ambrosio, 
Prospero, Dionysio, Tertulhano, Beda, Nazianzeno, qui nominat auTiiuTiov aüna; Theodoreto, 
qui ait de Pane ((luoiv oi netaPaAuv. Quae est igitur tanta auctoritas Heshusu, ut ipsi potius as-
sentiamur, quam tot probatis veteribus scriptonbus, qui perspicue testantur tunc Ecclesiam 
non habuisse Pontificium dogma, et adorationem. quae si nova sunt in Ecclesia, cogitandum est 
an recentioribus licuerit novum dogma invehere in Ecclesiam.' in DIA, llOr-llOv. 

207 DIA, 117r. 'Quare tu neque recte, neque ordine facis, qui de tali, tantoque dogmate mfirmis 
rationibus, instantus dubiis, et narrationibus incertis, velis consti tuere. ' 
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munication, if we think about the omnipotence of God, the very divine proper
ty on which Brenz gave so much emphasis in support of his theory of ubiqui-
ty.̂ °̂  

Evaluation 

Peter Martyr was concerned with forming an argument to refute the Lutheran 
doctrine of ubiquity during his second period in Strasbourg. We can summarize 
the major features of the argument in Dialogus as follows: 

(l) Peter Martyr's faithfulness to the principle of sola scriptura and his ap
peal to the patristic authorities for his interpretation of the Scripture are the 
outstanding features in his treatise against Brenz. From his clear rejection of 
Luther's authority in this matter, we can clearly see his high evaluation of the 
foundational principle of the Reformation, sola scnptura. And from the fact that 
Peter Martyr clearly contrasted the errors of this great German Reformer with 
the statements of the Fathers on this matter, we also siscern his respect for the 
Fathers. On the other side, it is surprising to see that the right wing Lutherans 
were so stubborn and obstinate in following Luther to the extent that they 
would ignore the patristic evidence on this matter. In this regard Peter Mar
tyr's quotation of Melanchthon is significant: Melanchthon was an important 
paragon against such partisan preference and the arrogant and imperious 
attitude of the other Lutherans. Peter Martyr found it very regretful that the 
Lutherans criticized the Reformed much more fiercely than they attacked the 
Romanists. As far as he knew, it had been the Lutherans who had started this 
dispute, and had been condemning the brethren in the Reformed camp all 
along.̂ "^ It was the result of their arrogance and obstinate following to Luther's 
authority."" The Lutherans should have submitted to the authority of God's 

208 DIA, 126v. 'Submde oblivisceris, et cum maxime opus esset memmisse, divmae omnipotentiae, 
quam consuevisti perpetuo nobis obiicere ad tuam admirabilem ubiquitatem defendendam [...] 
Possem nunc dicere, ilia omnipotentia facile posse fieri, ut rerum absentium, et quam longis-
sime a nobis distantium redamur participes, et vere ac realiter et substantialiter [...]. Garni et 
sanguini Christi conuingamur. ' 

209 DIA, 134r-134v. 'Calamos vero stringi potius in viscera nostra quam in Papistas ego una tecum 
flebiliter lamentor. Sed quid luvat collachrymari? Cur potius non spectas causas ex quibus res 
in tarn acerbas et implacabiles contentiones abierit? Certe si eas diligenter intuearis, cognosces 
a nobis non esse profectas Vos perpetuo dedistis operam ut nos opprimeretis. [...]. A vobis nil 
aliud audivimus quam Haereticos, Suermeros, Phanaticos, Sacramentarios, Sectaries, et quid 
non, quod faceret ad contumeliam.' 

210 In his description of the origin of the term 'Calvinism' McGrath put emphasis upon the politi
cal factor in the spread of the antagonism toward the Reformed. That is to say, the rise of Cal
vinism in Germany would disturb the Peace of Augusburg, which had permitted only 
Lutheranism and the Romanism in the region See, MCGRATH, Life, 202-203 We can realize from 
this Dialogus, however, tha t the arrogance of the Lutherans was the real cause of the dispute 
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word in the controversy on this matter with their Reformed brethren. But the 
ubiquitarians put aside the biblical and patristic evidences against themselves, 
as we have seen above. Such behavior of the Lutherans was far from matching 
with their stated commitment to the principle of so/a scriptura. 

(2) There are also some notable features in Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers 
and the Medievals in this treatise: first of all, Peter Martyr could freely appeal 
not only to the Fathers but also to the Medievals in support of his arguments 
against Brenz's doctrine of ubiquity of Christ's body. From the very beginning 
of his refutation. He declared that this monstrous theory of ubiquity could be 
supported neither by the Scripture, nor by the Fathers, nor by the Scholas-
tics.̂ ^^ Second, there were some favorite Fathers in his refutation of Brenz, 
such as Augustine and Theodoret. And also there were some favorite referen
ces for him in his treatise against Brenz, such as Christ's location during the 
three days between the crucifixion and the resurrection. His appeal to Theodo
ret in such crucial point as the limitation of Christ's body according to His hu
man nature is also noteworthy: This Father who is not so familiar nor 
attractive to his adversary has significant importance for him in Dialogus. From 
the position of this Father in the Christological controversy in the Early 
Church, we can realize Peter Martyr's theological orientation in his Christolo
gical doctrine. Third, concerning Brenz's criticism that he was selective and 
arbitrary in his use of the Fathers,̂ ^^ we can say that it is not Peter Martyr but 
Brenz himself was addicted to a farfetched argument, in terms of what is outli
ned in Dialogus. For example, Peter Martyr emphasized the original meaning of 
the writings of the Fathers, by accusing Brenz of making an addition in his 
quotation from Gregory of Rimini."^ In case of Cyril, although Peter Martyr 
mentioned this Father very negatively in his letters to Calvin and Beza in 1555, 
his use of this Father in Dialogus seems to be neither selective nor negative, 

SCHAFF, Ibid., 280. Schaff indicates two things: (l) the Lutherans held fast to the heroic name of 
Luther against any rival authority, (2) the old traditonal view of the mysterious power and 
magical efficacy of the sacraments had a firm hold upon the minds and hearts of German 
Christians. 

211 DIA, 2v. 'Literae divinae corpus Christi esse ubique nusquam dicunt, Patres id minime affir
mant, Scholastici ubique respuunt: quare in nobis culpa nequaquam inhaeret.' 

212 In his book De dmna matestate Chnsti et de vera presentia corporis et sanguinis eius in Coena, which 
was published in 1562, as a refutation of both Peter Martyr's Dialogus and Bullinger's Mansiones, 
Brenz accused the two Zurich theologians of following 'ancient wisdom [..], they follow the 
learned philosophers, but we follow the unlearned apostles.' And especially against Peter Mar
tyr, he said, 'Martyr is accustomed to cut things out of various authors to suit his own purpose 
and to twist them to his own fantasies.' in DIAL, xvu-xviii. 

213 DIA, 59v. 'Quod vero tu interposuisti (Visibiliter et Localiter) ille nee dixit, neque scripsit. 
Idcirco Gregorii non est, sed tuum inventum, quod eius dictis assuis, ut libuit. Quod si liceat in 
scnptis Patrum facere pro nostro arbitrio, semper quod volumus, non ex ludicio suo loquen-
tur. ' 
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Since his quotations from Cyril are crucial for his argument I will consider this 
topic more closely in further detail in the following chapter. 

(3) Concerning Brenz's accusation that Peter Martyr was speculative, we 
can find evidence to the contrary in this treatise against the doctrine of ubiqui
ty It was Brenz, not Peter Martyr, who approached this matter with speculati
ve arguments. Peter Martyr was faithful to the principle of so!a scnptxira even in 
his use of Aristotle: In so far as the sayings of this philosopher agree with the 
teachings of the Scriptures, he could accept and use them. Therefore it was not 
the authority of this philosopher but sola scnptura that guided his use of Aris
totle. Peter Martyr boldly requested his adversary to carefully examine the 
biblical character of the arguments of proofs, which he presented.^" 

Was Peter Martyr not conscious of the impropriety of theological language 
to describe the mode of Christ's presence in the Lord's Supper' Did he go too 
far in describing the unspeakable mystery of the hypostatic union between the 
two natures in Christ? And was this the deep root of unresolved dispute bet
ween the Reformed and the Lutherans?"^ To this opinion, we ought to recall 
Peter Martyr's intention in writing Dialogus. His main purpose was to refute the 
new, erroneous doctrine of ubiquity, because it threatened the Catholic faith 
and did considerable harm to the Church. His Dialogus was nothing other than 
his interpretation of the Definition of Chalcedon in its full extent against the 
slanted understanding of it put forward by the ubiquitarians. 

2 4 Peter Martyr in the Colloquy of Poissy 

The Colloquy of Poissy was formally called on 25 July 1561, by King Charles IX 
of France, who was only eleven years old at that time.^'^ It was, therefore, his 
regent Queen-mother Catherine de Medici that made the Colloquy possible and 
summoned those involved in the religious discussion between the Huguenots 
and the Romanists. It was also this Queen mother of Italian origin that invited 
Peter Martyr, known to be an Italian reformer living in Zurich, to this Colloquy 
to promote religious peace in France 

214 DIA, 134r 'Argumenta et confirmationes lam allatae an ex verbo Dei an ex humana ratione 
ducte sint, si recte ludicare velis exutus affectibus partium eas diligenter expendas, nee de-
trectes nostros libros interdum consulere 

215 This is McLelland s evaluation of Peter Martyr s approach to the doctrine of the Lord s Supper 
In this matter he evaluates the approach of Bucer as the only exception See, VWG, 219-220 

216 The Colloquy of Poissy can be seen as a sequel to the National Council of July 1561 and it was 
also related with the Estate General at Pontoise The Colloquy itself was opened on 7 Septem 
ber of the same year About the historical process around the Colloquy, see NUGENT, Ecumenism, 
37-93 
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Those present in the Colloquy from the Romanist side were six cardinals, 
archbishops, bishops, canonists, deans, and theologians. Among them, there 
were moderate bishops and theologians who were ready to confer with the 
Huguenots. However, most of the prelates, especially the Cardinals of Lorraine 
and Tournon, were very negative toward such a conference. From the side of 
the Huguenots, thirteen ministers and theologians were present, including 
Beza and Peter Martyr. Later in the third session of this Colloquy, the papal 
legate came with the Jesuits to interfere with the meeting, and then after the 
Colloquy had effectively broken down, the Lutheran theologians came from 
Germany. 

The Romanist party raised the major topics of this Colloquy: the authority 
of the Church, the strength and power of Councils, the authority of Scripture, 
and the real and substantial presence of the body and blood of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper.^" But it was the last topic that became the crucial point of dis
cussion from the first session of this Colloquy. 

Proceedings of the Colloquy 

This Colloquy proceeded with three sessions and successively a committee of 
ten, consisting of five delegates from both sides In the first session, which 
began on 9 September, Beza's address formulated the central issue ^̂^ His orati
on touched on the topics such as the differences between the Reformed and the 
Romanists, the principles of sola gratia and sola scnptura, the Reformed view of 
the church polity, and also the sacraments. At the end of his speech, he presen
ted the French Confession of Faith of 1559 to the King Charles IX. However, his 
speech did not go smoothly with his view on Christ's presence in the Lord's 
Supper, when he mentioned that the bodily presence of the Lord is only in 
heaven and nowhere else, the Romanists clamored against his view so much so 
that Beza could hardly finish his speech.^" Especially, those comments on 
Christ's presence according to His body - 'the body and blood of the Lord are as 
far from the bread and wine of the Holy Supper as the heaven is from the earth' 
- exasperated the Romanist bishops, who regarded his opinion as shameless 
blasphemy. On this pretext they would not have any more discussion with the 
Reformed side, which request was not granted by the kmg."° 

A week later the second session began on 16 September, where Cardinal 
Lorraine gave the reply of the French prelates to Beza's speech in the first ses-

217 PAIST, Ibid , 430 
218 For the detailed description of Beza's first address, see, NUGENT, Ibid , 96-102 
219 VWG, 62 
220 PAIST, Ibid , 230 
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sion."^ His speech represented the Romanist views of the Church, of the Bible 
and Tradition, and of the Lord's Supper. Concerning the Lord's Supper, he was 
cautious enough not to mention the typical Romanist term 'transubstantiation' 
nor 'mass'. But his opinion about the presence of the body of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper was, according to Peter Martyr, nothing other than the Lutheran 
theory, because he declared that 'the body of Christ is present, not locally or 
circumscriptively, but in a heavenly manner and substantially'.^^^ On this 
speech, Peter Martyr had a chance to submit his evaluation to the Queen-
mother in his second private conference with her. Together with Beza, Peter 
Martyr was invited by Catherine de Medici on 17 September, and he gave his 
opinions upon the various points of the Cardinal, but especially upon the Lord's 
Supper. His solution for the dispute on this doctrine between the Huguenot 
and the Romanist parties was the same suggestion that he had made in his first 
private conference with the Queen-mother: 'allow the churches of Christ to 
hold and to preach that doctrine which they might judge agreeable to the 
Word of God.' However, he and his colleagues were firm in their position 
against the proposal of the bishops who were willing to make consensus on the 
basis of the Lutheran theory of consubstantiation: 'the body of Christ is in hea
ven and nowhere else. We do indeed admit that in the Holy Supper pious com
municants truly partake of the body and blood of the Lord, but by faith and the 
Spirit. Nor does distance of places hinder the union itself, since the thing is 
wholly spiritual.'"' 

Before the beginning of the third session on 24 September, Cardinal Ferra-
ra, the papal legate, arrived with the Jesuits, who had been admitted to France 
on 15 September. Jacob Lainez, Loyola's successor as head of the Jesuit order, 
accompanied the papal legate and he played a crucial role in the third session 
to disrupt the Colloquy. Because of the pressure from the prelates, the third 
session of the Colloquy was reduced from a public assembly to a private confe
rence."" In this session, Beza gave his speech as a reply to Cardinal Lorraine's 
16 September speech, and he entered into dispute with two Sorbonne theologi
ans. One of them, Claude de Sainctes, engaged in a controversy with Beza again 
six years after Poissy."^ The Romanist tactic in this session evasive, seeking to 

221 For the detailed and favorable description and evaluation of Cardinal Lorraine's address, see 
NUGENT, Ibid., 108-116. 

222 His letter to BuUinger, dated 19 September 1561. See, PAIST, Ihid. (July 1922), 434. 
223 PAIST, Ibid. (July 1922), 438. 
224 About this change and the proceedings of this session, see NUGENT, Ibid , 120-124,128-160 
225 RAITT, Theology, 37-41. In relation with the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, Beza refuted de 

Sainctes' a rgument that the Reformed deny the reality of the sacramental union, by the notion 
of 'sacramental ' union between the symbols of the Lord's Supper and the signified reality. We 
can find a clear agreement between Peter Martyr and Beza m this notion, as we read his expla-
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break up the Colloquy itself. Unexpectedly, Cardinal Lorraine demanded that 
the Reformed sign the Wixrtemberg Confession of 1559, and he also obtruded 
the Augsburg Confession, even though with his colleagues he was averse to 
those confessions.^^^ Peter Martyr wrote to Bullinger on 2 October that this 
tactic of Cardinal Lorraine to break up the Colloquy was evident even to the 
eyes of the Queen-mother, the Prince of Condé, and the Admiral Coligny. On 25 
September, under the direction of the Queen-mother, some mediating bishops 
and theologians of the Roman side had a private conference with Beza and Des 
Gallars, and made a statement on the presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 
But this statement was not accepted by Peter Martyr and other Reformed mi
nisters, because it was not sufficiently 'Reformed' in character. The next day, 
responding to Cardinal Lorraine's criticism, Peter Martyr made his first public 
speech to the Colloquy. On the matter of the presence of Christ's body in the 
Lord's Supper, Peter Martyr repudiated the crass literal interpretation of the 
words 'This is my body' by the Cardinal by appeal to biblical and patristic evi
dences. But his speech was interrupted by Laynez, who spoke 'very unrestrai
nedly' even to the ears of the Romanists."' After this Cardinal Lorraine 
refrained from any confrontation with Peter Martyr, while Beza replied to both 
Laynez and Lorraine. Further discussion between the Huguenot and the Roma
nist theologians did not bring any hope of agreement."' 

nation of the special characteristics of the union between the symbols and the signified: 'be
cause the symbols efficaciously signify (efficaciter significant) what is given by the Lord to all 
participating with faith, and truly received by believers through faith ' Ibid., 39 

226 Nugent presents both Romanist and Calvinist evaluations of this action of Cardinal Lorraine: 
'Calvinist historians have traditionally seen this as a wedge employed by Lorraine to split the 
Protestant ranks, to play one confession off against the other. A more recent Catholic reaction 
has been to view Lorraine's action as both sincere and conciliatory: it would save the ministers 
from having to submit to completely Roman Catholic terms. ' NUGENT, /bid, 143. But Nugent 
himself knows that the suggestion of the Cardinal was unacceptable to the Huguenots. As a 
matter of fact, when Beza asked the Cardinal to subscribe first the Augustana, Lorraine was 
evasive in his answer. And Lorraine's definitive position of the mat ter of Christ's presence in 
the Lord's Supper was presented to the Huguenots at the end of this very session: 'We confess 
with a firm faith in the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist the true body and blood of Christ re
ally and substantially to be and to exist, to be exhibited and eaten by the communicants.' This was, as 
Nugent frankly admits, 'more for a clarification of Catholic doctrine than for conciliation of 
the Calvinists.' See NUGENT, Ibid., 143-144. (italics mine.) On 26 September, when the Huguenot 
were forced to sign the ultimatum of Cardinal Lorraine, Beza argued that the immoderate em
phasis upon the Eucharist and the introduction of a Lutheran confession (that is, Augustana) 
was one of the two maneuvers that had prevented the success of the Colloquy. The other was 
the irrelevant questioning of the legitimacy of the ministerial orders of the Calvinists See NU
GENT, Ibid., 146-148. 

227 According to Nugent, Lamez's address was an effort to destroy the conference, and with his 
address the forces of moderation were stunned. NUGENT, Ibid., 156. 

228 On this decisive meeting of 26 September, which lasted five hours, see NUGENT, Ibid., 146-160. 
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After this third and last session, the Colloquy was changed by the Queen-
mother into a committee of ten members: five moderate collocutors from the 
Romanist side and the other five from the Reformed. There were two bishops 
and three theologians in the Romanist side, and Beza and Peter Martyr were 
among the Reformed five. This Committee of Ten met on 29 September for the 
first time and proceeded in an amicable atmosphere. In their three meetings 
the committee members focused upon the subject of Christ's bodily presence in 
the Lord's Supper. Peter Martyr made his position clear both by words and by 
letters. Finally an agreement was reached in this committee, which gave great 
joy to both parties in the committee and especially to the Queen-mother. But 
this formula of Poissy was flatly rejected by the Romanist prelates."' The Car
dinals of Lorraine and Tournon prescribed a counter formula of the Romanist 
position and the prelates anathematized those who believed otherwise. Even 
the five Romanist members in the Committee of Ten were accused of heresy. 
By this decisive step, the Colloquy of Poissy was virtually broken down. Peter 
Martyr blamed Cardinal Ferrara, the papal legate, for this final breakdown of 
the Colloquy. In his letter to BuUinger, dated 17 October, Peter Martyr wrote, 
'You cannot believe in how many ways and by how many artifices the papists 
have most craftily procured this thing, namely, that the disputation begun 
should not proceed. [...] Cardinal Ferrara, the ambassador, has certainly dis
quieted all things.'^^° The Colloquy was now suspended for fifteen days, but 
finally dissolved on 19 October without any fruit. 

During this period of the deadlock of the Colloquy, the Edict of Restitution 
was issued in order to relax the mcreasing tension between the Huguenots and 
the Romanists. By this Edict the church buildings that were occupied by the 
Huguenots were restored to the Romanists, while the provisional and limited 
freedom of worship was allowed for the Huguenots. But the situation was ex
tremely unstable, which was led to the Massacre of Vassy on 1 March 1562. 
This event signaled the outbreak of the religious wars in France. Peter Martyr 
wanted to return to Zurich since he saw that his service was no more of use. 
Beza and des Gallars remained there to help the leaders of the Huguenots. Pe
ter Martyr returned to Zurich with three letters of appreciation for his contri
bution to the Colloquy of Poissy, which were written respectively by the 
Queen-mother, the King of Navarre, and the Prince of Conde to the Senate of 

229 The five members of the Romanist side did not represent nor were representatives of the 
prelates. On the character of this committee, see NUGENT, Ibid., 162-163. 

230 PAIST, Ibid. (October 1922), 624. 
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Zurich."^ He left Paris on 31 October and arrived in Zurich on 21 November 
1561. 

Different Interests in the Colloquy 

In the Colloquy of Poissy, there were at least three parties which had different 
interest. First, the Queen-mother's interest should be understood primarily as 
political: her purpose in this Colloquy was nothing other than religious peace 
which could serve to establish the kingship of her son. Her religious motivation 
did notseem to play such an important part in the organization of this Collo
quy."^ 'With neither religious convictions nor, it seems, any real understan
ding of religious passions, Catherine's one aim was to preserve the French 
monarchy and France intact for her sons. To do this she must gain time which 
might allow a settlement of the religious differences or would at least let tem
pers cool and prevent one or other of the factions from controlling the monar
chy in its own interests or, worst of all, give Philip II of Spain a chance to do so. 
Quite logically, therefore, Catherine continued the policy of limited tolerati
on.'"^ Before the Colloquy, in his letter to Calvin, dated 26 September 1559, 
Peter Martyr also gave a similar evaluation of the religious attitude of the 
Queen-mother: 'For of her piety in regard to genuine religion, I have never 
hitherto perceived any sign.'̂ ^" Although she was very kind to Peter Martyr 
during the Colloquy and she was eager to consult with him on the matter, her 
interest in the Colloquy was decidedly a political one."^ There were some im
portant persons in support of her policy of limited toleration to religious dissi
dents, such as Michel de I'Hopital"^ and the King of Navarre. As the chancellor 

231 For the content of these letters, see PAIST, Ibid. (October 1922), 634-636. Paist points out from 
these letters not only the clear commendations for Peter Martyr 's particular contribution to 
the religious discussions, but also he reads between the hnes of these letters the disappoint
ments of the Queen-mother and the King of Navarre about Peter Martyr's inability to reconcile 
the irreconcilable 

232 According to the Venetian ambassador's comment, Catherine did not understand what was 
meant by the word dogma. NUGENT, /bid., 23. 

233 KOENIGSBERGER and MosSE, Sixteenth Century, 251. Nugent is of the same opinion upon Cathe
rine's policy in the Colloquy. See NUGENT, Ibid., 20. 

234 PAIST, Ibid. Ouly 1922), 418-419. 
235 McLelland evaluated her intention more favorably 'Her reasons were partly political, since she 

sought Protestant support against the Guise faction, but partly also deriving from her 
erstwhile attraction to the Protestant party of the King and Queen of Navarre, Conde, Coligny 
and others. ' Cf VWG, 61. However, as we shall see later, she did not pay attention to Peter Mar
tyr's advices on the t rue solution of the religious disputes, i.e., t o the word of God. 

236 Michel de l'Höpital gave an opening address in the Colloquy, in which he emphasized the 
various benefits from the religious unity. He encouraged the Romanists to confer with the Hu
guenots; however, his religious conviction was far from that of t h e Huguenots At first, he sup-
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of France, Michel de I'Hopital opposed force in matters of conscience and he 
emphasized unity in the matter of religion. The King of Navarre played a pro
minent role in setting up the Colloquy, but he was exceedingly cold to religion 
according to Peter Martyr."^ Considering the interest of this party in the Col
loquy, Beza and Peter Martyr seemed to be disappointing to them, because 
these Reformers would not compromise the Reformed faith in order to make a 
vague agreement on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In fact, the policy of 
limited toleration was not welcomed by both parties, and the Romanist would 
not accept any agreement at all with the Huguenots. 

Second, there was the Romanist party who was engrossed in frustrating the 
Colloquy itself. Cardinal Lorraine was the representative of this party. He was 
one of the key persons of the Guise family that had played crucial role in the 
persecution of the Huguenots under the rules of King Henry II (1547-1559) and 
King Francis II (1559-1560). This family represented the papist faction in Fran
ce. The Guise family was willing to make a closed-door negotiation with Spain 
in order to liquidate the Huguenots. During the Colloquy, Cardinal Lorraine 
used every artifice to frustrate a possible agreement between the Huguenots 
and the Romanists. In his preliminary discussion with Beza before the opening 
the Colloquy, the Cardinal pretended to accept the Reformed doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper and even said to the Queen-mother, 'Thus, I believe, my Lady; 
this [Beza's answers] satisfies me'."* His address in the second session was 

ported the Queen-mother with the policy of hmited toleration, but later, as he saw that the 
policy did not work, he sided with the Romanists, with the old proverb 'one faith, one law, one 
king'. See, KOENIGSBERGER and MOSSE, Ibid., 252. Nugent describes him as one of the finest prod
ucts of the French Renaissance, an Erasmian humanist, temperate and reformist. His ironic at
titude toward the religious dispute in France can be summed up by his opening address at the 
Estates at Orleans: 'Let us remove these diabolical words, names of parties, factions and sedi
tions: Lutherans, Huguenots, Papists; let us not change the name of Christian.' NUGENT, Ibid., 24. 

237 In his letter to Bullinger, dated 12 September, Peter Martyr described his first private confe
rence with the Queen-mother and the King of Navarre. Just like the Queen-mother, the King of 
Navarre also thought the Augsburg Confession as a model of religious peace in France. On the 
religious attitude of this king, Peter Martyr mentioned the reputation that this King went to 
masses. PAIST, Ibid. Quly, 1922), 428 

238 RAITT, Ibid., 32-34. In his answer to the Cardinal's question on the Lord's Supper, Beza de
scribed his Reformed view succinctly in four points: first, on the nature of the signs, he repu
diated the theory of transubstantiation; second, on the true communion by the participants 
with the real body and blood of Christ, who is in no other place but in heaven according to His 
human nature; third, on the connection between the symbols and the signified, he emphasized 
the 'sacramental ' dignity of the elements in the Lord's Supper; and finally, on the participation 
in the symbols and the signified, he said that the distance between the elements of the Lord's 
Supper on ear th and the body and blood of Christ in heaven does not prevent us from partici
pating in the signified. The Cardinal pretended to understand and accept all these four points, 
but as a friend warned Beza that 'for today the Cardinal is friendly, but what of tomorrow?', he 
disclosed his real intention during the Colloquy. For another look upon their conversation, see 
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considerably moderate so that even Peter Martyr was impressed by his prudent 
silence on transubstantiation and the mass, but his intention was nothing 
other than to adhere to the Romanist position."' But it was also a tactic. The 
invitation of the Lutheran theologians from Würtemberg and Heidelberg was 
also regarded as a part of his artifices to sow discord between the Lutherans 
and the Reformed.^"" Cardinal Ferrara, the papal legate, bore his heart more 
unreservedly as he accused the five collocutors in the Committee of Ten of 
heresy. He made it impossible for the moderate bishops and theologians to 
confer further with the Huguenots. His purpose in France was nothing other 
than to frustrate the Colloquy and to impose the decisions of the Council of 
Trent. 

Third, there were the Huguenots, who eagerly pursued the settlement of 
the religious dispute, but only according to the Reformed faith. Since the per
secution in France had been suspended by the Ordinance of Orleans (28 January 
1561), the power of the Huguenots was considerably increased: a great number 
of the exiles returned from Switzerland, Germany, England, and Italy and Ge
neva sent ministers to teach and organize them. Nicolas des Gallars, one of the 
Huguenot members in the Colloquy, returned to France from exile in London. 
Under the leadership of Beza, and by the counsel and advice of Peter Martyr, 
the Huguenot party could show a unified and coherent opinion in the Colloquy. 
There was a slight discord among them on how far they could concede to the 
moderate collocutors from the Romanist side in the matter of the definition of 
Christ's bodily presence in the Lord's Supper. However, the Huguenots had 
among themselves no dissenting opinion on the Reformed doctrine of the 
Lord's presence in Eucharist, and they could at last hold to their Reformed faith 
in this matter. 

NUGENT, /bid., 85-88. According to Nugent, Lorraine was surprised at the affirmative answer by 
Beza about the real presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper, and thus he did not pursue the dis
tinctions but closed the dialogue with a positive note' 'This also 1 believe.' And he expressed 
his satisfaction with the interview with Beza to the Queen-Mother. 

239 In his letter to Bullinger, dated 19 September, Peter Martyr said tha t 'in the Cardinal's own 
mind it had the avowed intention of supporting the received religion'. PAIST, Ibid. Quly 1922), 
435. 

240 RAiTT, /bid., 32. Also see PAIST, Ibid. (October 1922), 628-629, 'Their visit has been regarded by 
some historians as a scheme of Cardinal Lorraine's to bring confusion into the Colloquy by set
ting the German Lutherans against the French and Swiss Calvinists.' Also see NUGENT, Ibid., 59. 
Not only Lorraine but also the Huguenot leaders were involved in the invitation of the Luthe
ran theologians to the Colloquy of Poissy. And the Lutheran princes, responding to the request 
of Anthony of Navarre for political support, strongly recommended Augustana as a solution for 
the religious dispute m France, 
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Peter Martyr's Role in the Colloquy 

As he wrote to Bullinger on 12 September, Peter Martyr's role in the Colloquy 
was as adviser or counselor to his colleagues and also to the Queen-mother: 
'The Conference is to be held in the French language [...] Hence I shall not 
speak but shall counsel, help, and suggest to my colleagues the things that 
seem best. I am to deal with the Queen, who is said to expect many things of 
me.'̂ "^ Peter Martyr was the only non-French participant in the Colloquy, so he 
had difficulty in language and many objections were raised from the opposite 
side. His public address in the third session was made possible only by the 
strong support of the Queen-mother, who wanted Peter Martyr's view of the 
disputed points in her mother language.̂ "^ However, his contribution to this 
Colloquy should not be devalued as one of secondary importance, because his 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper was unanimously accepted and followed by his 
Huguenot colleagues. His most important contribution to this Colloquy seems 
to be his summary of the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper, which he 
submitted to the Committee of Ten. 

(l) Peter Martyr's Personal Conferences with the Queen-mother 
On 12 September, Peter Martyr had his first private interview with the Queen-
mother for several hours. She desired his advice on how to restore harmony 
without provoking the Romanist party. To this diplomatic request, Peter Mar
tyr showed his sincerity to the cause of the Reformation that the doctrine and 
the sacrament should return to primitive simplicity. And he also conveyed his 
strong suspicion about the good-will of the Romanist side to any possible me
diation."' Instead of a reformation through the prelate, Peter Martyr suggested 
the religious freedom for the Huguenots as the only solution for the religious 
situation in France. For Peter Martyr firmly believed that the preaching of the 
word of God was the only way to settle the religious dispute which could not be 

241 PAIST, Ibid. Ouly 1922), 425. 
242 Peter Martyr's position on the disputed points in his address can be summarized as follows: (l) 

on the concept of 'substantial ' presence, Peter Martyr regarded it as ' the true and natural body 
of Christ, not a fiction or phantom'. (2) He rejected flatly the theories of transubstantiation and 
consubstantiation. (3) He presented sursum corda as the solution of the gap between Christ's 
bodily presence in heaven alone and the participants in the Lord's Supper. (4) He characterized 
the relation between sign and the signified as 'analogy' (5) On the institutional words, Peter 
Martyr asserted the figurative interpretation. See NUGENT, Ihd., 152-154. 

243 According to Stuckius, Peter Martyr's secretary, the Queen-mother 'earnestly besought of him 
to exercise care and thoughtfulness, that, if it could be done, this matter might be peacefully 
settled, and with the good will of the ecclesiastics. To which Dr. Martyr replied that, so far as 
truth allowed, he would indeed consult peace and tranquility, but that as a matter of fact he al
together despaired of the good will of the churchmen; by which response she was exceedingly 
moved.' PAIST, Ibid Ouly 1922), 427. 
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settled by any colloquies or disputations. To the repeated request of the Queen-
mother for his cooperation, Peter Martyr made it clear that he would do his 
best 'under the guidance of the Word of God'. On the question of the Augsburg 
Confession as a basis for reconciliation, Peter Martyr pointed out two things: 
First, the word of God ought to be a sufficient rule of faith, and second, the 
Romanists had already condemned that confession as heretical. It seemed to be 
clear from his conversations with other important figures, such as Michael de 
L'Hopital and Anthony, King of Navarre, that the 'political party' considered 
the Augsburg Confession as a good model for the settlement of the religious 
dispute in France. But Peter Martyr's response to this opinion was considerably 
negative, and his attitude on this matter turned out a wise policy because Car
dinal of Lorraine made use of this Confession only to split the Protestant party. 

After the Cardinal's address in the second session, Peter Martyr was again 
invited by the Queen-mother to evaluate the address. In this opportunity Peter 
Martyr could once again suggest the only way to settle the religious dispute: to 
allow the Huguenots 'to hold and to preach that doctrine which they might 
judge agreeable to the Word of God'.̂ "" This is the expression of his fundamen
tal conviction of the power of the word of God. Again the Queen-mother urged 
Peter Martyr to make every effort to bring about an agreement, and he gave 
the same answer that he would do that as far as the Scripture allowed. From 
this, we can see Peter Martyr's unshakable faithfulness to the authority of the 
word of God, which he should consider more than anything else. As Paist said, 
Peter Martyr's intention in this Colloquy was consistent with his position in the 
previous controversies on the Lord's Supper: 'Whatever was in the minds of 
those who had invited him. Martyr went to the Colloquy of Poissy to represent 
the side of Reformed evangelical truth, and when the time came, he gallantly 
declined to misrepresent it.'̂ ''̂  Because of this sound and firm position that 
Peter Martyr held during the Colloquy, he was open to the criticism that he 
had blocked a possible agreement, and the Queen-mother seemed reluctant to 
interview him any further.^"* However, the Huguenots were never divided in 

244 PAIST, Ibid. Quly 1922), 437. 
245 PAIST, Ihid. (October 1922), 619. 
246 From the irenist point of view, Peter Martyr could easily be regarded as a stubborn Reformed, 

who was against the conciliation between the Huguenots and the Romanists, as Nugent de
scribes him: 'Unfortunately he was now advanced in years with fixed views and an intractable 
spirit. Though he would strengthen the ranks of the Calvinists, he would not enhance the 
prospects for conciliation.' And also, 'Martyr would remain close to her [Catherine] counsels, 
and when the prelates tried to exclude him from the Colloquy as an 'alien', she overruled 
them It IS conceivable that she came to regret this action.' See NUGENT, /bid., 107-108 Nugent's 
negative evaluation of Peter Martyr's role in the Colloquy of Poissy reveals itself most clearly 
in the following comment, in which he equated Peter Martyr with Diego Lainez, the 'rising spi-
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their support to Peter Martyr's Reformed position in the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper. 

(2) The Summary of the Reformed Doctrine of the Lord's Supper 
Peter Martyr's position on the focal point of the Eucharistie discussion, the 
presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper, can be best seen in his summa
ry, which he submitted to the Committee of Ten: Sententia D. Petri Martyris Ver-
milh de Praesentia corporis Christi in Eucharistia, proposita ab ipso in colloquia 
Poissiaci habito?" In this document he actually summarized his faith by his 
formulation of the doctrine of the Lord's Supper as follows: (l) The real and 
substantial body of Christ is only in heaven, but the faithful truly receive his 
body and blood in the Lord's Supper by faith. (2) There is no transubstantiation 
or consubstantiation in the bread and wine of the Lord's Supper. (3) While the 
faithful eat the bread and wine with their mouth, their minds enjoy the present 
body and blood of Christ, being carried up to heaven by faith and with the help 
of the Holy Spirit {manducaUo spintualis, sursum corda). (4) The external symbols 
in the Lord's Supper are united with the body and blood of Christ 'sacramental-
ly', that is to say, not profanely and lightly, but effectively by the institution of 
the Lord. We can find this position of Peter Martyr was substantially reflected 
in the formula of the Committee of Ten, although he thought that the Commit
tee had made substantial modification to it: 'My colleagues appear to me to 
yield too much, but nevertheless they maintain that the bread and wine are not 
in reality the body and blood of Christ, and that the partaking of the things 
signified is spiritual and occurs through faith.'̂ "^ The final form of the formula, 
which was taken by the Committee of Ten, was this: 'We confess that Jesus 
Christ in the Holy Communion presents and exhibits to us in very truth the 
substance of his body and blood by the operation of his Holy Spirit, and that we 
receive and eat sacramentally, spiritually, and by faith this proper body, which 
was broken for us, that we may be bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh, so 
that we may be quickened thereby and understand all that is necessary to sal
vation. And inasmuch as faith based upon the Word of God makes and renders 
present to us things absent, and that by this faith we do indeed and in truth 

n t of the Counter-Reformation: 'Lainez, like Peter Martyr, reinforced partisamship but inhi
bited Poissy.';bid., 120. 

247 For the content of this summary, see DM, 328-329; PAIST, /bid. (October 1922), 619-620; VWG, 
287-288. The original text is found m his Loci communes, and also in Condé's Memoires, II, 513. 

248 Peter Martyr's let ter to Bullinger, dated 2 October. See, PAIST, Ibid. (October 1922), 622 In this 
same letter, Peter Martyr said to Bullinger that he was regarded as a stumbling block in this 
matter by some collocutors and also less acceptable to the Queen-mother and the other nobles, 
who were eager to make an agreement in the religious dispute in order to prevent impending 
uprisings. 
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receive the true and natural body and blood of our Lord by the virtue of the 
Holy Spirit; in this respect we confess the presence of the body and blood of 
our Lord in the Holy Communion.'^"' But as mentioned above, this was not at 
all acceptable to the Romanist prelates. From the outset they had not approved 
of the Colloquy and now they tried in every way to avoid meeting with the 
Huguenots. 

Peter Martyr and Beza, Concernir)g the Doctr'me of the Lord's Supper 

It is remarkable that the Reformers of Geneva and other cities were so eager to 
have Peter Martyr join the Colloquy of Poissy. Bullinger and the Senate of Zu
rich had been negative about his journey to France because of his old age and 
were suspicious about the guarantees of his safe-conduct. However, Beza per
sonally visited Zurich on 21 July in order to get the permission of the Senate, 
and Geneva sent an official letter to the Zurich magistracy on the same day. 
Johann Haller of Bern, and the aged Farel also wrote to the hesitating Bullinger. 
Beza mobilized Ambrosius Blaurer of Winterthur, the bosom friend of Bullinger 
to secure Peter Martyr's participation in the Colloquy. Calvin also wrote to 
Peter Martyr, urging his service to the Church in this opportunity."" Why did 
they, especially Beza, eagerly want an Italian Reformer from Zurich, who could 
not speak French, to join the Reformed side in the Colloquy of Poissy? It is 
surely that they all knew Peter Martyr's incomparable position in defending 
the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. And it is also sure that Beza had 
great respect for Peter Martyr. However, there is more to say about the relati
on between Geneva and Zurich in the matter of the Eucharist controversy. 

In 1557, Beza and Farel made an agreement with the Lutherans on the doc
trine of the Lord's Supper in Göppingen. They had been sent not only by Calvin 
but also by Bullinger for this mission to Germany in search of a way to find 
unity between the Reformed and the Lutherans. However, the vague and gene
ral statement of Göppingen made Bullinger so angry that he wrote to Calvin a 
letter of protest. Beza should beg the pardon of angered Zürichers with his 
humble and chastened letters."^ This tenderness of Beza in his conference with 
the Lutherans could also have been on display in the Colloquy of Poissy. Bullin
ger was regularly informed of the news from Possy by Peter Martyr. These 
accounts seem to have described Beza far too compromising, especially from 
his contribution to the Committee of Ten, which finally came to an agreement 
on the matter of Christ's bodily presence in the Lord's Supper. Even Calvin, in 

249 DM, 334-335. 
250 PAlST.Jbid. (July 1922), 419-420. 
251 RAITT, Jbid., 3. 
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his letter to Beza, dated 3 September 1561, advised Beza to avoid compromise. 
It is in this context that Paist evaluated Peter Martyr's role in the Colloquy as 
something more dynamic than mere dogmatic counsel. 'Martyr's position actu
ally saved the Huguenots from yielding to a middle ground and adopting a 
compromise the inaccurate verbiage of which would only have insured drastic 
repudiation by both sides after the deliberations were closed.'"^ In his contro
versies with the Romanist theologians in Oxford and also with the Lutheran 
theologian Brenz, Peter Martyr wanted to explain the doctrine of Lord's Supper 
as clearly as possible, in order to prevent any potential errors that could lead to 
idolatry. Bullinger had the same attitude, and so he was very anxious about a 
possible compromise in the Colloquy of Poissy. In this regard, we can perceive 
subtle differences between Geneva and Zurich in the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, in spite of their fundamental agreement on the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper enshrined in the Consensus Tigurmus. 

of course, there were remarkable resemblances between Peter Martyr and 
Beza in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. The focal points that Peter Martyr 
summarized for the Committee of Ten can also be found in Beza with no chan
ges. Especially on the relation between the symbols and the signified in the 
Lord's Supper, Beza gave the same emphasis to the term efficaciter significant. 
Raitt attributed this to Beza's scholastic background,^'^ but we can surely say it 
had something to do with Peter Martyr's influence as well. Beza's doctrine of 
the change of the Eucharistie elements by their liturgical use, which Raitt con
sidered as 'a viable fourth option to those of the Roman Catholics, Lutherans, 
and Zwingli and the early Zurichers',^^" was nothing other than Peter Martyr 
peculiar interpretation of the 'sacramental change' {mutation sacramentalis) of 
the elements in the Lord's Supper. With this clear accord between Beza and 
Peter Martyr, we shall see in the next chapter the consensus and difference 
between the two centers of the Reformed theology, Geneva and Zurich, by 
subjecting their agreement on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the Consen
sus Tigunnus to analysis. 

3. Peter Martyr and Consensus Tigurmus: positioning of Peter Martyr's 
View Among the Reformed Doctrines of the Lord's Supper 

By comparing Peter Martyr with Calvin and Bullinger, two other prominent 
Reformed theologians of his time, we can recognize the Reformed character of 

252 PAIST, Ihid (October 1922), 646 
253 'The term efficaater significant expresses a notion of instrumental causality which is close to the 

scholastic causant sigmficando' RAITT, Ibid, 39 
254 RAITT, Ibid , viu 
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his doctrine of the Lord's Supper more clearly. These two Reformed theologi
ans came to agreement on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper in Consensus 
Tigurinus of 1549. Considering what they agreed upon in Mutual Consent as 
well as what they could not agree upon, we can get a better understanding of 
Peter Martyr's position on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper within the Refor
med circle. A comparison between Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper 
and the Consensus Tigurinus will show us the common features inherent in the 
Reformed views. A comparison between Peter Martyr's eucharistie doctrine 
and that of the other two Reformers will show us his settled position. By these 
double comparisons we can come closer to the origins of this Italian Reformer's 
Eucharistie doctrine which was based upon his independent study of the 
Church Fathers. 

3.1. Consensus Tigurinus of 1549 

The Reformed camp needed strong doctrinal unity. In the 1530s and 1540s they 
faced a double torture with the threat of Counter-Reformation on the one hand 
and the hatred of the Lutherans on the other. The Swiss Reformers refused to 
accept the Wittenberg Concord of 1536, so there was no hope of union between 
the two.^" In this situation, Calvin and Bullinger came closer to each other 
with the hope of doctrinal unity in regard to the Lord's Supper. With the 
prospect of renewed antagonism from the Lutherans, Bullinger sought the 
support of Calvin who had maintained faith in their friendship since their first 
meeting in 1536 at Basel. In 1546, when Calvin visited Zurich, Bullinger gave 
him a revised copy of his reply to Luther, De sacramentis. With this document 
the theological association between the two leading figures of the Swiss Re
formed camp was initiated. De sacramentis is basically Zwinglian but at the same 
time considerably modified by Bullinger's own view.^'^ At that time Calvin also 
felt strongly the necessity of union among the Swiss Reformers, in face of a 

255 BUSCH, Klarungen, 1. 'Nachdem die Konkordie in der Abendmahlsfrage zwischen Wittenberg 
und den Oberdeutschen bzw. Schweizern 1536 gescheitert war, hat te Luther wenige Monate 
vor seinem Tod (am 12.2.1546) in seimen 'Kurzen bekenntnis vom Abendmahl' namentlich die 
Zurcher wegen ihere Sakramentsauffassung hefftig und grob als Ketzer verdammt, woraufhin 
die Zurcher noch im selben Jahr deutlich antworteten. Der Bruch im reformatorischen Bereich 
schien nun unheilabr, und zwar in dem Moment, in dem nun in Schmalkaldischen Krieg 
(1546/47) die lutherische Seite eine schwere Niederlage erht ten hat te und im Augsburger Inte
rim von 1548 vor ihrer Existenzfrage stand.' 

256 In this writing, Bulhnger defended the Zwinghan distinction of the symbols and the signified 
in the Lord's Supper. At the same time, however, he expressed his own opinion on the signific
ance of the elements in the Lord's Supper as signifying Christ. See, GABLER, 'Zustandekommen', 
325. 
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difficult personal, doctrinal, and political situation."^ He considered Bullinger's 
emphasis upon the significance of the Eucharistie elements as an important 
basis, on which they could make an agreement on the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper. Substantial exchange of opinions between them began with the Gene
van Reformer's visit to Zurich in February 1547, when he gave his detailed 
critical comments on Bullinger's treatise on the Lord's Supper."* During the 
ensuing correspondence, Calvin's twenty articles of 26 June 1548 and Bullin
ger's twenty-four propositions of the same year laid the foundation for their 
mutual consent about the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In the twen
ty articles Calvin defended the spiritual presence of Christ and rejected the 
errors of consubstantiation as well as transubstantiation. Bullinger responded 
positively to Calvin's twenty articles with his twenty-four propositions. Finally 
Calvin brought the exchange to a conclusion with his third visit to Zurich in 
May 1549."' On the occasion of their last meeting between 25 and 30 May, 
Bullinger and Calvin could reach an agreement of twenty-six articles on the 
Lord's Supper within a mere two hours. The agreement was printed in March 
1551, and again in 1554 along with Calvin's 'Exposition of the Heads of 
Agreement'.^^° 

257 About the various factors that made the two Reformers come close to each other, see BLANKE 
and LEUSCHNER, Bullinger, 218-221; and also GABLER, Ibid, 323-324, 327-329 

258 In this first react ion to BuUmger's doctrme of the sacraments, we fmd the foUowmg concerns 
of Calvin' the presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper should be more clearly addressed; the of
fice of the preacher ought to be more clearly defined as the servant of the Words of God Cf 
BLANKE and LEUSCHNER, Bullinger, 218 

259 On his third visit to Zurich in May 1548, Calvin faced the unwillingness of the ministers of 
Zurich to discuss the doctrine of the Lord's Supper with him, because of his critique of the 
Zurich position in this matter as well as of his friendship with Martin Bucer, whom the Zurich-
ers regarded as a proponent of the Luther's Eucharistie doctrine. But with his twenty-four ar
ticles Calvin made a breakthrough which resulted in agreement with the ministers of Zurich' 
'Es war den Zurchern unverstandlich, wie Calvin sich mit ihnen einig wissen konnte und trotz-
dem Bucer verteidigte, der die Zurcher Abendmahlslehre ausdrucklich verdammte [ ]. Die 
zweite Gesprachsrunde eroffnet er durch eine schriftliche Zusammenfassung seiner Abend
mahlslehre im Sommer 1548 In diesen AbriS fugt er einen neuen Gedenken ein. Nur der er-
wahlte Christ empfangt im Abendmahl etwas Calvin beschrankt die Wirksamkeit des 
Abendmahls auf den Kreis der Pradestinierten Mit dem Einbringen des Erwahlungsgedankens 
in die Abendmahlsproblematik gelangt ein ganz neues Element in die Diskussion zwischen Bul
linger und Calvin, das allerdings dem Zurcher entgegenkommt. Denn der GenulS nur fur die 
Erwahlten entspricht strukturell der Forderung der Zurcher, der Glaube sei die Voraussetzung 
fur einen wirksamen Abendmahlsempfang' See, GABLER, 'Zustandekommen', 326-327; also see 
BLANKE and LEUSCHNER, Bullinger, 223 

260 The text of Consensus Tigunnus is to be found in CR 35 733-748, and BARTH and NIESEL, Opera 
Selecta II, 241-258 There are a few translations of this document, a German (1847), a French 
(1964) and an English version (1966). Recently a Latin-German bilingual edition of this docu
ment was published. It is found in BuscH, Klarungen, 12-27. For the bibliographical information 
about the translations, see 'Ubersetzungen' m BuscH, Ibid., 10 
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The Doctrine of the Lord's Supper in Consensus Tigurinus 

The content of Consensus Tigurinus consists of three parts: Christological intro
duction (Articles 1-6), the description of the Eucharistie doctrine (Articles 7-
20), and the refutation of the erroneous opinions (Articles 21-26)"\ The Chris
tological introduction was added at the last stage of the agreement. It shows us 
the Reformers' emphasis upon the Eucharistie doctrine which is directly con
nected with soteriology as well as Christology. The second part of the docu
ment deals mainly with the effects of the Lord's Supper and related 
descriptions. And in the last part of the Mutual Consent, the Reformed view of 
the Lord's Supper is clearly manifested by the rejections of the erroneous doc
trines not only of the Romanist Church but also of the Lutherans. In the Chris
tological introduction, the sacraments are described in the Christological and 
soteriological context^^^: Christ is the only way to God (article l). The purpose 
of the Incarnation is to make us the children of God by engrafting us to the 
body of Christ through faith (article 3). Christ in His humanity is our priest, 
expiator, reformer and king (article 4). We should be engrafted to His body in 
order that Christ could communicate Himself with us (article 5). The spiritual 
communion with Christ takes place when He makes the believers capable of 
the blessings that reside in Himself. The preaching of the gospel and the use of 
the sacraments are instituted in order to testify to this communication (article 
6).^" The centrality of Christ is conspicuous in the first part of this document. 
The entire spiritual direction of Church leads us to Christ, and by him alone we 
can come to God, who is the goal of a happy life. Whoever deviates from this in 
the slightest degree, can never speak rightly or appropriately of any ordinan
ces of God.̂ "̂ Sacraments are regarded as appendices to the gospel, and there
fore only he who begins with Christ - that is to say, who truly comprehends the 
purpose of the Father to give His Son to us and the blessings that Christ has 
conferred on us - can aptly and effectively explain the nature, virtue, office 

261 About the structure of Consensus Tigunnus, see GABLER, 'Consensus Tigurinus'; also his 'Zustan
dekommen', 329. Also for Busch, this structure of three parts is clear enough: 'Der Aufbau des 
Textes 1st ubersichtlich.' BUSCH, Ibid., 6. In his article 'Consensus', 10-13, STRASSER makes subdi
visions of the second part as follows; (l) Die Sakramentslehre (articles 7-9), (2) Die Abwehr al
ler Verdinglichung (articles 10-15), (3) Die Notwendigkeit des Glaubens betont (articles 16-20). 

262 BUSCH, ibid., 6. 'Art. 1-6 umschreiben - ahnlich, wie es Calvin schon in semem Kleinen Abend-
mahlstraktat von 1541 tat - den groBeren christologischen und soteriologischen Zusammen-
hang, in dem die Sakramente zu verstehen sind.' 

263 BUSCH, Ibid., 14-16. 
264 BUSCH, Ibid., 14. 'Cum Christus ist finis legis, et ems cognitio to tam in se evangelii summam 

comprehendat, non dubium est, quin hue spectet to tum spirituale ecclesiae regimen, ut ad 
Christum nos ducat; sicuti per eum solum ad Deum pervemtur , qui uitimus est beatae vitae fi
nis. Itaque quisquis hinc vel minimum deflectet, numquam de uUis Dei institutis rite vel appo
site loquetur. ' 
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and profit of the sacraments.^^^ This strong emphasis upon the centrality of 
Christ is repeated in the following articles on the Reformed doctrine of the 
Eucharist and also on the refutations of the Romanist and the Lutheran tea
chings on the Lord's Supper. 

The goals of the sacraments are described in articles 7 with such words as 
notae, tesserae and syngraphae. The principal one among other goals is that God 
may testify, represent, and seal His grace to us by the sacraments. They repre
sent to our eyes a kind of living image, which make a deeper impression on the 
senses, so that faith can be better cultivated. The sacraments signify nothing 
else than is delivered by the word, but they confirm and ratify what was an
nounced by the mouth of God.̂ ^̂  The peculiar function of the sacraments -
vivid testimony and seal - is mentioned in this article, but the dignity of the 
sacraments ought not to be overemphasized: according to the next article, it is 
God who supplies what the sacraments signify by His Spirit.^" On the same 
line, article 9 states that the Reformed distinguish between the signs and the 
signified, but they do not separate the reality from the signs. Those who em
brace the promises offered in the sacraments with faith, receive Christ spiritu
ally with His spiritual gifts.^ '̂ 

Articles 10-14 carefully and repeatedly emphasize that we should not focus 
upon the elements of the sacraments but upon God as the giver of His grace in 
the sacraments. Accordingly, the dignity of the sacraments by themselves 
ought not to be greatly elevated. The sacraments are instruments that God 
make use of, but they themselves bring about nothing. The whole work of our 
salvation should be ascribed to God (articles 12-13).̂ ^^ In these articles, the 

265 BuscH, ;bid., 14. 'Cum autem sacramenta sint Evangelii appendices, is demum et apte at utiliter 
de eorum natura, vi, officio et fructu disseret, qui a Christo exordietur Neque id modo, ut ob
iter Christi nomen attingat, sed ut vere teneat, quorsum nobis datus sit a patre, et quid nobis 
bonorum attulerit.' 

266 BuscH, Ibid., 16. 'Sunt quidem et hi sacramentorum fines, ut notae sint ac tesserae christianae 
professionis et societatis, sive fraternitatis: ut sint ad gratiarum actionem incitamenta, et ex-
cercitia fidei ac piae vitae, denique syngraphae ad id obhgantes. Sed hic unus inter ahos parae-
cipuus, ut per ea nobis suam gratiam testetur Deus, repraesentet atque obsignet. Nam etsi nihil 
ahud significant, nisi quod verbo ipso annunciatur [. ] subuci ocuhs nostris quasi vivas im
agines, quae sensus nostros mehus afficiant [...] ut fides magis exerceatur, deinde quod ore Dei 
pronunciatum erat, sigilhs confirmari et sanciri.' 

267 BuscH, Ibid., 18. 'Quod vere saaament figurant Dommus vere praestat. [...] Quum autem vera sint, 
quae nobis Dominus dedit gratiae suae testimonia et sigilla, vere procul dubio praestat ipse in-
tus, suo spiritu, quod oculis et ahis sensibus figurant sacramenta' 

268 BuscH, ibid., 18. 'Quare, etsi distinguimus, ut par est, inter signa et res signatas, tamen non 
disiungimus a signis veritatem: quin omnes, qui fide amplectuntur oblatas ilhc promissiones, 
christum spirituahter, cum spiritualibus ems doms recipere' 

269 BusCH, Ibid., 20. (12.) Sacramenta per se nihil efficient. (13.) Deus organo utitur, sed ita ut 
omnis virtus sit Dei. 
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sacraments are regarded as the instruments (organa) that help our weakness, 
but the Reformed theologians do not ascribe God's virtues to the sacraments. 
Twelfth article, in particular shows most clearly the viewpoint of the Reformed 
theologians about the dignity of the sacraments: Deus enim solus est, qui spiritu 
suo agit: et quod sacramentorum ministeno utitur, in eo neque vim illis suam infundit, 
nee spintus sui efficaciae quicquam derogate: sed pro ruditatis nostrae captu, ea tan-
quam adminicula sic adhibet, ut tota agenda faaxltas maneat apud ipsum solum"° 
The concern of the Zurich theologians seems to be conspicuous in this state
ment, as with their articles both before and after this. Not the bare signs but 
the promise that is attached to them should be chiefly considered in the sa
craments (article 10).^ '̂We ought not to be stupefied by the elements. It is 
erroneous to put our confidence of salvation to them, because the sacraments 
separated from Christ are but empty masks. We must adhere to none but Christ 
alone and seek the gift of salvation from none but him (article 11).̂ '̂  The sa
craments are indeed instruments by which God acts efficaciously when he 
pleases, but the whole work of our salvation must be ascribed to God alone 
(article 13).̂ ^̂  It is only Christ who fulfils what the sacraments signify. He truly 
baptizes inwardly and makes us partakers of himself in the Supper (article 
14).̂ "̂ The sacraments confirm, nourish and promote our faith, but only in the 
way that even the smallest portion of our salvation ought not to be transferred 
from the sole creator to the creatures or to the sacramental elements (article 
15).^" 

The efficacy of the sacraments is carefully described in articles 16-20. These 
articles underline the sovereign authority of God in offering His grace to the 
participants in the sacraments and the necessity of our faith in receiving the 
grace. The communion with Christ before or without the sacrament is also 
clearly stated here. And on the same line, the benefit or utility of the sacra
ments is not confined to the time at which they are administered. The Refor-

270 BUSCH, Jbid., 20. 
271 BUSCH, Ibid., 18. 'Neque enim ad signa nuda, sed potius ad promissionem, quae illic annexa est, 

respicere convent.' 
272 BuscH, Ihd,, 18. 'In elementis non obstupescendum. Hinc concidit eorum error, qui in elementis 

obstupescunt, et illis affigunt salutis suae fiduciam: quum sacramenta a Christo separata nihil 
sint quam inanes larvae' 

273 BuscH, Ibid., 20. 'Organa quidem sunt, quibus efficaciter, ubi visum est, agit Deus, sed ita, ut 
totum salutis nostrae opus, ipsi uni acceptum fen debeat. ' 

274 BuscH, Ibid., 20. 'Constituimus ergo unum esse Christum, qui vere mtus baptizat, qui nos in 
coena facit sui participles, qui denique implet quod figurant sacramenta ' 

275 BuscH, /bid., 20. 'Quomodo sacramenta conferment. [.. ]. Nam haec omnia Sacramentorum 
attributa inferiore loco subsidunt, ut ne minima quidem salutis nostrae portio ab unico au-
thore ad creaturas vel elementa transferatur.' Here, the dignity of the sacraments is clearly 
classified into the lovifer place than they have in the Romanist and Lutheran churches. 
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med rejection of manducatio impiorum is clearly stated and thereby the role of 
faith in the sacraments is given considerable emphasis. Not all the participants 
but only the elect can receive what the sacraments offer (article 16). The grace 
of God is by no means annexed to the sacraments that those who receive the 
signs also receive what they signfy. The signs are administered both the repro
bate and the elect, but the reality of the signs reach only the elect (article 
17)."^ Nevertheless, the sacraments retain their power because the truth of 
God is not overthrown by the unbelief of men. The instrumentality of the sa
craments is sustained on the ground of their divine institution, but their effica
cy is dependant upon the faith of the participants (article 18)."' The faithful 
communicate with Christ before and without the use of the sacraments (article 
19) and the utility of the sacraments is open for whole duration of life (article 
20)."^ Article 19 strongly emphasizes the role of faith by the concept of citra 
sacramentum, but it also emphasizes upon the significance of the sacrtaments 
when they are used with faith: 'Atqui fides non est sine Chnsto, sed quatenus sacra-
mentis confirmatur et augescit fides, confirmantur in nobis Dei dona, adeoque augescit 
quodammodo Christus in nobis, et nos m ipso.''^^^ 

In the third part of the Mutual Consent, three important Reformed positi
ons are clearly stated against the Romanist and Lutheran doctrines on the 
sacraments: (l) the local presence of Christ's body in the sacraments (articles 
21, 25); (2) the literal interpretation of the institutional words 'This is my Body' 
(articles 22, 23); and (3) the doctrines of transubstantantiation and consubstan-
tiation. Article 25 makes it clear that the Reformed doctrine of the sacraments 
repudiates any concept of the local presence of the body of Christ in the Lord's 
Supper. The body of Christ, as it bears the nature and mode of a human body, is 
finite and is contained in heaven, so that it is inevitably as distant from us as 
heaven is distant from earth in terms of space.^'" It is beyond all doubt that the 

276 BusCH, Ibid., 22. 'Sacramenta non conferunt gratiam. [...] Praeterquam enim quod in sacramen-
tis ml nisi fide percipitur, tenendum quoque est, minime alligatam ipsis esse Dei gratiam, ut 
quisquis signum habet re etiam potiatur. Nam reprobis peraeque ut electis signa admmistran-
tur, Veritas autem signorum ad hos solos pervenit.' 

277 BuscH, Ibid., 22. 'Omnibus offeruntur Dei dona, fideles duntaxat percipiunt. [...] Itaque ex Dei 
parte nihil mutatur, quantum vero ad homines spectat, quisque pro fidei suae mensura acci-
pit.' 

278 BuscH, Ibid., 24. 'Adeo non alhgatur actioni sacramentorum gratia, ut fmctus eorum perapmtur ali-
quando post actionem. [...] Ita Baptismi utilitas ad totum vitae decursum patet. Quia perpetuo vi-
get quae illic continetur promissio Et fieri mterdum potest, ut sacrae Coenae usus, qui in actu 
ipso propter incogitantiam vel tarditatem nostram parum prodest, fructum deinde suum pro-
ferat.' 

279 BUSCH, Ibid., 22. 
280 BuscH, Ibid., 26. 'Chnsti corpus in coelo ut m loco est. [...] quia tamen corpus Christi, ut fert humani 

corporis natura et modus, finitum est, et coelo, ut loco, continetur, necesse est a nobis tanto 
locorum intervallo distare, quantum coelum abest a terra. ' 
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institutional words 'This is my Body' should be understood figuratively, and 
this way of interpretation is supported by the scriptural and patristic exam-
ples.^^' So manducatio camis Christi does not mean any mixture or transfusion of 
substance but the spiritual feeding of our souls through faith by the Holy Spirit 
(article 23). Therefore the Romanist doctrine of transubstantiation and 'other 
follies' are repudiated as 'futile fiction and sophistry' which either detract from 
the celestrial glory of Christ or are incompatible with the reality of the human 
nature of Christ.^'^ On the same line, the last article warns against the idolatry 
of the Eucharistie elements: because the bread is a sign and not the thing itself, 
those who turn their minds toward the element in order to honour Christ, 
make an idol of it.̂ ^̂  

It is interesting to note that there are some discrepancies in emphasis bet
ween Consensus Tigunnus (1549) and the 'Exposition' of this document by Calvin 
five years later. Calvin wanted to emphasize some important themes of this 
historical agreement in his 'Exposition of the Heads of Agreement' of 1554, his 
explanation of Consensus Tigunnus}^" Calvin wanted to explain first of all the 
efficacy of the Lord's Supper, in order to make it clear that the Reformed doc
trine of the Lord's Supper does not despise the dignity of the sacrament. On the 
contrary he gives specific emphasis to the use of the Lord's Supper by a citation 
from Augustine that a sacrament is a kind of visible word; our salvation is the
reby promoted by means of word and sacrament. Hereby he tried to wipe out 
the charge of the opponents that the Swiss Reformers regarded the sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper as virtually a mere symbol. However, as we have seen from 
our above survey, the text of Consensus Tigurinus itself does not give as much 
emphasis upon the efficacy of the sacraments as Calvin had wanted. In fact, the 
primary interest of the original text of Mutual Consent about the efficacy of 
the sacraments is to take away all superstitious concepts and to locate the 

281 BuscH, Ibid., 24. '(22.) Expositio verborum Coenae Dommi, Hoc est corpus meam. [..] Nam extra 
controversiam ponimus, figurate accipienda esse: ut esse panis et vmum dicantur id quod sig-
nicant. Neque vero novum hoc aut insolens viden debet, ut per metonymiam ad signum trans-
feratur rei signatae nomen, cum passim in scripturis eiusmodi loquutiones occurrant: et nos, 
SIC loquendo nihil affenmus, quod non apud vetustissimos quosque et probatissimos ecclesiae 
scriptores exstet.' 

282 BuscH, /bid., 26. '(24.) Contra transsubstantiationem et alias ineptias. Hoc modo non tantum refiita-
tur Papistarum commentum de transsubstantiatione, sed crassa omnia figmenta atque futiles 
argutiae, quae vel coelesti ems gloriae detrahunt, vel veritati humani ems naturae minus sunt 
consentanea. ' The Lutheran doctrine of consubstantiation is not specified here, but it surely 
belongs to the category of a/we meptiae. 

283 BUSCH, Ibid., 26 '(26.) Christus non est adorandus in pane, vel m sacramento [..] quia tamen 
signum est, non res ipsa, neque rem m se habet inclusam aut affixam, idoium ex eo faciunt, qui 
mentem suam in eum convertunt, Christum adoraturi. ' 

284 BEVERIDGE, Tracts and Treatises, 221-244. 
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sacraments in their proper position. Therefore Calvin's emphasis upon the 
efficacy of the sacraments in his Exposition expresses his regret about this 
issue. In his letter to Bucer in October 1549, Calvin wrote that the effect of the 
sacraments and wfhat God gives us through the sacraments ought to have been 
described more abundantly and more thoroughly in Consensus Tigurinus.^^^ On 
the other hand, Calvin was also cautious against the postivie re-valuation of 
the sacraments, and thereby he tried to keep a balance by emphasizing the 
dignity of the Lord's Supper: 'For if their dignity is too highly extolled, super
stition easily creeps in; and on the other, if we discourse frigidly, or in less 
elevated terms of their virtue and fruit, profane contempt immediately breaks 
forth.'̂ ^^ In this context it is significant that Calvin reproves the Lutherans for 
their inconsistent application of the principle of sola scnptura: the Lutherans 
gave much emphasis to this fundamental principle, but they did not apply it to 
their doctrine of the Lord's Supper.^'' 

The second theme that Calvin underlined in his Exposition of Consensus 
Tigurinus is the rejection oimanducatio impiorum. In connection with this topic, 
Calvin criticised the Roman theologians of the Sorbonne University in Paris, 
who asserted that the sacraments of the new law are available to all who do not 
interpose the obstacle of mortal sin.̂ ** Later, Peter Martyr directed his criti
cism on this topic against the Lutheran theory of consubstantiation. The rejec
tion of manducatio impiorum, therefore, is the double-edged sword of the 
Reformed camp, an argument against both Romanist and Lutheran errors. This 
rejection of manducatio impiorum is directly connected with the fundamental 
position of the Swiss Reformers: Faith is the only instrument for receiving the 
body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper. 

Concerning the utility of the Lord's Supper, the Reformed concept of citra 
sacramentum was also given serious consideration in Consensus Tigurinus. Con
sensus Tigurinus admitted that the same effect of the spiritual blessings is possi-

285 BUSCH, Ibid., 7-8. 'Dal? die Wirkung der Sakramente und, was Gott durch sie uns gibt, reicher 
und ausfuhrlicher erklart wurde, als es viele zulieKen, ist ein frommer und kluger Wunsch von 
Dir. An mir lag es nicht, daÊ einiges im Consensus nicht vollstandiger ausgedruckt ist. So wol
len wir denn mit Seufzen tragen, was sich nicht bessern lalSt.' 

286 BEVERIDGE, /bid., 223. 
287 'But it IS strange tha t men, whose formal practice it is daily to cry, "the word of the Lord, the 

word of the Lord", are not ashamed any longer to stir up strife about this matter. For while 
nothing IS more absurd than to extol the sacraments above the word, whose appendages and 
seals they are, they will find nothing applicable to the word that we do not also give to the sa
craments.' BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 226-227. 

288 'And we justly repudiate the fiction of Sorbonne, that the sacraments of the new law are avail
able to all who do not interpose the obstacle of mortal sin. For to ascribe to them a virtue 
which the external use merely, as a kind of channel, infuses into souls, is plainly a senseless 
superstition.' BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 232. 
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ble 'without actual use of the sacraments.' However, Calvin made it clear, in 
line with Augustine, that the use of the sacrament is by no means superfluous, 
because it was ordained for our salvation.^*' 

Finally, Calvin identified the most controversial question in the violent con
troversies on the Lord's Supper m his times: the nature of the communion of 
Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper. On this crucial matter, Calvin 
showed that Consensus Tigurinus teaches the 'spiritual eating' of the body and 
blood of Christ which nourish the souls of the believers. In this sense, it is no
teworthy that Calvin tried to re-define the word 'real' communion in favor of 
the Reformed position, that is to say, not the carnal communion but the spiri
tual communion is real communion. In spite of the reluctance of the Zurich 
side in using this same word 'real', Calvin made good use of this word in order 
to underline the Reformed view on the nature of the communion in the Lord's 
Supper."" 

3.2. Peter Martyr and Consensus Tigurinus 

In the same year of the historical agreement on the doctrine of the Lord's Sup
per between Geneva and Zurich, Peter Martyr had been involved with the Eu
charist controversy with the Romanist theologians at Oxford. That had been in 
May of 1549. He sincerely welcomed this Mutual Consent among the Reformed 
camp. As mentioned above, Peter Martyr's firm and solid Reformed position 
had become well known from this Oxford Disputation. According to McLelland, 
the Eucharistie doctrine of Consensus Tigurinus was none other than the classi
cal Reformed position defended by Peter Martyr at the Oxford Disputation."^ 
Peter Martyr had presented three propositions at the Oxford Disputation, of 
which the first two refuted the Romanist doctrme of transubstantiation and 
the concept of carnal and corporeal presence of Christ's body in the Lord's 

289 'We next proceed to say, that the effect of the spiritual blessings which the sacraments figure, 
IS given to believers without the use of the sacraments. [.. ] By thus teaching, we by no means 
intend that we are to lay aside the use of signs, and be contended with secret inspirations. [...] 
For it has been truly said by Augustine [...] that although God sanctifies whom he pleases with
out the visible signs, yet whose contemns the sign is justly deprived of invisible sanctification.' 
BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 236. 

290 'But the question is, what is the nature of this communication of our Lord's body and blood? 
[...] w h e n we say that it is spiritual, they roar out as if by this te rm we were making it not to be 
what they commonly call real. [..] I wish to declare to peaceful and moderate men, that ac
cording to us the spiritual mode of communion is such tha t we enjoy Christ in reality.' BEVE
RIDGE,/bid., 239-240. 

291 DM 117. 'It is this classic Reformed theology ra ther than some polemicised "Zwinghanism" that 
unified Calvin and Bullinger in the very year of the Oxford Disputation, and to which Martyr 
responded wholeheartedly. ' 
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Supper. The third proposition that was not discussed in the Disputation is 
about the 'sacramental' relation between the sign and the signified. On these 
crucial points in the understanding of the sacrament of the Lord's Supper, the 
standpoint of Consensus Tigurinus shows the fundamental agreement with Peter 
Martyr's viewpoint in the Disputation. His criticism on the Lutheran teachings 
on the Lord's Supper in Tractatio - the corporeal presence of Christ's body in 
the Lord's Supper, the literal interpretation of the institutional words and the 
multi-presence of the body of Christ - also testfies to the 'consensus' between 
Peter Martyr and the Reformed theologians in Zurich and Geneva. Notable 
parallels are also found in the style - the clear and positive way of statements 
are formulated on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Both Trctctatio by Peter 
Martyr and the Consensus Tigunnus make their viewpoints as clearly as possible, 
so what they stood for could be clearly seen. In this regard, Bucer's reaction to 
Consensus Tigurinus was quite different from that of Peter Martyr. With his con
sistent concern for the unity of the Protestant camp, Bucer showed his dissatis
faction with some articles of Consensus Tigunnus as well as with the theses for 
the Oxford Disputation. In his letters to Calvin, Brenz and Niger, Bucer expres
sed his concern over the 'unnecessarily clear and positive' way of statements 
both in Tractatio and Consensus Tigunnus. However in the same year of 1549, 
Peter Martyr and Consensus Tigurinus chose this 'clear and positive' way of sta
tements in order to give expression to their Reformed viewpoint on the Lord's 
Supper. In his Exposition Calvin maintained this position, as we know from his 
view of sobriety of faith concerning the mystery of the sacred union."^ After 
the Disputation, Peter Martyr had written to Bullinger saying that at the Ox
ford Disputation of 1549 he had defended what Bullinger had taught and main
tained for so many years.^'^ 

3.2.1. General Agreement between Peter Martyr and Consensus Tigurinus 

If, since his Disputation at Oxford, Peter Martyr had given voice to the Refor
med theology of Consensus Tigurinus, what are the important features that he 
shared with this Mutual Consent between Geneva and Zurich? In the summary 
of Defensio, Peter Martyr had identified the characteristic features of his Refor
med doctrine of the Lord's Supper by two basic thesis: (l) The words of the 
Lord's Supper should be understood figuratively. (2) The figurative speech of 

292 BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 239. 
293 'You [Bullinger] congratulate me upon the happy result of the Disputations, which however is 

rather to be at t r ibuted to you than to me, since you have for so many years both taught and 
maintained that doctrine which I there undertook to defend'. DM 131. About Bucer's reaction 
to Consensus Tigunnus, see DM 129-132; also see MCLELLAND, 'Eucharist Concord', 193-194. 
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Christ's words requires no real or substantial presence of His body and blood.̂ ^" 
It is not difficult at all to find the common ground between these two basic 
theses of Peter Martyr and Consensus Tigurinus. In the third part of Consensus 
Tigurinus, where the erroneous doctrines of the Lord's Supper of the Romanist 
and the Lutherans are refuted, we can find the same position. First, Article 22 
of Consensus Tigurinus interpretes the Lord's word 'This is my body' in these 
terms: 'Those who insist that the formal words of the Supper, "This is my body; 
this is my blood", are to be taken in what they call the precisely literal sense, 
we repudiate as preposterous interpreters. For we hold it out of controversy 
that they are to be taken figuratively, the bread and wine receiving the name 
of that which they signify- Nor should it be thought a new or unwonted thing 
to transfer the name of things figured by metonymy to the sign, as similar 
modes of expression occur throughout the Scriptures, and we by so saying 
assert nothing but what is found in the most ancient and most approved wri
ters of the Church.'"^ There is no difference between this Article 22 and Peter 
Martyr's own statement: 'But we interpret the saying of our Savior by that 
form of speech or kind of figure, whereby chiefly in sacraments, signs are wont 
to be called by the names of the things signified.'"^ There was also strong coin
cidence in the appeal to the authorities that supported the Reformed position. 
Peter Martyr appealed to the same authorities that Calvin and Bullinger had 
invoked for their agreement, such as the Biblical usages, the statements of the 
Fathers, and the very definition of the sacrament itself. 

On the presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper, Consensus Tigurinus betrays 
no difference from Peter Martyr's view. Two articles of this agreement clearly 
show that no local presence should be imagined in the Lord's Supper and also 

294 'A Short Abridgement of the Disputation which D.P. Martyr made as concerning the Eucharist 
against Gardiner, Bishop of Winchester' in Common Places IV, 198-204. Under these two head
ings, he describes some important points of the Reformed doctr ine of the Lord's Supper eating 
and drinking of the body and blood of Christ as beheving the redemptive works of Christ; the 
location of Christ's body in heaven between the Ascension and the Parousia; the spiritual pres
ence of the Lord in the Supper; the rejection of the t ransubstant iat ion and also of consubstan-
tiation; the profits of the faithful receiving the Eucharist, rejection of manducaW impwmm; t he 
identical nature of eating and the drinking of the body and blood of Christ in both Testaments; 
the important role of the faith as the only instrument, by which we are joined unto Christ; re-
dundaao ad corpora; manducatio atra sacramentum. 

295 BusCH, /bid, 24. 'Proinde qui in solennibus Coenae verbis, "Hoc est corpus meum, Hic est san
guis meus", praecise literalem, ut loquuntur, sensum urgent, eos tanquam praeposteros inter
pretes repudiamus. Nam extra controversiam ponimus, figurate accipienda esse' ut esse panis 
et vinum dicantur id quod significant. Neque vero novum hoc aut insolens videri debet, ut per 
metonymiam ad signum transferatur rei signatae nomen, cum passim m scripturis eiusmodi 
loquutiones occurrant: et nos, sic loquendo nihil afferimus, quod non apud vetustissimos 
quosque et probatissimos ecclesiae scriptores exstet.' 

296 CP,IV.199. 
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that the body of Christ is locally in heaven.^'' Peter Martyr expressed himself 
very clearly on the question of the local presence of Christ in the Lord's Sup
per, since he saw that the true humanity of Christ was at stake in this matter. 
Peter Martyr's clear statement about the two kinds of properties that the body 
of Christ cannot take at the same time shows his resolute attitude toward this 
matter: 'Wherefore the body of Christ cannot be together and at one time both 
above and beneath, visible and invisible, one and many, mortal and immortal, 
broken and whole.'"' If we consider Bucer's concerned comments on this very 
same theme about the location of Christ's body, we can locate more exactly 
Peter Martyr's position in the debates about the Eucharistie doctrine. In his 
letter to Calvin about Consensus Tigurinus of 1549, Bucer expressed his regret at 
Calvin's carelessness on this very point, because he thought it enough to define 
Christ's new humanity in negative manner, such as existing in a mode 'not of 
this world, not of sense, not of reason'. Also about article 25 {Chnsti corpus in 
coelo ut in loco est), Bucer could not understand that such an article should be 
made in connection with the doctrine of the Ascension."' Likewise, Bucer wor
ried about Peter Martyr's use of the term 'significatio' in his Oxford Disputati
on, arguing that use of such a term might weaken the presence of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper.'°° Thus, Bucer regarded the articles of Consensus Tirgurinus on 
the two natures of Christ and on the location of the body of Christ as immode
rate attempts to elucidate the unspeakable mystery. But Peter Martyr conside
red them otherwise, in line with Calvin and Bullinger m their mutual consent. 
Calvin made his clear choice of the positive way of speaking of this mystery, as 
far as the Scriptures teach about it, as we can see in his Exposition concerning 
the nature of communion of our Lord's body and blood in the Supper: 'They say 
it is not lawful to bring down this sublime mystery to secular reasonings, or to 
gauge its immense magnitude by the little measure of our capacity. [...] We 
acknowledge that the sacred union which we have with Christ is incomprehen
sible to carnal sense... we grant to be a mystery too sublime for our compre
hension, except in so far as his words reveal it. But are we therefore to dream 
that his substance is transferred into us so that he is defiled by our impurities? 
Their boast, that they shut their eyes and inquire not too curiously into what 
the Lord has concealed, is proved to be most vain from this, that they do not 
allow themselves to be taught by the word of God. Sobriety of faith is not only 
to acquiesce in the decision of God, and apprehend no more than his sacred lips 

297 Article 21 {Localis imaginatio tollenda) and article 25 (Chnsti corpus in coelo ut m loco est) of Consen
sus Tigunnus. 

298 CP,IV. 202. 
299 DM, 130. Letter on 14 August 1594 from Lambeth. For original text, see, CR 41. 
300 DM 130-131. 
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have revealed, but also to attend diligently to the spirit of prophecy, and em
brace a sound interpretation with meek docility. It is presumptuous petulance 
either not to confine yourself within due limits, or to fastidiously reject the 
light of sound understanding.'^"' Peter Martyr made himself as clear as possible 
in his refutation of the Romanist and Lutheran doctrines of the Lord's Supper 
concerning the two natures of Christ and the location of Christ's body in hea
ven, in order that the true humanity of Christ might not be damaged by non-
Biblical speculations by those who boasted of their consideration of the mys
tery of Christ. 

Apart from the general agreement on the two fundamental theses, there 
are other significant correspondences between Peter Martyr and Consensus 
Tigurinus. The rejection of manducatio impionim is one of those correspondences 
that shows their common emphasis upon the crucial role of faith in receiving 
the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper. It also betrays their prudent 
distinction between the objective effect of the sacraments and the subjective 
application of it.̂ °^ Peter Martyr had clearly rejected this manducatio impiomm 
since the Oxford Disputation of 1549. In his refutation of the Lutheran doctrine 
of the Lord's Supper in Tractatio, Peter Martyr named the theory of manducatio 
impiorum as the first error that should be pointed out to them among the other 
errors such as the literal interpretation of the institutional words and the the
ory of ubiquity.^°^ 

3.2.2. Peter Martyr: a Genevan theologian in Zurich? 

Consensus Tigurinus is generally considered as the result of mutual 'compromise' 
of both sides. Mutual Consent can be seen as the victory of the Zurich side 
thanks to the concession of Calvin, or from the other side it can be regarded as 
a typically Calvinian document, according to its angle of vision.""* If we try to 

301 BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 239. 
302 In Articles 16,17 and 18. BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 217. 
303 TR 107-118. 
304 It seems that more people regard Consensus Tigurinus basically as Zurich document. I agree with 

Busch that Calvin regarded Consensus Tigunnus as the first s tep - that is to say, he was not fully 
satisfied with this document - toward a greater unity of the Reformed churches that were di
vided because of the Eucharistie issue. See, BUSCH, Ihid., 7 McLelland considers it rather as Cal
vinian document, because he cannot evaluate Consensus Tigunnus as the logical result of Zwin-
Zwinglian doctrine of the Lord's Supper: 'The Zurich Consensus is a landmark in the Supper-
Strife, but not a primary confessional document. It interprets Calvin and Bullinger well but not 
necessarily Zwingli ' See MCLELLAND, 'Eucharist Concord', 180. Tilenda is also of this opinion: 
'This agreement, commonly called Consensus Tigurinus, is a compact expression of Calvin's sa
cramental theology.' TYLENDA, 'Presence', 66. Although it is not evident on what ground he 
makes such conclusive remark, it seems to me that he considers the use of the term 'real' pres-
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locate the position of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, the compa
rison between Peter Martyr and what Calvin and Bullinger could not agree on 
in Consensus Tigurinus is also significant. By this comparison, we can sharpen 
our vision of the spectrum of various Reformed views on the Lord's Supper. 
Thereby we will be able to locate the position of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper within his contemporary Reformed circle. 

Instrumentality of the Lord's Supper as the Major Dissenting Point 

In his article on Consensus Tigurinus, Paul E. Rorem asserts that Calvin's concept 
of the Lord's Supper as media gratiae is the most important point in the dispute 
between Calvin and Bullinger: 'In summary, of the twenty-four propositions, 
only two did not receive eventual agreement within this exchange of mini-
treatises, yet these two revealed the foundational difference between Calvin 
and Bullinger: the fourth proposition, on God acting through (per) the sacra
ments, and the seventh, on the sacraments as instruments of grace. However, 
when Calvin spoke of the sacraments as testimonies to grace rather than as 
instruments of grace, agreement flourished, for this was Bullinger's theme 
throughout this exchange and indeed throughout his entire corpus.'̂ °^ Against 
the Genevan concept of the sacrament as an instrument, Bullinger considered 
the Lord's Supper as a testimony or as an analogy of God's grace, because he 
had firm and solid conviction that the efficacy of any blessing should be rightly 
ascribed to the Holy Spirit, not to the creatures. In his view, Calvin's statement 
'God works through (per) the sacraments' seemed to ascribe too much to what 
should be properly ascribed to the inanimate things, to the signs of water, 
bread, and wine. 

The text of Consensus Tigurinus itself presents Bullinger's concern about this 
matter. For example. Article 12 manifestly states that the sacraments effect 
nothing by themselves: 'It is God alone who acts by his Spirit. When he uses the 
instrumentality of the sacraments, he neither infuses his own virtue into them 
nor derogates in any respect from the effectual working of his Spirit [...] uses 
them as helps; in such manner, however, that the whole power of acting re
mains with him alone."°^ In this article Bullinger did accept the word 'instru
mentality' but only after serious attenuating the significance of the term by the 
following emphasis upon the sovereign and exclusive right of the Holy Spirit in 

ence in this document as meaning true and spiritual presence as a clear reflection of Calvin's 
position. See, TYLENDA, 'Presence', 65-75. 

305 ROREM, 'Consensus', 83. McLelland also points to the dissenting opinion on the instrumentality 
of the sacraments as the greatest obstacle to the agreement. See, his article in SJT 27,189-190. 

306 BEVERIDGE, Ibid., 216. 
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giving His blessings to the participants in the Lord's Supper ^°^ Also in the next 
article, the whole work of our salvation is ascribed only to God Calvin whole
heartedly agreed with Bullinger that all the parts of our salvation should be 
ascribed entirely to God alone. In his Exposition, Calvin quoted Paul and Augus
tine. At the same, however, Calvin did not forget to mention his own concept of 
the instrumentality of the Lord's Supper: 'But lest any one should object, that 
the signs too have their office, and were not given in vain, we hasten to meet 
the object by saying, that God uses their instrumentality . '^°' 

In his study on Baza's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, Raitt regards the in
strumentality of the Lord's Supper as the characteristic feature of the Genevan 
position in the Eucharistie controversy 'the Genevan doctrine of the change of 
the Eucharistie elements by their liturgical use has not received notice beyond 
a sentence or two. And yet this doctrine was indeed a viable fourth option to 
those of the Roman Catholics, Lutherans, and Zwingli and the early Zurichers. 
The basis of this Genevan position is that the sacred use of the elements de
termines their sacramental nature as bearers of the real, spiritual presence of 
Christ Calvin and Beza did not originate the doctrine, but they are its advoca
tes, and Beza is responsible for its development.'^"' And Raitt describes the 
concept of the Genevan doctrine of the change of the Eucharistie elements by 
their liturgical use as follows: 'While there is no power in the instruments as 
natural actions and elements to cause a supernatural effect, nevertheless as 
instruments of the Spirit their natural use are transformed and the actions and 
elements of the sacraments are no longer ordinary but holy.'̂ ^° We can make 
use of this concept as the point of comparison between Peter Mart3rr and Cal
vin in their doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

Peter Martyr on the Instrumentality of the Lord's Supper 

In our survey of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper in his three major 
works on this doctrine, Tractatio, Diahgus, and Defensio, we find some note
worthy evidence by which we can say that Peter Martyr considerably embra
ced the concept of the instrumentality. 

307 The fact that Bullinger allowed this term ' instrumentality ' in the text of Consensus Tigunnus 
might be understood as his concession to the Genevan colleagues The drift of this article, 
however, reflects Bullinger's concern about the overemphasis on this very term 

308 BEVERIDGE, Ibid, 229 
309 RAITT, Theology viii 
310 RAITT, Ibid , 18 
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First of all, in his explanation of the Lord's Supper, as we have seen in chap
ter two^", Peter Martyr carefully added two adjectival words - efflcax and vera -
to his description of this sacrament. Thereby he wanted to emphasize that the 
two elements of this sacrament ought not to be understood as mere symbols of 
Christ's body. Peter Martyr considered the description of the Lord's Supper as 
relation per significationem as more or less insufficient to express the mystical 
character of the Lord's Supper. So, he wanted to put his emphasis upon the 
extraordinary significance of the Eucharistie elements with the two adjectival 
words: efficax and vera. The fact that Peter Martyr confined the number of the 
sacraments to two, shows his consideration of the dignity of the sacrament: 
'(we must) limit the name of sacrament to those things which not only signify 
spiritual things, but also are practiced by certain words, and about which there 
is extant a precept so to do.'̂ ^^ And also, 'For the sacrameritum reminds us that 
God has bound Himself to us in a covenant, by specific promises, that is, by 
Jesus Christ; therefore sacraments cannot be general but must be signs given by 
God's will and institutions: it is not in men's power to ordain sacraments: they are 
testimonies of the will of God, and like seals; and it is not of man to counterfeit 
seals [...]. Sacraments pertain to the ratio of faith.'^" 

Second, there are some instances where Peter Martyr called the sacrament 
of the Lord's Supper as 'instrument' of the Holy Spirit. In the conclusion of 
Tractatio, Peter Martyr made use of the term 'instrument' in this way. Not only 
the words of God but also the sacraments are the instruments, through which 
the Holy Spirit sanctifies the believers.^" Also in Defensio, there is the same 
usage that shows that he was giving careful consideration to the dignity of the 
Lord's Supper: 'None enim a sacramentis ista exhibentur, sed a spiritu sancto, 
qui illis utitur, tanquam instrumentis. [...] Sacramenta enim revocanda sunt ad 
rationem instrumentalis causae.'̂ ^^ Of course, in line with Consensus Tigurinus, 
Peter Martyr emphasized the crucial role of the Holy Spirit in the Lord's Sup
per, and this is why he assigned causa instrumentalis rather than causa efficiens to 

311 About the definition of the Lord's Supper by Peter Martyr, m Chapter II we considered '1.1. The 
nature of the Lord's Supper' To repeat the definition: 'A sacrament [of the Eucharist] is the di
vinely instituted relationship / concerning the elements to the body of Christ / by way of an 
effectual and true "signification".' (Italics mine.) 

312 VWS, 135. 
313 VWS, 137. 
314 TRD, 66r. 'Quis etiam nesciat per verbum Dei creaturas sanctificari, ut habetur in epistola ad 

timotheum? Quod etiam recte accipiendum est, nam Spiritus Sanctus est qui revera sancificat, 
verum instrumento et verborum et sacramentorum, hoc facit.' Immediately before this sentence, 
Peter Martyr uses the word 'organum' in the same meaning: 'Spiritus enim est per quem cre-
dimus, sed uti tur organo verborum, atque etiam sacramentorum, quae sunt verba Dei sensibilia.' 
(Italics mine.) 

315 DEF,548. 
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the sacrament."^ And he explained how the Holy Spirit makes use of the Lord's 
Supper as causa instrumentalis: the Lord's Supper as an instrument functions to 
stir up the faith, by which alone the body and blood of Christ can be communi
cated to us."' It seems that Peter Martyr did not hesitate to use the term and 
concept of the instrumentality. However, there is still some distance between 
Peter Martyr's description of the Lord's Supper as an instrument ('to stir up the 
faith') and Calvin's peculiar concept of instrumentality of the Lord's Supper 
('through the eating and drinking of bread and wine the communion with 
Christ's body and blood occurs'). 

Third, Peter Martyr's emphasis upon the sacramental change of the ele
ments of the Lord's Supper reveals his great estimation of the dignity of the 
Lord's Supper. In his criticism of the Zwinglian doctrine of the Lord's Supper in 
Tractatw, Peter Martyr expressed his dissatisfaction with the very few menti
ons of the sacramental mutation of the bread and wine in Zwinglian writings. 
According to him this change is not a little thing, but of great significance both 
in the Fathers and in the Scripture."^ To defend the honor and dignity of the 
Lord's Supper was one of the important purposes of his disputation in Oxford, 
as we read in his dedicatory letter to Cranmer. In fact, Peter Martyr responded 
to the charges made by his opponents by emphasizing the instrumentality of 
the Lord's Supper: 'I have decided to explain certain matters in a few words, 
lest by keeping silent I might be held unwise, an innovator, a bold, rash and 
ungodly man; as though I robbed the sacrament of the Eucharist of its honor 
and dignity, or thrust the holy Supper on the church without Christ, or encou
raged such other things as tend to impiety and the neglect of religion. [...] For 
my part, / attribute so much to this sacrament as to say that through its use the faith
ful obtain the greatest benefits to he hoped for from God m this life, if they themselves 
are not hindered through vice or faithlessness. [...] By his words and institution 

316 About the distinction of these two kinds of cause, see, MULLER, Dictionary, 61-62: the causa 
efficiens, the efficient cause, or productive, effective cause, which is the agent productive of the 
motion or mutation in any sequence of causes and effects; causa instrumentalis: instrumental 
cause; m the realm of causae secundae, the means, or medium, used to bring about a desired ef
fect, distinct from both the material upon which it is used and from the form that determines 
what the material is or will be. 

317 DEF, 722. 'Nam Spiritus sanctus in sacra Coena per haec symbola excitat in nobis fidem per 
quam et nos apprehendamus Christum, et ilia vicissim nobis se communicet. ' This concept of 
the Lord's Supper as the instrument to stir up faith is to be found in other places- 'The sacra
ments are seals which are not sufficient by themselves, but by the Holy Spirit's use of them as 
His instruments, sever positively to strengthen and confirm faith.' 'For our faith is stirred up, 
not indeed by them, but by the power of the Holy Spirit, who uses this instrument of the Sa-
cramentsjust as He uses the instrument of the Word preached. ' See, VWS, 132. 

318 TRD, 65v. 'In altera vero mihi id minus placet quantum raro mentionem faciunt sacramentalis 
mutationis panis et vini, quae tamen non levis est, et patres ubicunque videntur favere t ran-
substantiationi, eam respiciunt. Atque scripturae sanctae lUam non contempserunt' 
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they become sacraments, which are instruments by which the Holy Spirit excites faith 
in our mmds, so that we may be spiritually yet truly fed and sustained by his body and 
blood '"^ In this statement, we can find other similar views of the instrumenta-
hty, which Calvin expressed, because Peter Martyr also admitted that by using 
this sacrament, the faithful participants obtain the benefits signified by it from 
God. 

Fourth, Peter Martyr's repeated emphases upon the nourishment of the Bo
dy of Christ by the sacrament of the Lord's Supper are also the evidences that 
he regarded the Lord's Supper as a media gratiae. On the true effect of the Lord's 
Supper, he asserted that the Eucharistie elements are not merely symbols but 
they are directly related to the very thing signified. Thus the Lord's Supper is 
an instrument of effect: 'But it is not joined to the thing itself, and corporeally 
but IS a sign or sacrament or memorial related to the thing indicated: or as an 
instrument with effect. Because these symbols are not only signs of the body 
and blood of Christ, but also instruments which the Holy Spirit uses to feed us 
spiritually with the body and blood of the Lord.'"" In the description of the 
analogy of nourishment, McLelland finds Peter Martyr's most vivid expression 
of the effect of the Lord's Supper. 'Because of this analogy, which leads us to 
the heart of Christ's work in us. Martyr calls the Eucharist 'our defense and 
shelter' because it fortifies us against the enemy. 'Since wars and temptations 
are immanent. He supplies armor, namely the Word of God; and with the meat 
of the Eucharist He confirms and strengthens them to the battle'.'"^ 

If the concept of the instrumentality of the Lord's Supper is the characteris
tic feature of Genevan position, the evidence above shows that Peter Martyr 
stood one step closer to the Genevan position on the common ground of Con
sensus Tigurmus. G.W. Locher distinguished the three major doctrines of the 
Lord's Supper within the Protestant camp as follows: 'Luther seeks a bodily 
contact with Body, Zwingli a meeting of soul with Divinity, and Calvin of soul 
with Body."^^ According to this classification, Peter Martyr clearly belongs to 
the Genevan position. In this regard, his teaching of the sursum corda betrays an 
undeniable parallel with Calvin's doctrine. 

Peter Martyr and the Eucharist Doctrine of the Second Helvetic Confession 

Before we locate the proper position of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, it is necessary to compare his view with the Second Helvetic Confession 

319 TR, 9-11 (Italics m i n e ) 
320 DEF,82 
321 VWS, 174 
322 MCLELLAND, 'Eucharistie Concord', 186 
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which was the theological standard of the Zurich Reformers. About the Eucha
rist doctrine of the Second Helvetic Confession, B.A. Gerrish points out the influ
ence of Consensus Tigurinus on the Eucharistie doctrine of Bullinger and his 
colleague: 'By the time Bullinger wrote the Second Helvetic Confession (probably 
in 1561), the Zurich Consensus had already closed the gap between the two 
Eucharistie theologies. Schaff s description of the Second Helvetic Confession 
as "the last and the best of the Zwinglian family" need some qualification. In 
the Mutual Consent the favorite Zwinglian terminology was liberally employ
ed, and Calvin trod softly in the introduction of non-Zwinglian ideas. The Con
sensus did not say all Calvin liked to say about the sacraments, only what he 
was not prepared to omit. But enough was said to put it heyond all doubt that Bullin
ger had moved beyond his teacher. God truly offers what the sacraments symbolize (Art. 
8). The reality is not separated from the signs, but Christ is received with his spiritual 
gifts (Art. 9). And so on.'"^ 

In relation with our interest in locating the precise position of Peter Mar
tyr's Eucharistie doctrine in the Reformed camp, it is noteworthy that three 
kinds of eating in the Lord's Supper are mentioned in Chapter 21 of the Second 
Helvetic Confession: Corporeal eating, Spiritual eating, and Sacramental eating. 
The last kind of eating is especially interesting in relation with Peter Martyr's 
emphasis upon the instrumentality of the Lord's Supper: 'Sacramental eating of 
the Lord. Besides the higher spiritual eating there is also a sacramental eating 
of the body of the Lord by which not only spiritually and internally the believer 
truly participates in the true body and blood of the Lord, but also, by coming to 
the Table of the Lord, outwardly receives the visible sacrament of the body and 
blood of the Lord."^" It seems that Bullinger eventually gave more appreciation 
of the instrumentality of the Lord's Supper than he had done in Consensus 
Tigurinus. And there was good reason for Peter Martyr to be contented with the 
Second Helvetic Confession in his closing days: this kind of statement seemed to 
be enough to express his doctrine of the Lord's Supper.^" 

Conclusion: Position of Peter Martyr's Eucharistie Doctrine 

It is evident Peter Martyr had the 'Reformed' doctrine of the Lord's Supper of 
Consensus Tigurinus in common with Calvin and Bullinger. It is also evident that 
Calvin, Bullinger, and Peter Martyr had their own emphases when they ex
pound the doctrine. Where is the precise position of Peter Martyr's doctrine of 

323 GERRISH, 'Sign and Reality', 124. (italics mine.) 
324 SCHAFF,/bid., 294. 
325 DM, 117. 'Before he [Peter Martyr] died he was privileged to read Bullinger's own confession, 

the Second Helvetic, and recognize his own mind's quest fulfilled.' 
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the Lord's Supper among the Reformed camp, especially between Calvin and 
Bullinger? 

Considering Peter Martyr's use of the term of 'instrument' in his works, as 
early as in his Oxford period, and his prudent and balanced positionmg bet
ween the two extreme opinions of the value of the sacraments'^^, we can say 
that he stood more or less closer to the Genevan side. Although Peter Martyr's 
concept of the Lord's Supper as the 'instrument to stir up faith'̂ ^^ is not the 
same as Calvin's concept of the instrumentality - it is much milder than Cal
vin's concept, Peter Martyr's repeated stress on the sacramental change of the 
Eucharistie elements makes him closer to Calvin than to Bullinger. 

326 TR, 136 'They should have considered that those who attributes too much to sacraments and 
make an idol of them are to be accused no less than those who neglect them. We have always 
avoided these extremes. ' 

327 On the third day Disputation at Oxford, as the closing words Peter Martyr said- 'For with or 
without symbols, while we recall to mind Christ crucified for us and his blood shed for us, and 
believe it, we are truly made partakers of him; but when symbols are added which the Holy 
Spirit uses as instruments to better impress faith m our minds, we are greatly assisted For we 
are hesitant about divme things, and therefore require outward symbols ' in TR, 246 



III. An Analysis of Peter Martyr's Use of the 
Fathers and the Medievals in His Dialogus and 

Troctatio 

How did Peter Martyr appealed to the authorities of the Christian past for the 
cause of the Reformation? In this chapter we will answer this question, by 
describing his use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his two Eucharistie trea
tises: Dialogus and Tractatio. First, I will explain my method - the 'double 
approach' - of my analysis and set forth the results of this analysis with four 
tables. From this description some characteristic features of Peter Martyr's use 
of the Fathers and the Medievals can be identified. Finally, special attention 
shall be paid to Peter Martyr's application of the principle oisola scriptura to 
his evaluation and use of the Fathers and the Medievals. 

1. A Survey of Peter Martyr's Use of the Fathers and the Medievals in His 
Dialogus 

1.1. The Statistical Survey Method 

The Objects of tiiis Statistical Survey 

The Fathers and the Medievals are the primary objects of this statistical survey. 
However, other authorities are also be included as the objects of this survey 
besides the Fathers and the Medievals in Dialogus. There are three Reformers 
(Luther, Bullinger, and Melanchthon) and two well-known heretics concerning 
the two natures of Christ (Nestorius and Eutyches) both of whom Peter Martyr 
used in order to support his position against Brenz. The reasons for these Re-
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formers and heretics being included in this statistical survey of Peter Martyr's 
Dialogus are as follows: 

Here and there throughout Dialogus, Peter Martyr mentions the names of 
Nestorius and Eutyches and summarizes their heretical opinions. He obviously 
does this to support the orthodoxy of his Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Sup
per. Peter Martyr uses the heretics for the same purpose as he uses the Fathers 
and the Medievals, but in a negative way. His negative references to these two 
heretics can be understood as part of his own appeal to authority of the Coun
cil of Chalcedon that had condemned them. So his use of them ought to be 
considered, since we want to develop a comprehensive understanding of the 
characteristic features of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals. 

Concerning the three Reformers listed above, Peter Martyr's use of them 
alongside of or against the other authorities, is also significant for our under
standing of his concept of the authority. Especially in his use of Melanchthon, 
whose authority he compares with those of the Fathers of the Early Church, we 
can find very important material. In the same way his remarks on Bullinger are 
also important, not to mention his critical remarks on Luther. Luther, we re
call, was the supreme authority for Brenz in his doctrine of ubiquity of Christ's 
body. In this way we begin to clarify Peter Martyr's concept of authority. Thus 
the references to these three Reformers should be regarded as proper data for 
this statistical survey. However, given that there are other targets involved in 
this statistical survey, there will be difficulties in setting them alongside non-
contemporary authorities.^ And so it would be better to analyze and evaluate 
them in a separate paragraph along with Peter Martyr's remarks on them and 
their authority in his Tractatio. 

Quantitative Approach and Qualitative Approach 

For a better understanding of the function and the gravity of the Fathers and 
Medievals in Dialogus, we have taken a 'double-approach' to the material: that 
is to say, at this point our discussion is not only 'quantitative' but also 'qualita
tive'. The quantitative approach, which is principally based on the frequency of 
appeals, is not enough to show the relative importance or gravity of one autho
rity in comparison with the others. And there are not a few cases in which we 
will have to make distinctions about the relative importance of particular aut
horities in Dialogus. There are at least five different categories that should be 

1 For example, Peter Martyr cites the entire content of Melanchthon's letter to Frederick III of 
the Palatinate which responded to latter's question about the Lord's Supper. This is an entirely 
different type of citation, which cannot be accorded equivalent standing with the other cita
tions from the Fathers and the Medievals. 
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considered when evaluating the relative gravity of the authorities. Thus, a 
quantitative approach which concentrates only on the frequency of citations is 
not enough to evaluate the relative gravity that Peter Martyr ascribed to each 
of them in the treatise. So a 'qualitative' approach is called for in order to 
determine the relative importance of the Fathers and the Medievals used in 
these eucharistie treatises. By identifying appropriate criteria to assess the 
relative importance of the different citations, we can get a much clearer 
understanding of Peter Martyr's evaluation of the various Fathers and the 
Medievals from these treatises. 

As far as I know, until now there has not been such a 'double-approach' to 
the study of the Reformers' use of the Fathers. There are many outstanding 
studies on the major Reformers' use of the Fathers; however, those works are 
mainly based on the quantitative approach.^ It means that the Reformers' eva
luation of certain Fathers or Medievals was evaluated by the number of patris
tic or medieval citations in their writings. For example, Anthony Lane's 
statistical approach to Calvin's actual use of the Fathers and also his statistical 
survey on the sixteenth century patrisitic anthologies that were used by the 
Reformers are mainly argued in terms of a quantitative approach.^ Therefore, a 
systematic evaluation of the relative importance of any particular Father or a 
certain citation in the writings of the Reformers that identifies its relative 
gravity for the Reformers themselves has not hitherto been seriously conside
red. 

2 Among the many works on the Reformers' use of the Fathers, I took a survey of the followmg 
books with respect to the 'double-approach'- BACKUS, Reception. In this book, Schulze contri
buted his article about the relationship between Luther and the Fathers, and Backus about 
Zwingli and Bucer concerning their relation with the Fathers, and Johannes van Oort about 
Calvin and the Fathers However, the writers do not appear to make ajudgment about the rela
tive importance of the Fathers that were used by the Reformers. TODD, Function. In the third 
part of this dissertation the writer gives a 'critical analysis' of the function of the patristic writ
ings in Calvin's thought will be given, but it will also not give any consideration to the question 
of the quality of the cited patrististic evidence. VAN OORT, Kerkvaders. Various articles on the 
relation between the Reformers and the Church Fathers are presented by Dutch and German 
writers in this book. Also in this book, the evaluation of the relative importance of the patristic 
evidences m the Reformers' works is not a matter of concern. LANE, Calvin. GRANE, Auctontos. A 
noteworthy work is FRAENKEL, Testimonia, which represents Melanchthon as the originator of a 
critical and dogmatic patrology. According to this method, even the esteemed Fathers (probati 
patres) should be read 'not without judgment' {cum ladicio). Fraenkel points out the critical fea
ture of this German Reformer's patrology as 'appeals to the Fathers and at the same time cri
ticize them on the basis of the principle o{ sola scnptura'. This is basically the same approach I 
take with the 'double-approach' to Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers in his two Eucharistie 
treatises However, such a systematic method of evaluating the relative importance of the pa
tristic evidence according to the five categories set forth in my dissertation is without a 
precedent, so far as I know. 

3 See LANE, ibid., 55-61. Also, GRANE, Ibid., 94-95. 



174 Scripturae et Patrum Testimoniis 

In the two Eucharistie treatises of Peter Martyr, there is considerable diffe
rences to be found m the relative gravity ascribed to those who have been cited 
from the Fathers and the Medievals. So, this double-approach could provide a 
much better statistical survey concerning the function of the Fathers and the 
Medievals. 

A Quantitative Approach 

With a quantitative approach we can get some elementary informations about 
Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals. Our questions are: 'How 
are many authorities used in his DialogusT; 'Who are they, and who is the most 
frequently appealed authority?'; 'On which themes are they significantly 
cited'^'; 'which of the two major groups, the Fathers or the Medievals, is more 
frequently used by Peter Martyr in his refutation of the Lutheran doctrine of 
ubiquity?" 

From the first topic to the end, Dialogus is full of citations from the Fathers 
and the Medievals. In this argumentative work in the form of dialogue, Peter 
Martyr presents many citations from the Fathers and the Medievals. The varie
ty of the numerous citations is remarkable not only in the frequency and bulky 
amount of them, but also in terms of their relations to the topics of Dialogus. 
And there are also various kinds of the citations: only the names of the Fathers 
and the Medievals are mentioned with or without short comments of the aut
hor; the opinions of the authorities are paraphrased; the statements of the 
Fathers are directly cited in a few lines or sometimes in a few pages, or there 
might be repeated citations from the same author - but not the same text. This 
variety in the form of the citations becomes greater when we consider the 
relation of the citations to the topics in the arguments. Therefore certain prin
ciples are necessary for how we form and interpret this statistical survey not 
only m quantitative but also in qualitative terms. Some principles of these 
quantitative approach are as follows 

First, in case of repeated citations from the same source, although not the 
same text, it is counted as one citation. Here and there in Dialogus, there are 
long citations that are linked with such connecting words as 'et ibidem', 'et mox', 
'ibidem in eodem Dialogo', or 'rursus in eodem Dialogo'. In such cases Peter Martyr 
cites different texts from the same source of a Father or a Schoolman. Those 
cited texts, some from certain chapter and others from different chapters of 
the same source, are, in terms of content, parts of one and the same argument. 
So, it should be counted as one long citation according to the same source, not 
as many citations according to the number of times different texts are cited. 
Take as an example, Peter Martyr's citing of five statements from Fulgentius' 
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letter to Trasimundus {ad Trasimundum lib.3) which occur in two successive 
folio pages - these should be counted as one whole citation, because they are 
cited from the same source and in the same context of the discussion (i.e. what 
are the proper attributes of the divine nature?).''Augustine's The City of Cod, 
which is cited four times in two folio pages, first from chapter 4 and later from 
chapter 21, should also be counted as one whole citation, according to the same 
principle, that is, consecutive citations from the same source and in the same 
context of argument is to be counted as one citation.^ 

Second, some citations should be counted separately even although they 
are cited from the same source, as in the case where they are separated by 
other citations from other sources. For example, the Third Dialogue of Theodo-
ret, known as Impatibilis is cited first five times in 32r-33r and later four times 
in 36v-37v in Dialogus. Between these two citations there are other citations 
from Vigilius, Ambrose, Augustine, Jerome and Leo. According to the first prin
ciple the first five and second four statements from Theodoret should be coun
ted as one time. But they are separated by other citations and Peter Martyr 
cites much clearer evidences that could support his argument in the second 
group of citations. In this case, the two groups of statements should be counted 
as separate instances. 

Third, in case of re-quotations in which Peter Martyr makes clear both the 
original and the secondary sources, but he actually cites the original source 
indirectly, the two sources - orginal and secondary - should both be counted. 
This double counting is necessary for the correct evaluation of Peter Martyr's 
use of the Fathers and the Medievals, because in such cases Peter Martyr actu
ally read and used the secondary source with the knowledge of the original 
authority. So, both the original and the secondary sources have meaning for us 
to evaluate Peter Martyr's concept of authority. However, there are only a few 
such cases in Dialogus: Peter Martyr cites Severianus from a writing of Theodo
ret, and Strabus and Bede are re-cited from Peter Lombard.^ 

Counting the frequency of the citations is made according to the division of 
the topics in the English version of Dialogus, not that of Peter Martyr himself, as 
I mentioned earlier.' However, the topics are usefully divided for our statistical 
survey. With these topics, we can understand more clearly how he used some 
Fathers and Medievals in relation with certain themes. There are nine topics in 
the English version of Dialogus, but I find it more convenient to combine some 

4 DIA, 37V-38V. 
5 DIA, 79v-80v. Peter Martyr cites this famous work of the bishop of Hippo in the context of 

arguing for the locahty of heaven, with the imphcation that 'Quae omnia frustra disputasset, si 
coelum beatorum credidisset esse ubique, quemadmodum vos ponitis.' (80v.) 

6 DIA, 38v, 77r-77v. 
7 See Chapter II, 2.3.4 
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topics that can be dealt with together: Topic 4 (On the Ascension) and Topic 5 
(On the Place of Christ in Heaven) can be combined into one section on the 
locality of heaven. Topic 7 (Melanchthon's Position) is actually connected with 
Topic 6 (On the Presence of Christ's Body) in the content in the original treati
se. Thus, seven groups of topics are used in this quantitative approach, instead 
of the nine that appear in the English version. 

The distinction between the Fathers and the Medievals as in the Table 1, is 
based mainly on Peter Martyr's own distinction in Dialogus, as he states it in 
Topic 3 where he deals mainly with the Scholastics.* His periodization of 
Church History seems not so different from that of Calvin.̂  Basically Peter 
Martyr regards the time and age of the Fathers as purer than the later period of 
the Medievals. Such events as the spread of image worship and the doctriniza-
tion of the transubstantiation are regarded as significant signs of the change of 
periods. According to this periodization, those not well-known authorities, 
such as Severianus(d. 408), Strabus(c.808-849), and Udalricus, are attached to 
the group of the Medievals in Dialogus. 

A Qualitative Approach 

A quantitative approach alone is not enough for our evaluation of Peter Mar
tyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals, because the relative gravities of 
certan authorities cannot be fully evaluated by this approach. To find out more 
significant authorities for Peter Martyr in his treatise, we ought to estimate the 
relative importance of those citations in Dialogus. With some reasonable and 
consistent criteria, we can estimate the gravity of the citations and grade them 
accordingly. This qualitative approach shall give us more reliable data, by 
which we can more reliably evaluate his use of the Fathers and the Medievals. 

In this qualitative approach to Dialogus, I make five different categories (Ca
tegories 1-5) according to the following criteria: 

8 DIA, 62v. 'Nullis ad hue ex Patnbus ostendere potuisti, qui alicubi scripserint Humanitatem 
Christi esse ubique. Unum tantum Hieronymi dictum protulisti perperam abs te intellectum, et 
ex libello ems parum laudato descriptum. Nunc demum (si Deo placet) etiam scholasticos a te 
stare contendis.' 

9 Although Calvin did not make a clear periodization of Church history, we can reconstruct his 
periodization of history from his various writings, such as Institutes, commentaries, sermons, 
and also his letters. There are five successive periods from the New Testament to the times of 
the Reformation: The Apostolic Age, The Age of the Church Fathers (approximately from the 
Council of Nicaea (325) to the Council of Chalcedon (451)), The middle period: the time of Leo 
the Great (died 461) and Gregory (589-604), The decay of the church until the time of Bernard 
of Clairvaux (1090-1153) and the times of the apostasy, and The Age of the Reformation. See, 
my Function, especially chapter 2 (Calvin's concept of the Early Church and Tradition). Also see 
BERGER, Geschichtsauffassung, 93-110,168-197, TODD, Function, 133-158; LANE, 'Use', 149-205. 
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(1) How much does the content of a citation (and Peter Martyr's argument 
on the citation) contribute to the purpose of Dialogus, the refutation of the 
Lutheran theory of ubiquity? In relation with the core themes of each topic, 
such as 'the verbal communication of the idioms', 'the heavenly presence of 
Christ's body after His ascension' and 'the locality of the heaven', how strongly 
or directly do the citations support his arguments? 

(2) How important are the citations, in terms of their length? There are so
me citations that could be graded equally with other citations, although they 
are very short in length. For example, according to the first criterion, the short 
citation from Irenaeus in 34r about Christ's sufferings and death is equally 
important as the citation from Augustine in 79v-81v, where Peter Martyr quo
tes nine times from City of Cod. However, there is considerable difference in 
terms of the length of these citations. In the case of citations from the same 
Father, there are such differences not in gravity but also in length.^" So, by this 
second criterion, the length of the citations can be properly considered. As we 
can see later, this second criterion is mainly applied to the division between 
Category 4 and Category 5. 

Five Categories 

(1) Category 1 - 'critical or neutral citations; mentions the names of favorable 
authorities' 
Only two groups of citations belong to this category. First, there are citations 
that Peter Martyr used as the bases of his own further argumentation. They are 
mostly from the authorities that were used to support Brenz, and thus they 
seemed to be unfavorable to Peter Martyr at first sight. Peter Martyr gives 
some critical remarks and his evaluations of these citations"; however, he 
treats such citations not so very negatively but rather neutrally. By explaining 
such citations otherwise or sometimes by supplying other statements of the 

10 A significant example of this case is found in the citations from Theodoret, whose importance 
for Peter Martyr should be properly evaluated by their length as well as their gravity. Peter 
Martyr's short remark on Theodoret in 35r ('Atque hac de re Theodoretus vir doctissimus, nee 
minus orthodoxus, qui omnibus hisce actionibus interfuit, dialogos pulcherrimos et utilissimos 
conscnpsit.') is as important as the long citations from the Father in 36v-37v. 

11 About the statement from Compendium of Theological Truth, which supports the multi-locality of 
Christ's body in the Lord's Supper - 'Corpus Christi licet non sit ubique, cum sit creatura, nee 
aequan posit in huiusmodi creatori: in pluribus tamen locis est totum, sub diversis hostiis, et 
hoc est propter unionem carnis ad Verbum. Unde merito habet amplius quam alia creatura, 
quod in locis pluribus simul et semel posit esse, etc.' in DIA, 62r. - Peter Martyr remarks very 
critically at first - 'Nunc venio ad tuum Compendium Theologiae, quod potius est eius Dispen-
dium.' However, also in this case Peter Martyr also tries to re-interpret the citation for his 
support. See, DIA, 65v-66r. 
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same Fathers, he tries to make such contra-citations favorable to his own posi
tion. For example, when Brenz appeals to Jerome's statement 'Si ergo agnus est 
ubique, certe et sancti ubique esse credendi sunt', he takes the opportunity to 
elucidate the meaning of the adverb 'everywhere' in Jerome's statement.^^ 
Such neutralization of the contra-citations through the mouth of Pantachus 
the outstanding in case how he uses the Medieval Scholastics. For example, in 
Topic 3 (On Ubiquity), Brenz (Pantachus) appealed to the well-known School
men Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventura and Peter Lombard, but Peter Martyr re
interprets them to lend support to his own position." This kind of the citation 
belongs to Category 1, the lowest of the five categories, and they are ascribed 1 
point for each. In spite of the reassessment they are originally counter-
evidences, so their contribution to Peter Martyr should be estimated as the 
lowest. 

Second, there are a few cases in which Peter Martyr mentions only the na
mes of the Fathers and the Medievals without any citations from them. These 
names are mentioned after other citations that support his arguments, and 
appear there to confirm his use of the foregoing citations. For example, Udalri-
cus, Gabriel Biel and Richard of Mediavilla are mentioned only by name after a 
series of citations from other Schoolmen concerning the word 'everywhere' in 
the famous statement that 'Christus homo est ubicjue.'" In this case, the names of 
the three Schoolmen function as the additional authorities to confirm Peter 
Martyr's interpretation. His use of Jerome concerning the incorrupt virginity 
of Mary after the birth of Jesus Christ also belongs to this category." This kind 
of citation is also classified as Category 1, because they are merely additional to 
other citations. Their absence makes little difference in the support of Peter 
Martyr's arguments. 

(2) Category 2 - 'mentions and remarks on heretics' 
Such heretics as Nestorius and Eutyches play an important role in Peter 
Martyr's arguments against the Lutheran concept of the two natures of Christ, 
though they are neither Fathers nor Medievals. Peter Martyr's citations from 

12 DIA, 60V-61V. 
13 DIA, 61V-64V. 
14 DIA, 64r-64v. 
15 DIA, 95r. 'Interim non ignoro quid hac de re Hieronymus contra Helvidium disputant. Cum 

Helvidio non facio, neque virginitatem Mariae incorruptam hisce Patrum testimoniis in du-
bium revocatam velim.' However, this mention of Jerome does not seem to be intended as an 
additional confirmation of Peter Martyr's argument. From the context, it seems that Peter 
Martyr is reluctant to say more about the matter of the least important, namely the incorrupt
ible virginity of Mary. However, his intention is to show that in relation to Jerome, Brenz has 
very weak foundation for his argument. 
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these heretics and his remarks on them are used almost always to confirm the 
orthodoxy of his Reformed view of the two natures of Christ. The name of 
Nestorius and his erroneous teachings on the relation between the two natures 
of Christ are repeatedly mentioned and by doing so he effectively refutes 
Brenz's accusation that his Reformed doctrine is Nestorian.^^ Peter Martyr also 
makes use of Eutyches and his erroneous teachings in order to defend the or
thodoxy of his own doctrine of the two natures of Christ as well as to attack 
Brenz's doctrine of ubiquity as 'monotheistic error' reminiscent of the old 
heretics." Such remarks on the heretics themselves cannot be regarded as the 
same kind of appeal that he makes to the Fathers or the Medievals. However, 
these remarks strongly support his position over against Brenz on matter 
similar to those raised by heretics long ago: the two natures of Christ. In fact, in 
these remarks Peter Martyr appeals to the authority of the Ecumenical 
Councils that condemned the erroneous teachings of both heretics: the Council 
of Ephesus (431) and the Council of Chalcedon (451). This kind of remark on the 
heretics, is strong but indirect support, and therefore should belong to 
Category 2. 

Peter Martyr's use of Luther, especially in his contrast between the German 
Reformer and the Church Fathers," can also belong to this category. In this 

16 DIA, 9r. 'Non dividimus naturas, ut Nestorius.'; DIA, 12r, 'Abutebatur Nestorius plus aequo 
naturarum distinctione, quam existimavit in Christo tantam fuisse, ut beatam virginem dixent 
solum hominem peperisse, et naturam divinam in eo tanquam in domicilie quodam resedisse. 
Proinde naturas adeo a se invicem discrevit, ut duas personas ex eis fecent.', DIA, 15r. 'Unio-
nem quippe duarum naturarum non tantum credimus perpetuo mansuram, sed Nestorio eam 
dividenti nos accernmos hostes profitemur.'; DIA, 16v. 'Personae defmitionem recipio, neque 
me latet eam contra illos facere, qui Nestorio adhaerentes duas hypostases m Domino confin-
xerunt. Illos confutat allata definitio; Sententiam vero meam nulla ex parte labefactat, cum 
personae unitatem orthodoxe retineam, et profitear Deum esse impartibilem.', DIA 34v. 'Nos 
autem a Nestorio plurimum et distamus et abhorremus, ut qui sentiamus naturam Christi hu-
manam absque divinitate vei m ipso beatae virginis utero nunquam fuisse unde illi adoptio-
nem minime concedimus, quemadmodum caeteris Sanctis.' 

17 DIA, 9r 'Nee rursus, quemadmodum Eutyches, illas confundimus.'; DIA, 9v. 'Quod profecto ab 
Eutychetis errore non procul abest, qui proprietates et naturas in Christo ita confundebat et 
miscebat, ut non duae naturae ab eo, sed una tantum constitueretur.'; DIA, 12r. 'Eutyches vero 
e diverse abusus est unitate, quam adeo conglutinatam et intimam finxit, ut post incarnatio-
nem solum naturam unam in Christo agnoverit.'; DIA, 13r. 'Ista ut Nestorio vel Eutychi recte 
conveniat, certe in nos minime quadrant. Non enim vel divinitatem Christi ab illius humani-
tate abiunctam, vel humanitatem absque divinitate praedicamus.'; DIA, 34v-35r. 'Caeterum 
cum deinde in Concilio Chalcedonensi Eutyches damnandus esset, qui unam duntaxat in Chris
to naturam fingebat, Verbum Dei statuens versum in carnem, ac re ipsa et vere passum, cruci-
fixum, et mortuum in sua natura, cautius actum est, in sermonibus, dictis, et loquuntionibus 
paulo ante allatis: et declaratum est Christum esse passum et mortuum, qua homo, sed non qua 
Deus.' 

18 After detailed refutation of his adversary's appeals to the Fathers and the Medievals, denounc
ing Brenz as not being consistent with his own claim of Biblical and patristic supports, Peter 
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case, he uses Luther in a negative way, in order to consolidate the orthodoxy of 
the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

(3) Category 3 - 'citations that are related to Peter Martyr's hermeneutical 
remarks' 
There are various citations that belong to this category. However the common 
denominator of this category is that they are all concerned with the 
interpretation of some difficult words or statements of the Fathers and the 
Medievals. Most of the citations can be found in Peter Martyr's critical re
examinations of the evidence that Brenz used to support his arguement. From 
the interpretations of these citations, therefore, we gain an understanding of 
Peter Martyr's hermeneutical principles for reading the Fathers and the 
Medievals. 

First, he uses some citations from the Fathers as a model for the interpreta
tion of the difficult statement of Apostle Paul that Christ ascended above all the 
heavens to fill all things. Following Bullinger, Peter Martyr interprets Christ's 
filling all things as meaning that Christ had filled 'all sorts of places'." To sup
port the interpretation, he uses the citations from Augustine and Jerome who 
interpreted 'all men' as 'all kinds of men'.^" Jerome related the 'filling all things' 
to 'certain invisible, hidden dispensations which Christ alone with His Father 
knows.'̂ ^ 

Martyr targets Luther, who is the ultimate authority to Brenz in his doctrine of ubiquity: DIA, 
lOOv. 'At longe ahter, atque praedices, te gessisti, ex verbo Dei nihil ferme proferendo, sed ex 
Luthero tantummodo accepisti, quae mecum es locutus, adiectis quibusdam rationibus partim 
probabilibus, partim sophisticis, una cum aliquibus testimoniis Patrum, non tarnen usque adeo 
crebris, eisque vel vel tecum pugnantibus, vel a praesenti controversia multum alienis. [...] Lu-
theri autem dictis, quae saepius in ore habes, et ubivis contra nostram sententiam profundis, 
opponere nunc decrevi Patrum veterum quam apertissima dicta, quae senties vestram ubiqui-
tatem prorsus damnare.' 

19 Peter Martyr's Reformed interpretation of these words is as follows: DIA, 58v. 'Nos autem 
Apostoli verba sic intelligimus: cum dominus quoad suam humanitatem aliquandiu conversa-
tus esset in mundo, et in aere fuisset cum in cruce penderet, in man dum super ems undas am-
bularet, in sepulchro item et apud inferos tnduo postquam animum expiravit, quis tandem ei 
locus restabat attingendus? Nullus plane alius, nisi ut coelos caperet, quo tum absolveret loco-
rum oraium generum implectionem, id est, ut omnia locorum genera impleret.' 

20 DIA, 58v. 'Hoc genus loquutionis Augustinus expressit, cum Apostolum interpretaretur, dicen-
tem, Deum voile omnes hommes salvos fieri, hoc est, inquit, ex omnibus hominum generibus 
atque conditionibus eos servat, quos voluntate sua prius elegit.' With this same kind of inter
pretation Peter Martyr tries to interpret the 'filling all things ' as such: DIA, 58v. 'Promde cum 
tantummodo coeli restarent, quos corpore suo adhuc non att igerat , ideo ascendit ut illos quo-
que impleret. ' 

21 Peter Martyr noticed that Jerome also related the 'filling of all things' not to 'ubiquity' of 
Christ body but to the various kinds of places, including 'the regions of the blest': DIA, 58v-59r. 
'Id tantum addam, Hieronymum in epistola ad Ephes cap. 4. ea verba interpretando, scnbere, 



An Analysis of Peter Martyr's Use of the Fathers and the Medievals 181 

Second, there are other citations which he makes in order explain some 
controversial words and phrases on the two natures of Christ. For example, his 
citation from Peter Lombard makes it clear how he understands the twin words 
totus and totum, which were applied to Christ, one according to His nature, the 
other according to His hypostasis.^^ A citation from Augustine, who Peter Mar
tyr claims in support of his interpretation of 'This is my body', also belongs to 
this category.^^ The statement of Gregory of Nazianzus, which Peter Martyr 
cites in order to trace the confusion of the terminology concerning the com
munication of properties, is also assigned to this category.^" His citation from 
Bernard, by which he argues that the Fathers also supported the figurative 
interpretation of the institutional words," also belongs here. 

Third, there are Peter Martyr's remarks on certain authorities which show 
his careful hermeneutical approach to obtain the proper meaning of certain 
statements. Especially, on the statements of Cyril, Gelasius and the author of 
Compendium, to whom Brenz willingly appealed, Peter Martyr provides such 
hermeneutical remarks. For example, he considers the 'situation' in which 
Cyril was located, in order to obtain a more appropriate understanding of more 
or less strong statements of this Father about the two natures in Christ.^^ Such 

Nunquid corporaliter omnes coelos et universas sublimitates et coelorum circulos, quos Philo-
sophi sphaeras vocant, transiens atque transcendens stetit in summo coeli fornice, et ut ipso 
verbo utar, apside? An certe omnia corporalia contemnens atque despiciens et aeterna con-
templans super coelos, id est, super invisibilia stetisse credendus est? quod ego melius puto. 
Descendit ergo in infenora terrae, et ascendit super cranes coelos Films Dei, ut non tantura le
gem, Prophetasque compleret, sed et alias quasdam occultas dispensationes, quas solus ipse 
novit cum patre. Neque enim scire possumus, quomodo et angelis et his qui in inferno erant, 
sanguis Christi profuerit, et tamen quin profuerit nescire non possumus. Descendit quoque ad 
inferos et ascendit ad coelos, ut impleret eos, qui in illis regionibus erant, secundum id quod se 
capere poterant. Ex quo sciendum, quod antequam Christus descenderet et ascenderet, vacua 
fuennt omnia, et plenitudine illius mdiguerint, etc.' 

22 DIA, 6Zv-63r. 'Sicut Christus totus est Deus, totus homo, sed non totum Quia non solum est 
Deus vel homo, sed et Deus et homo. Totum enim ad naturam refertur. Totus autem ad hypos-
tasim. [...] Totum enim naturae est repraesentatiuum, Totus autem hypostaseos, etc.' 

23 DIA, 133v. 'Hoc est corpus meum, sic exponendum ent , Hoc, quod scilicet demonstrabatur, 
significat corpus meum, Vel est sacramentum corporis mei. Nee inusitatum aut novum est, ut 
signa externa in mysteriis nomina rerum significatarum sortiantur, ut Augustinus et alii Patres 
docuerunt.' 

24 DIA, 40r-40v. 
25 DIA, 133r. 
26 DIA, 34r-34v. 'Cynllus paulo vehementior fuit in loqutionlbus lam allatis exaggerandis, quia 

ipsi certamen erat adversus Nestorium, qui naturas discerpebat, non aliam coniunctionem ag-
noscens naturae divinae cum humana, quam per mentum, et quae post hominem qui assu-
mendus erat, lam actu existentem contigerit ' It is noteworthy that Cyril is the major target of 
such hermeneutical remarks of Peter Martyr See DIA, 38v - on Cyril's comparison of the soul; 
DIA, 39r-39v - on his appropriate approach to commentary; DIA, 50r - on Cyril's understanding 
of the communication of properties, etc. 
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a careful hermeneutical approach that considers the context of the original 
text is obvious in his analysis of the statement from Compendium, which sup
ported the multi-locality of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper on the basis of 
the hypostatical union of the two natures in Christ. First of all, Peter Martyr 
denounces the authority of the Compendium, and then highlights the part that 
is advantageous for his views, and then he goes on to explain the reason why 
the controversial part is included, and finally he appropriates the evidence for 
his position, declaring categorically that the Schoolman who seemed to be on 
Brenz's side, turned out to be his side." Peter Martyr's rejection of the legend 
about the Apostle Peter's death, which Brenz found in the works of Ambrose as 
an evidence for the argument on the ubiquitous presence of Christ's body, 
should be included in this category, because this remark clearly shows his 
hermeneutic principle that Peter Martyr had.̂ * 

The citations of this category do not directly support Peter Martyr's opini
on, but they lay the groundwork for his further arguments. Thus, the grade of 
importance of the citations in this category is lower than other citations that 
support Peter Martyr more directly. 
(4) Category 4 - 'citations directly supporting Peter Martyr, but not crucially' 
The last two of the 5 categories relate to citations which directly support Peter 
Martyr's arguments. The citations in these categories, however, could be 
divided into two categories, because some of them touch the crucial arguments 
of Dialogos: refutation of the theory of ubiquity, distinctive properties of the 
two natures of Christ, and the 'verbal' communication of the properties. Such 
citations that are more crucially useful for Peter Martyr should be ascribed 

27 DIA, 65v-66r. 'Nunc venio ad tuum Compendium Theologiae, quod potius est ems Dispendium. 
Id omnmo dat non tuae, sed meae sententiae testimonium, cum perhibeat dilucidis verbis, Corpus 
Chnsti non esse ubique quod sit creatura, nee m hmusmodi aequan possit creaton. Quid tibi vis aper-
tius aut clanus dici? Quod si postea subdit, Id tamen in pluribus locis esse posse, id est, sub di-
versis hostiis: torrente Papistici errons mvo/vitur Cumque illius exceptionis nullam causam vei 
probabilem posset reddere, ad vestram Gorgonem se convertit, id est, ad hypostaticam unio-
nem, quam vos consuevistis omnibus argumentis, quamvis firmissimis, opponere. Hic tu Pan-
tache adversus eum agis, quem tibi advocaveras testem, de illo quaerens, Cur si corpus Chnsti 
ob ilia unionem potest esse in multis locis, propter eandem non possit esse in omnibus, id est, 
ubique. Causa est in promptu, Quid videt corpus Chnsti esse creaturam, et ideo non posse 
coextendi creaton. [...] Etenim ob suam praesentiam camis Chnsti, quam m Eucharistia tuen volunt, 
hoc mendacium fabncati sunt, quod postea vos tanquam eorum simu amplectimini. Nee sane 
huiusmodi Chimaeram ex aliis lacunis expiscati estis. Nam Scripturae atque Patres nusquam 
corpori locum a t tnbuerunt non localiter. Tu quidem Scholasticos fortiter affirmabas tecum facere, 
sed illos tibi etiam quam maxime adversan deprehensum est.' (Italics mine.) 

28 DIA, 117r. 'Quod postremo loco ex Ambrosio attulisti, omnium est infirmissimum, quia ilia 
qualisqualis his tona in divinis literis non habetur, et idcirco t am potest recipi quam repudian. 
Multa quippe mendacia et confictae narrationes, etiam de sacris, rebus crebro in vulgum spar-
guntur, quae ut apud aliquos fidem merentur, sic ab aliis magna confidentia irndentur. ' 
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with the highest weight, Category 5, while the rest of such citations belong to 
Category 4. 

Peter Martyr's appreciation of the metaphor of 'fire on iron', which Brenz 
used from Ambrose in order to support the communication of properties, is 
one of typical example of the citations in this category. With some additional 
explanations from the bishop of Milan, Peter Martyr uses this citation to sup
port his own position.'̂ ^ Along the same line, there are in this category citations 
from Augustine that contradict Brenz's interpretations of 'the right-hand of 
God' as 'omnipotence' as well as of 'Christ's ascension' as 'omni-presence'.^° 
Other citations from Augustine, Origen and Jerome that support Peter Martyr's 
emphasis upon the crucial role of faith in the Lord's Supper,'^ belong in this 
category along with those citations which testify the distinctive properties of 
the Godhead - such as ubiquity of the Holy Spirit, immortality of the Godhead, 
etc." The citation from Jerome who spoke boldly of the things that God Al
mighty cannot do,̂ ^ is one of the typical citations that belong to this fourth 
category: citations that support Peter Martyr well, but do not touch the crucial 
themes. In the case of the statement from Jerome, it does not directly assert 
that the ubiquity of Christ's body is impossible according to His nature, but it 
only paves the way for arguing for such a conclusion. 

Many citations deal with astronomical physics and concern the topic of the 
nature of heaven also belong in this category. John of Damascus' statement 
that defines 'heaven' as a complex which accommodates creatures visible and 
invisible,'" is typical of this kind of citation. Peter Martyr's appeal to Ambrose 
who could repudiate Brenz's argument that there is no place beyond the visible 
heaven,'^ is also classified in this category. This kind of citation does not touch 

29 DIA, 46v-47r. 'Sententiam suam Basilius adhuc dilucidius exprimit, addendo Nigrum est fer-
rum et frigidum, sed tamen ignitum, formam ignis mduit, et ipsum illustratur et candeflt, non 
nigrefaciens ignem, et ipsum inflammatur, non frigefaciens flammam. Sic porro etiam Dommi eu
ro ipsa particeps facta est deitatxs, non suam propnam deitati tradidit imbecühtatem.' (Italics mine.) 

30 DIA, 76r 
31 DIA, 98r-99r. 
32 On Basil's test imony of the ubiquity as a proof of the divinity of the Holy Spirit, see DIA, 6v; and 

on Irenaeus' testimony that the divinity cannot taste death, see DIA, 34r. 
33 DIA, 4v. 'Et Hieronymus Tomo 1. ad Eustochium, De Custodia virginitatis, inquit, Audenter 

loquar. Cum omnia possit Deus, suscitare non potest virginem post ruinam.' 
34 DIA, 76v-77r. 'Coelum est complexio, vel (ut ita dixerim) continentia visibilium creaturarum et 

invisibilium Intra enim ipsum et intellectuales angelorum virtutes et omnia sensibilia conclu-
duntur, et ambitu eius terminantur, etc ' and about the location of heaven 'Est igitur coelum 
coeli primum coelum supra firmamentum coUocatum. Ecce duo coelinam et firmamentum 
Deus vocavit coelum. Consuetudo etiam divinae scripturae est, aerem coelum vocare, ab eo 
quod est sursum videri. Benedicte enim inquit, omnes volucres coeli, aerem intelligens. Nam 
aer est volucrum iter et non coelum. Ecce tres coeli, quos divinus dixit Apostolus, etc ' 

35 DIA, 76v-77r. 
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directly the crucial points of the arguments, but nevertheless they pave the 
way for discussion of the crucial theme of the locality of Christ's body. 

As mentioned above, the length should be considered in assigning a citation 
to one of the two important categories. Along with the most important citati
ons that crucially support Peter Martyr's position there are also very short 
ones, which take only a few lines. In comparison with other citations of Cate
gory 5 which range over a number of pages, those short citations ought not to 
be graded equally with the other extensive citations. Such short citations 
ought not belong to the highest category in spite of their direct support to 
Peter Martyr's position. Two citations from Athanasius and one from Augustine 
on verbal communication are those most important citationts but they are 
short.'' 

(5) Category 5 - 'citations crucial to Peter Martyr's argumentations' 
Those citations that are substantial in length and support the major concerns 
of Peter Martyr are assigned the highest weight. In Dmlogus there are nine Fa
thers and three Medievals, whose statements are most important to his argu
ment: Ambrose, Augustine, Basil, Cyril, Fulgentius, Gregory of Nazianzus, 
Jerome, Theodoret, Vigihus, Bonaventura and Thomas Aquinas. As mentioned 
above, these citations are connected with the crucial points of Didogus: the 
distinctive properties of the two natures of Christ, the verbal communication 
of properties, and in particular the rejection of the ubiquity of Christ's body. 

Typical citations in this category are as follows: Ambrose's testimonies that 
the ascension of Christ and His sitting at the right hand of God the Almighty is 
about the body of Christ, while the divinity of Christ needs not move from 
place to place;" Augustine's explanation of Christ's words 'Today you will be 
with me in paradise', which is cited to show that this Father clearly contradic
ted the theory of ubiquity;'' repeated citations from Augustine, which clearly 
contrast the ubiquity as a proper property of the divine nature to the property 

36 For Athanasius, see DIA, 13r, 18r. The second citation is from the Athanasian Creed, which 
Scholars no longer attribute to this Father. For Augustine, see 39r. 

37 DIA, 33v. 
38 DIA, 25v-26r. 'Sed Augustinus in ecclesiae dogmatis exercitatissimus, longe aliter sensit. Nam 

respondendo scribit, Si ergo secundum hominem, quem Deus Verbum suscepit putamus dic
tum esse, Hodie mecum ens in paradiso: non ex his verbis in coelo existimandus est esse para-
disus. Neque enim in coelo ipso die futurus erat homo Christus lesus, sed in inferno secundum 
animam, in sepulchro autem secundum carnem, etc. [...] Non est autem consequens, ut quod in 
Deo est, ita sit ubique ut Deus, etc. Quod tu statuis hominem a filio Dei susceptum esse ubique, 
ut divinitas, audis Augustinum apertissimis verbis negare. Deinde subiecit: Una persona Deus 
et home est, et untrunque est unus Christus lesus, ubique per id quod Deus est, in coelo autem 
per id quod homo, etc.' 
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of locality as indispensable for the human nature of Christ;^' many citations 
from Cyril that he uses to contradict Brenz's argument that all the properties 
of Christ really communicate both natures."" These citations clearly show that 
Cyril supported the distinctive properties of the two natures in Christ and also 
the verbal communication of properties."^ All the five citations from Fulgentius 
- one of them is very long indeed - belong to this category. The citation from 
this Father's second book to Trasimundus, is the clearest support Peter Mar
tyr's doctrine of the two natures in Christ: the Apostolic teaching also announ
ces that the true humanity of Christ is in place as well as the true divinity of 
Christ which is always immense."^ All the citations, which explain the relation 
between the divine and human natures in Christ during His three days in the 
tomb, also belong to this category."' 

1.2. Statistical Survey of Dialogus 

Quantitative Approach: Table 1 

There are 25 Fathers and 15 Medievals, cited by Peter Martyr in Dialogus, as 
Table 1 shows. A notable feature that arises from listing the citations in this 

39 DIA, 52V-53V. 
40 DIA, 39v 'Si hac regula Pantache utereris, non omnes propnetates re ipsa utrique naturae 

communicares. Idem Cyrillus in epistola ad lohannem Antiochaenum ait: Praeterea et impassi-
bile esse verbum Dei confitemur omnes, etiam si sapientissime mysterium hoc dispensans sibi 
ipsi quae p ropnae carni acciderunt passiones adscribere videatur. Hactenus et sapientissimus 
Petrus, Christo igitur, inquit, in came pro nobis passo: non dicit, in natura inenarrabilis divmi-
tatis. Ut enim ipse omnium credatur esse servator, secundum dispensatoriam appropriatio-
nem, propnae carnis passiones {sicut dixi) ad seipsum refert, etc. ' See also other citations from 
Cyril, 29v-30r, 40r, 44r-44v, 54r-54v. 

41 After quoting Cyril's 'On the Incarnation of the Word', Peter Martyr asserts that this Father 
was of the same opinion with him on the matter of the verbal communication: DIA, 54v 'Fiic 
primum fatetur Cyrillus quod antea dicebam, reipsa humanitati Christi non esse communica-
tum e coelo descensum, qui proprius verbi fuit, sed tantum ad illam phrasi et loquutione scrip-
turae accommodatum, quo doceremur unitatem duarum naturarum in eadem hypostasi.' 

42 DIA, 69v. 'Nemo ascendit in coelum, nisi qui de coelo descendit. Films hominis qui est in coelo. 
Non quia humana Chnsti substancia fusset ubique diffusa, se quoniam unus idemque Dei Films 
atque hominis Films, verus Deus ex patre, sicut homo verus ex homine, licet secundum veram 
humanitatem suam locahter tunc esset in terra, secundum divinitatem tamen, quae loco nulla-
tenus continetur, coelum totus impleret et terram. Istam Christi veram humanitatem, quae lo-
calis est, ut veram divinitatem quae immensa semper est, Apostolica quoque doctrina 
cermmus mtimari ' 

43 This IS one of the most famous arguments for the distinctive properties between the human 
and divine natures of Christ, of which many Fathers willingly made use in order to show the 
locality of Christ's body and the ubiquity of His divinity. See, DIA, 54r, 61v, 103r (Augustine); 
32v-33r (Theodoret); 105r (Vigilius). 
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way is the striking differences in their frequencies. Augustine, the most fre
quently cited Father, was cited 45 times, while 16 other Fathers are cited below 
six times."" Even among those Fathers who are cited more than six times, there 
is a considerable gap in frequency between the most and the least cited."^ The 
unbalance among the frequencies intensifies when the data from the Medievals 
is included in our analysis. Leo the Great, the most frequently cited Schoolman, 
counts only 8 times, and all the other Medievals count below 6 times. So, the 
role of the Medievals, viewed from the standpoint of their frequencies, it is 
relatively insignificant in comparison with that of the Fathers."^ And the 
weight of the top two Fathers, Augustine and Cyril, is greater, in terms of the 
frequency of citations, than all the other Fathers as well as all the Medie-
vals.The most outstanding figure from this standpoint is Augustine, whose 
frequency far exceeds the total number of all the Medievals. in Dialogus citati
ons from this Father are more than a quarter of all citations from the Fathers. 
And Augustine is the only Father who is cited more than once over all the to
pics from 1 to 9." 

In Topic 2 (On the property of the Natures in Christ), Peter Martyr appeals 
most frequently to the Fathers (65 times). And on Topics 4-5 (On the Ascension 
and the Place of Christ's Body in Heaven) there are 30 patristic citations from 
nearly all the Fathers quoted in Dialogus (16 out of 25 Fathers). Topic 6-7 (The 
Presence of Christ's Body and Melanchthon's Position) is third in terms of fre
quency of patristic citations (24 times). For all topics, Augustine is cited, while 
Cyril is concentrated in Topic 2 (23 out of 30 times). 

Leo the Great is outstanding among the Medievals not only in terms of fre
quency, but also in terms of the distribution of citations. Other Medievals are 
cited in Topic 3, while Leo is cited 6 times in Topic 2, and once in Topic 4-5 as 
well as in Topic 6-7. So Leo is the only Schoolman cited in three different to
pics. We shall come to the reason for the high esteem enjoyed by Leo in Dialo
gus later from the analysis of this statistical data. 

It is noteworthy that Nestorius is cited six times, more frequently than all 
the Medievals except Leo. Among all the Fathers and the Medievals, Nestorius 

44 Among these 16 Fathers, 11 are cited only once, and 3 are ment ioned twice, while the other 2 
are appealed 4 times each. A frequency of'six' of the frequency can be regarded as a significant 
boundary, because among those who are cited more than 6 times there is Fulgentius, whose 5 
citations are very important according to the qualitative approach. 

45 Augustme (45 times), Cyril (30 times) are followed by Theodoret (17 times), Vigihus (14 times), 
Jerome (12 times), and Ambrose (10 times), and then there follow Basil (7 times), Fulgentius 
and Gregory of Nazianzus (both six times). 

46 34 times citations from the Medievals amount to about twenty percent of the 165 citations 
from the Fathers. And they are concentrated in Topic 3. 24 of 34 times. 

47 Cyril is not cited in Topics 3, 8, 9, while Jerome is cited in all the topics except 9. Among the 
Medievals no one is cited in all the topics. 
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IS ninth in frequency of citation. Eutyches is mentioned four times, which is 
not so few when compared with the Medievals. As I mentioned above, Peter 
Martyr's use of the heretics can be regarded as his appeal to the authority of 
the Ephesus and Chalcedon Councils, which condemned the teachings of these 
two. By criticizing them heretics and their erroneous teachings, Peter Martyr 
tries to secure the orthodoxy of his Reformed doctrine of the two natures in 
Christ. His use of the heretics, thus, reveals his profound respect for the autho
rity of the two ecumenical Councils. 

Qualitative Approach Table 2 

In Table 2, the numbers in parenthesis signify the points that are given to the 
citations according to their relative weighting. Viewed from this qualitative 
angle, the ranking of importance is not so very different: Augustine (168 
points), Cyril (108 points), Vigilius (66 points), Theodoret (43 points), and Jero
me (36 points). Only Theodoret and Vigilius change places. Among the Medie
vals, Leo the Great (37 points) is still the most important. Thomas Aquinas (14 
points) comes second, in place of Gelasius (12). Thus, it seems that the qualita
tive approach makes little change in the ranking of importance of the Fathers 
and the Medievals in T)xa\oqui. However, from the result of this qualitative 
approach, we can derive meaningful information about the weighting ascribed 
to the different authorities. For example, we need to pay attention to the 
citations of category 5, which covers the most important statements for Peter 
Martyr's arguments: 'Who is the most frequently classified into Category 5?' 

It IS still Augustine, whose 14 statements are assigned to this category. Then 
come Cyril (12 times), Vigilius (lO times) and Theodoret (7 times). Augustine's 
predominance becomes much clearer when seen from the number of points we 
have assigned to his citations: in fact, his points in the most important two 
categories, Category 4 and 5 (150 points), go far beyond the second figure Cyril, 
who has only 64 points from those two categories. It is noteworthy that the 
difference between Cyril's grade of importance (108 points) and that of Vigilius 
(66 points) becomes somewhat smaller, if we consider the points assigned to 
them from these two categories alone: Cyril (84 points) and Vigilius (66 points). 
The considerable difference in total points between the two Fathers is due to 
the citations from Cyril's statements that are found in categories 1 and 3. None 
of the citations from Vigilius is classified into these lower categories. In fact, all 
the citations from Vigilius are classified into either Category 4 or 5, which sug
gests that the gravity of this Father ought to be given a value soemwhat higher 
than the respective total points might indicate. As for Fulgentius, we can say 
the same thing from the qualitative approach. Five of the six citations from 
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Fulgentius are found in Category 5, and of the rest one is classified in Category 
4. This would seem to indicate that Peter Marytr regarded all the citations from 
Fulgentius as very strong and important evidence for his position. 

The citations from Ambrose, Augustine and Jerome are classified into all 
the five categories, while those from Cyril are classified into four categories 
except Category 2. This indicates that these four Fathers are 'esteemed' autho
rities for Brenz as well as for Peter Martyr. Fulgentius, Theodoret and Vigilius 
are important Fathers especially for Peter Martyr, because their statements are 
mainly assigned to Categories 4 and 5. 

The difference in gravity between the Fathers and the Medievals becomes 
much clearer from the qualitative approach: 620 points of the Fathers in total 
as against a total of 112 points for the Medievals. This would indicate that Peter 
Martyr does not give as much importance to the Medievals in his refutation of 
the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity in Dialogus. 

2. A Survey of Peter Martyr's Use of the Fathers and the Medievals in His 
Tractatio 

As mentioned above, Tractatio, Peter Martyr's Eucharistie treatise of 1549, is a 
significant source for understanding the characteristic features of his use of 
the Fathers and the Medievals. Moreover, we can compare it with Dialogus 
which, written more than 10 years later, was also on the Lord's Supper. 

For four days from 28 May 1549, there was a heated dispute between Peter 
Martyr and three Romanist theologians at Oxford about the transubstantiation 
and the bodily presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper. We have discussed this 
at length in 2.2. The Controversy with the Roman Theologians in the Oxford 
Period (1547-1553). From the first day to the last, the disputation was occupied 
with patristic and medieval citations of Peter Martyr and his three adversaries 
as they sought to refute each other. After the disputation Peter Martyr wrote 
Tractatio, an orderly representation of his arguments in the disputation that 
had appealed to the Fathers and the Medievals. As a matter of fact, the Fathers 
and the Medievals constitute the major part of this treatise. Although not all 
authorities mentioned in disputation were included in Tractatio,'^^ this tract is 
one of the best sources that clearly shows Peter Martyr's use of them in the 
Oxford Disputation. 

48 Most of the significant cases are treated in an orderly fashion in Tractatio. However, not all the 
patristic and medieval arguments m disputation are reflected in Tractatio One such neglected 
argument is that of Epiphanius, who had been often cited by both sides, concerning the inter
pretation of'This is my body'. But in Tractatio, Epiphanius is mentioned only indirectly in con
nection with Peter Martyr's vindication of the authority of Origen. 
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2.1. Method of Statistical Survey 

The Objects of this Statistical Survey 

The major targets of analysis in this work are also the Fathers and Medievals. 
There are 26 Fathers and 20 Medievals in Tractatio. The heretics and the Coun
cils are also considered as in Dialogus, and they are included to help us arrive at 
a better understanding of Peter Martyr's concept of the authorities: 5 Councils 
in the Early and Medieval Churches and two heretics in the Early Church (Mar-
cion, Nestorius) are mentioned in this work. As for the Reformers, it is note
worthy that Peter Martyr made his personal evaluations of Luther and Zwingli, 
the proponents of the two mainstreams of the Protestant Reformation, in this 
Tractatio. These remarks are very helpful to us in our efforts to understand his 
concept of authority. If we pay attention to the Reformers that Peter Martyr 
used in Tractatio and Dialogus, we can also obtain some helpful insights to 
understand the characteristic features of his use of the authorities. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Approach 

For 'consistency' in our analysis of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the 
Medievals, the double approach we applied to Dialogus should be applied also to 
Tractatio. Without the same method, any comparative analysis of his use of the 
authorities would lack coherence. To apply the same method is not without 
problems, however, because the five categories of the Qualitative Approach 
was originally designed for the analysis of Dialogus. There are some aspects that 
can not exactly reflect the data in Tractatio.'^^ Nevertheless, as the results from 
this double approach to Tractatio will show in the following paragraphs, this is 
still a valuable tool to provide us with a sound statistical basis to evaluate the 
function and gravity of the Fathers and the Medievals in Tractatio. 

Quantitative Approach 

As mentioned in the previous paragraph, this quantitative approach is to inves
tigate basic statistical facts such as the number of the cited authorities, their 
names, the frequencies of these citations and the places in the discussion when 
they are cited. For the identification of the places (or topics) where the Fathers 

49 For example, very few items are assigned to Category 2 in Tractatio: only 1 of 238 citations in 
total. And the distinction between Category 4 and Category 5 seems not so clear as in Dialogus. 
However, even these differences between the two works could be suggestive of different em
phases. 
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and the Medievals are cited, the topics of Tractatio need to be appropriately 
indentified 

According to Peter Martyr, Tractatio consists of three divisions: Transub-
stantiation. Alternatives, and Conclusion.^" The bulky first division, in compa
rison with the other divisions, therefore needs some sub-divisions according to 
themes or topics, and this should be possible because Peter Martyr gave a logi
cal order to his argument. There are six sub-divisions in the division 'Transub-
stantiation', which are represented by 6 parts in Table 3: the definition of 
Transubstantiation (part l), Arguments for Transubstantiation (part 2), Argu
ments against Transubstantiation (part 3), Patristic Evidence (part 4), Refutati
on of Arguments for Transubstantiation (part 5) and Analysis of Patristic 
Evidence (part 6). In the second division. Alternatives to Transubstantiation, 
there are also two sub-divisions. The Lutheran Teaching and the Zwinglian 
Teaching. The statistical data of the Fathers and the Medievals in Tractatio are 
categorized according to these subdivisions. 9 categories in total 

The same counting rules are applied to this quantitative approach to Tracta
tio, as were used in Dialogus: (l) consecutive citations from the same source and 
in the same context of argument, although not the same text, count as one; (2) 
separate counting in case of citations from the same source, however, separa
ted by other citations; (3) double counting m case of re-quotations, m which 
Peter Martyr makes clear both the original source and the second source. In 
cases were the indirect as well as the direct sources are cited, one citation is 
double counted. 

Concerning the first rule, although there are not so many consecutive cita
tions from the same source as in Dialogus, such citations happen in certain 
Fathers and the Medievals' Ambrose, Augustine, Chrysostom, Cyprian, Cyril, 
Fulgentius, John of Damascus, Ratramnus, Theophylact, and Vigilius. Among 
them Chrysostom and Vigilius are outstanding: Peter Martyr cites the 'Golden 
Mouth' six times consecutively from his homily on Matthew^^ and four times 
consecutively from the same sermon.̂ ^ These two consecutive citations are 
counted as one time for each, according to the first rule. And the citation from 
Vigilius IS also counted as one according to the same rule. However, Peter Mar
tyr cites four times consecutively from the first book against Eutyches by this 
Father." 

In Tractatio the typical example of the second rule of counting is Theodoret, 
because one of this Father's works is repeatedly cited after other citations from 

50 TRD, i r - l v About the composition of Tractatio, see chapter II 2 1 'The order of Tractatio' 
51 TRD, 39v-40r 
52 TRD 40r-40v 
53 TRD, 62r 
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another work of this same Father. In the section called 'Patristic Evidence', 
Peter Martyr first makes rather a long citation from Theodoret's first dialogue 
which is known as Immutabilis. Then, he cites this Father from his second dialo
gue, Atreptos. Then he makes a second citation from Immutabilis, and after that 
he cites Atreptos once again.^" Thus the first and the second dialogues of this 
Father are alternately cited, and twice respectively. Accordmg to the rule, 
these four citations are counted as separate citations. 

Citations that come under the third counting rule are from Alger and Peter 
Lombard. In the analysis of the argument for transubstantiation on the basis of 
the power and efficacy of the Word of God, Peter Martyr cites a dictum of Am
brose cited by Alger. In this case Alger is counted along with Ambrose as the 
direct source for Peter Martyr's citation from Ambrose." In the survey of the 
patristic evidences that were used by his adversaries, Peter Martyr draws out 
Augustine's definition of sacrament from the Master of Sentences.^^ Further, in 
this case both direct and indirect sources are equally counted. These are suit
able examples of this third counting rule, however, there is another kind of 
such double counting we will confront in Tractatio: this is when Peter Martyr 
mentions or makes a citation from the Councils. In such cases, he also mentions 
certain Fathers, Medievals, or heretics, who were involved with these Councils: 
Cyril and Nestorius in the case of the Council of Ephesus, Leo IX and Berengar 
for the Council of Vercelli (l050). Innocent III with the Roman Lateran Council 
(1215), Eugene IV with the Council of Florence (1439), and so forth." Those 
Councils and the relevant participants are both counted, so a double counting 
applies from one and the same citation. 

There are very few instances in Tractatio where we can infer Peter Martyr's 
view of the periodization of Church history. A noteworthy remark is found, 
however, in the context of his vindication of the orthodoxy of Theodoret; in 
the times of Cyril and Theodoret the church did not teach the theory of tran
substantiation, while the Councils of Vercelli and Constance decreed transub
stantiation against what the ancient church had preached and believed.^' It 
seems that he realized that there had been a considerable change of time due 

54 TRD, 23r-26r. 
55 TRD, 54v. 
56 TRD, 22r. 'Iccirco [idcirco] magister Sententiarum ex Augustine sacramentum definivit, quod 

esset visiblie signum invisibilis gratiae.' 
57 TRD, 4r-4v; 50r-50v. 
58 TRD, 22r-22v. 'Nunc producemus Theodoritum qui Cyri fuit Episcopus, vixit Cyrilli tempore, et 

m synodo Ephesina fiiit atque Calcedonensi, habitusque est [. ] Primum quod ecclesia ista de re 
nondum pronunciaverat, quasi nos quaeramus, quidnam Papa cum suis Cardinalibus, vel Con-
stantiae, vel in Synodo, ubi fuit condemnatus Berengarius, s ta tuennt . Et non potius, quidnam 
apud veterem ecclesiam et praedicatum et creditum fuerit' 
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to the official proclamation of transubstantiation as a doctrine of the church. 
Concerning the times of Theophylact who had very clearly mentioned a chan
ging of the Eucharistie elements,^' he also makes a similar comment about the 
changed state of affairs.^" More precisely, he points out the times between the 
Council of Vercelli (l050) and the Council of Constance (1414-1418) as the peri
od of definite deterioration for the doctrine of transubstantiation.^' Concer
ning the historical development of the doctrine of transubstantiation from the 
times of Theodoret and Cyril to the Council of Constance, it seems that he is in 
perfect harmony with Calvin, for the Genevan Reformer makes almost the 
same evaluation of the deterioration in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. For 
the origin and development of the theory of transubstantiation, Calvin menti
ons the two ages; first, on the better age when a purer doctrine of religion still 
flourished, and then the followmg age when the purity was somewhat corrup
ted. In both ages, however, the Church did not know the theory of transubstan
tiation.^^ In the second age, Calvin indicates the times of Bernard (1090-1153), 
when transubstantiation was not yet recognized in spite of a blunter manner of 
speaking about that." Especially in the evaluation of the times of Berengar and 
Bernard in relation to transubstantiation, Calvin's view bears strong resem
blance to Peter Martyr's. The latter regards the theory was still doubted by 
many at that time, in spite of Berengar's condemnation. For Calvin, the age of 
Bernard represents the close of the preaching of the bishops and the massive 
deterioration in church order. However, Bernard himself was always respected 
as the last one who stood in the line of the Fathers.^" Thus he could be regarded 

59 TRD, 4r. 'Inducitur ab ipsis etiam Theophylactus, qui apertissime transelementationis memi-
mt.' 

60 TRD, 45r. 'De Theophylacto dicimus, quod scriptor est recens, et qui forte in ilia tempera 
incidit, cum de transubstantiatione multa cepta sunt agitan, sub Nicolao pontifice Romano, 
tempore Lanfranci et Berengarii.' 

61 TRD, 50r. 'Quodque ibi constituerint de transubstantiatione, argumento est, eam esse recentem 
sententiam. Neque valet qoud multi dicunt, eam ibi fiiisse confirmatam decreto, non autem 
primum constitutam, quia sub Nicolao pontifice Romano in Synodo Vercellensi, atque Romana, 
satis aperte fuerat declarata. Concedimus quippe istam sententiam ante concilium Constan-
tiense utcunque erupisse, atque fuisse obtrusam, sed quia non plene recipiebatur, atque multas 
passim habuit contradictiones, ideo ludicarunt necessarium eam rursus constabilire et quidem 
tyrannice, nimirum igne et dins comminationibus.' 

62 CALVIN, Inst. IV. xvii. 14. 'Nee enim ita pridem excogitatum fuit, ignoratum quidem non meli-
onbus illis saeculis modo, quibus purior adhuc vigebat religioms doctrina, sed quum lam ad-
modum inquinata esset ilia puritas.' 

63 CALVIN, Inst., IV. xvii. 15. 'Bernardi quidem aetate, etsi durior mvaluerat loquendi ratio, t ran-
substantiatio tamen nondum agnita erat. Ac omnius retro saeculis similitude lUa in ore om
nium volitabat, pani et vino rem spiritualem coniunctam esse in hoc mysterio.' 

64 CALVIN, Jnst., IV. vii. 18. 'Itaque videmus qualis fuerit et quam prodigiosa Romae omnium sacro-
rum profanatio, et totius ecclesiastici ordinis dissipatio Bernardi aetate.'; IV. v. 12. 'lam aetate 
Gregoru apparet quaedam huius mail semina exstitisse, ut ecclesiarum rectores negligentiores 
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as the figure who is referred to in order to distinguish between the Fathers and 
the Medievals in both Tractatio and Dialogus. 

Qualitative Approach 

Although the five categories applied to Dialogus may not completely reflect 
Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in Tractatio, there is yet no 
citation that goes beyond these categories. 

Because of the orderly arrangement of Tractatio, the patristic and medieval 
citations in a certain part generally pertain to the same category. For example, 
all the citations in part 2 in Tractatio (Arguments for Transubstantiation), whe
re Peter Martyr introduces the patristic and medieval citations of his adversa
ries by which they defend the theory of transubstantiation, belong to Category 
1. By way of contrast, in part 6 where he analyzes those patristic evidences to 
support his Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper, most of the citations be
long to Category 4 or 5. Certainly there are some exceptions; however, the 
categorization of citations in Tractatio generally corresponds with the subdivi
sions. From part 4 (Argument against Transubstantiation) on, therefore, it is 
citations that belonging to Categories 4 or 5 that prevail. 

Five Categories 

(l) Category 1 - 'critical or neutral citations; the names of favourable 
authorities mentioned' 
A considerable proportion of citations and references to the authorities in 
Tractatio belong in this first category: 68 out of total 215. Though there is a 
variety of examples, they can be grouped under three headings: (l) a neutral 
introduction of authorities, (2) a critical description of the authorities to whom 
his adversaries appealed, (3) references to of the names of favourable 
authorities. 

Typical of the first group is Peter Martyr's introduction of Peter Lombard's 
definition of transubstantiation." By this rather long citation, he summarizes 

in docendo esse inciperent [...]. Tempore Bemardi res ahquanto magis prolapsae errant; sed 
videmus etim, quam acerbis obiurgationibus invehatur in totem ordinem: quem tamen credi-
bile est fuisse tunc non paulo integnorem quam nunc sit.' 

65 TRD, lv-2r. 'De ilia scribitur a Magistro Sententiarum in 4. lib 8.9 10.11. distinctionibus. Utque 
in summa dicam, ita se habet Minister ad hoc ordinatus, dum verba profert a domino instituta, 
super debita et convenienti materia, id est, pane et vino, modo intentionem (ut loquuntur) ha-
beat hoc agendi, substantia panis et vini, convertitur in substantiam corporis et sanguinis 
Christi, atque ita convertitur, ut accidentia conversae aut eversae substantiae, maneant absque 
subiecto, quae tamen volverunt nonnulli corpori Christi, quod successit, inniti, verum hoc ideo 
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the Master of Sentences in a neutral manner, without any pro and con, in order 
to provide information about the central topic of transubstantiation. Jerome 
and Epiphanius, who are introduced as the investigators of the errors in Ori-
gen's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, also belong to this group.^* In his comment 
concerning Ambrose's authorship of the book De Sacramentis, he mentions Au
gustine who, therefore, is also categorized in this group.^^ Alger, mentioned as 
the direct source for his use of Ambrose's dictum, belongs here as well.̂ * Coun
cils, where important decisions were made about the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper, along with relevant figures are also included in this category: the 
Council of Ephesus with Cyril and Nestorius, the Council of Vercelli with Leo IX 
and Berengar, the Roman Lateran Council with Innocent III and Council of 
Constance with Eugene IV.̂ ' The authorities, introduced in the context of Peter 
Martyr's historical description of the development of transubstantiation are 
also assigned to this group: deterioration between the age of Gregory the Great 
and that of Jon of Damascus;™ Duns Scotus and the consent of the whole 
church;^' the times of Theophylact, Nicholas, Berengar, and Lanfranc when 

falsum est, quia revera corpus Christi talibus non afficitur accidentibus. [...] Progrediuntur 
postea ulterius et aiunt: Istud Christi corpus delitescens sub illis accidentibus, esse signum cum 
ipsius corporis Christi quod in cruce pependit, turn etiam mystici corporis, id est societatis 
electorum atque praedestmatorum hominum, Unde Magister sententiarum, mquit, esse hic 
aliquid quod tantum est signum, atque id ponit esse species visibiles, ahud quod res est et sig
num, nimirum corpus Christi, quod occuhtur sub accidentibus, id enim res est, si referatur ad 
species visibiles et signum, si spectes mysticum corpus; Ahud inquit est, quod signum nullo 
pacto dixeris, sed rem tantummodo, nimirum corpus mysticum, quia ita significatur, ut nullius 
rei amplius signum existat.' 

66 TRD, 48v 'Nullus autera ad haec causetur, Origenem quandoque errasse in dogmatibus, quia 
Hieronymus, Epiphanius, et veteres, qui ems errores diligentissime produxerunt, nusquam 
meminerunt male eum sensisse de Euchanstia, id non facturi, si in tanta re exorbitasset.' 

67 TRD, 38v-39r. 'Obiiciunt Ambrosium, et potissimum in libris de sacramentis Qui libri ab aliqui-
bus existimantur non esse Ambrosii Roffensis mvehit eos, qui sic putant, et inquit omnino 
credendum esse Augustino, qui istos libros Ambrosio assent , et aperte attestaur Ambrosium 
scripsisse libros de sacramentis [...] Deinde illud probe scio, Augustinum contra lulianum Pela-
gianum, citasse Ambrosium de Sacraemento Regenerationis' 

68 TRD, 54v. 
69 TRD, 4r, 49r-49v. 
70 TRD, 46r. 'Sed inter alios unum videntur plurimi facere, et ipse est loannes Damascenus, [..,] 

Caeterum istum vixisse invenio sub Leone Isaurico graeco Imperatore, et inter Gregorium 
magnum Romanum pontificem, atque istum loannem, interfluxerunt bene centum et viginti 
anni. Cumque lam tempore Gregoni multa superstitiosa, et hominum inventa coaceruarentur 
in ecclesia, res postea semper in detenus est praecipitata. ' 

71 TRD, 4v. 'Citant et pro se, ut aiunt, consensum totius ecclesiae, quo adeo permotus est Scotus in 
4. ut cum non demonstraretur firmiter scriptuns et rationibus transubstantiatio, attamen ces-
serit, ne consensui ecclesiae adversaretur ' 
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many questions about the transubstantiation were raised;'^ and the age of 
Anselm, Hugh, and Richard of St. Victor when the theory of transubstantiation 
was enforced as dogma." 

The second group in this category consists of the authorities who are used 
by the adversaries of Peter Martyr to support transubstantiation. Peter Martyr 
is more or less critical of the appeals to these authorities by his adversaries. 
However, he plainly shows what they have cited from the Fathers and the Me
dievals: patristic statements on the change of the Eucharistie elements into the 
body of Christ, or into something else'"; the authorities that are related with 
the miracles in the Lord's Supper"; and his mention on the Medievals who 
plainly expressed their belief in transubstantiation.''^ 

The third group of this category consists of the names of the Fathers who 
support Peter Martyr's position. Peter Lombard mentions Augustine's name in 
connection with the definition of the sacraments.^' Likewise, Jerome is also 
mentioned, in the context of Peter Martyr's other citations that support the 
nourishment of our souls not only by the sacraments but also by the word of 
God.'̂  Also Origen is mentioned only by name, in the context of the analysis of 
the patristic argument about the dogma of preservation, especially on the 
disposal of the Eucharistie remains." 

72 TRD, 45r. 'De Theophylacto dicimus, quod scriptor est recens, et qui forte in ilia tempora 
incidit, cum de transubstantiatione multa cepta sunt agitari, sub Nicolao pontifice Romano, 
tempore Lanfranc et Berengaru.' 

73 TRD, 46r. 'Ex recentioribus adducunt Anselmum, Hugonem et Richardum Victorinos Caeterum 
cum illorum tempestate, lam dogma transubstantiationis obtrusum esset, scriptis suis inse-
ruierunt tempon' 

74 TRD, 3v. Ambrose, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Augustine are named for the support of such 
change, and the famous simile of wax by Chrysostom (3v, 39v) and Cyril (39v) are also men
tioned. 

75 TRD, 4v 'Et miracula inducunt complura, quae sunt edita ad hums veritatis testimonium, ut 
quod in manibus Gregorii ad ems preces hoc sacramentum versum fuerit in digitum carneum' 
Also in 52v. 'Neque est magni faciendum, quod hue inducunt, de miraculo edito a Gregorio pon
tifice Romano' 

76 For example, on Theophylact Peter Martyr says, 'Inducitur ab ipsis etiam Theophylactus, qui 
apertissime transelementationis meminit. ' TRD, 4r. 

77 TRD, 22r. 'Iccirco [idcirco] magister Sententiarum ex Augustino sacramentum defimvit, quod 
esset visiblie signum invisibilis gratiae.' In this case, Peter Martyr's use of Peter Lombard ought 
to be categorized in Category 4, because he uses this definition from the Master of Sentences in 
the context of refuting his adversaries' arguments about the figure and sign in the sacrament. 

78 TRD, 18v, 'Origenes in Numeros homil 16. Bibere dicimus sanguinem Christi, non solum ritu 
sacramentorum, sed et cum sermones ems recipimus. Quod idem et Hieronymus quandoque scnp-
sit' (italics m m e ) 

79 TRD, 43r. 'Quare dogma illud de conservatione non fuit catholicum, quia tempore Hesychii, ut 
ipse testatur super Leviticum, Euchanstiae reliquiae comburebantur, quod idem habes in Ongene 
super Leviticum, licet idem sit hber, qui duobus ascnbitur.' (Italics mine.) 
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(2) Category 2 - 'mentions and remarks on heretics, which serve to Peter 
Martyr's orthodoxy' 
Unlike Dialogus, Peter Martyr seldom cites or mentions heretics in Tractatio: 
only two heretics, Marcion and Nestorius, are mentioned, three times in all. 
Berengar, who was condemned in the Council of Vercelli, is not regarded as a 
heretic, mainly because Peter Martyr himself considers the decision of that 
Council to have been in contradiction to the teaching of the Early Church.'° 
Thus, Berengar is considered as one of the Medievals, just as Origen is counted 
among the Fathers. 

These three remarks on the two heretics are not so much critical or negati
ve but rather neutral, because they are mentioned in the context of Peter Mar
tyr's presentation of his adversaries' arguments. Such remarks on the heretics, 
used to confirm the orthodoxy of his own view of the Lord's Supper, are not so 
prevalent as in Dialogus. In fact, there is only one case in Tractatio: his rather 
long mention of Marcion, in the context of his critical observations about the 
dangerous consequences of the theory of transubstantiation.'^ There are two 
other mentions of Nestorius which belong to Category 1, because one of them 
is merely a mention of this heretic in connection with Peter Martyr's remarks 
about the Council of Ephesus, and the other is Peter Martyr's neutral summary 
of Nestorius' view,*^ which is used as part of an extended explanation of the 
position that Cyril and his men adopted at the Council of Ephesus. 

(3) Category 3 - 'citations related to Peter Martyr's hermeneutical remarks' 
Citations belonging in this category are found only in Peter Martyr's references 
to the Fathers, not from the Medievals. Out of all the 7 citations, 5 cases are 
found to be part of a refutation of argument for transubstantiation, and the 2 
other cases are in his refutation of Luther's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

These 7 cases are also divided in two types, 5 citations about interpretations 
of certain verses of the Bible, and the other 2 citations on the general princi
ples of interpretation. The last two citations are from Augustine's De Doctrina 
Christiana, where his hermeneutical principles are initially stated in opposition 

80 TRD, 22v. 'Primum quod ecclesia ista de re nondum pronunciaverat, quasi nos quaeramus, 
quidnam Papa cum suis Cardinalibus, vel Constantiae, vel in Synodo, ubi fuit condemnatus Beren-
gamis, statuennt Et non potius, qmdnam apud veterem ecdesiam et praedicatum et creditum faent.' 
(Italics mine.) 

81 TRD, 8v-9v 'Deinde cum sua transubstantiatione isti maxime accedunt ad Marcionitarum 
tropum, nam dicunt: Videtur panis et non est, quod idem Marcion aiebat de carne et corpore 
Christi, quod non fuisset vera caro, sed tantum appareret. [...] Aiunt ad quartum argumentum 
de Marcione, Ilium potuisse capere ansam erroris fui ex euangelio [...] nee tamen propter istud 
periculum Marcionitarum, haec debere auferri ex Evangelic. Quibus respondemus in Evangeliis 
describi, Christum semel aut iterum ista fecisse miracula, sed vos ponitis haec perpetua esse' 

82 TRD, 4r, 48v-49r. 
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to the Romanist theologians and then subsequently against the Lutherans: 'one 
place should not be interpreted against many others, but in the way that 
agrees with them'^^; 'unless an evil act is commanded, or some good work pro
hibited, the passage is to be taken without trope.''" 

Among the citations that are concerned with the interpretations of certain 
Biblical texts, there are Ambrose on the manducatio impiorum,^^ Augustine and 
Origen on the tropes in the Bible,̂ * Chrysostom on 'This is my body'", and 
Jerome on Elijah and Moses in connection with the change of our bodily condi
tion after the resurrection.^* 

(4) Category 4 - 'some non-crucial citations directly supporting Peter Martyr' 
More than fifty percent of Peter Martyr's citations in Tractatio belong to this 
category; 112 out of 215 in total, 17 Fathers out of 24, with 7 Schoolmen out of 
18. There are two groups of citations in this category, which are devised accor
ding to the same criteria that were applied to Dialogus: first, citations that indi
rectly support Peter Martyr's position; second, citations that directly support 

83 TRD, 27r. 'Illi asseverant propositionem claram esse, et nos vicissim monemus, quod Augusti-
nus de doctnna Christiana docet, non esse interpretandum unum locum, ut cum multis alus 
pugnet, sed ita u t cum multis alus consentiat. ' 

84 TRD, 57r. 'Habemus etiam Augustim regulam de doc tnna Christiana, qua ostendit, nisi lubeatur 
flagitium, aut bonum ahquod opus prohibeatur, orat ionem sumendam esse absque trope, quae 
regula si adhibeatur ciborum delectui, atque circumcisioni, ostendet verba Dei simphciter m-
telhgenda.' 

85 TRD, 31v. 'Quod autem Paulus dicebat reos esse corporis et sanguinis Domini, eos qui mandu-
cant indigne, i tem luditium sibi maducare, eo qoud non diiudicent Corpus domini, nihil est, 
quia Ambrosius respondet, Quo ad primum dum ilium locum interpretatur. ' 

86 TRD, 29v. 'Scriptum legimus. Semen est verbum dei, Petra erat Christus, quamvis scio nonnul-
los cavillari, et hic nullum velle tropum esse, eo quod Paulus contraxerit sermonem ad petram 
spintualem, quam vere et non tropice aiunt Christum esse. Attamen pro nobis facit, Augusti-
nus, et Origenes, qui aperte dicunt petram illam externam significasse Christum.' 

87 TRD, 29r. 'Quid ista interpretatione, aut facilius aut lucidius? Quodque magis convemat cum 
promissione quam fecit nobis dominus in 6. Joa. Capite. Quod si quis contendent , illud primum 
Christi dictum. Ego sum panis vivus pro natura divina accipi, ut Chrysostomus velle videtur [...] 
Sed si tantum valet apud eos ista Chrysostomi expositio, valeat eadem cum mfra inquit, Christi 
dictum Panis quern ego dabo caro mea est, quam dabo pro mundi vita, ad Eucharistiam perti-
nere. Neque solus ipse hoc statuit, sed illi caeteri quoque interpretes consentmnt. ' Peter Mar
tyr mentions this Father in the context of defending his interpretation of the statement 'Hoc 
est corpus meam' by contrasting two different remarks of Chrysostom about the biblical 
statement, in order to nullify the appeals to this Father by the Romanist theologians for their 
interpretation of these words. 

88 TRD, 59r 'Neque est quod calumnieris argumentandi formam, quoniam ilia eadem usus est 
Hieronymus adversus lohannem episcopum Hierosolymitanum,, ubi vult pobare corpora no
stra post resurrectionem, absque cibo manere posse. Nam inquit Helias, et Moses, absque cibo 
manere Dei virtute per quadraginta dies, ergo potent homo et plunbus divina virtute sustenta-
ri, et SI plunbus, consequitur quod semper, modo velit deus.sed ut redeamus ad nostros. ' 



198 Scnpturae et Patrum Testimoniis 

his position, but are not long enough to be categorized into Category 5. Con
cerning the first criterion, citations that clearly support Peter Martyr in his 
refutations of Romanist transubstantiation, and also of Lutheran consubstanti-
ation,*' are categorized into the last category. And so, those citations that are 
not so crucial to his refutation belong in this category. With respect to the 
length, there are great differences among the citations: from a few lines to 5 
folio pages. As with Dialogus, citations of only a few lines are assigned to this 
classification, while citations which are either longer or cited more than two 
times in one place are assumed to be more important and are thus categorized 
accordingly. 

It is not necessary to enumerate such short citations belonging to Category 
4, regardless of the significance of the themes with which they are concerned. 
The absolute majority of the citations in Category 4 are of this kind. With a few 
cases that support Peter Martyr indirectly irrespective of their length, we can 
better understand them as the citations which belong to this category. Augus
tine is cited five times for the identity and reality of the sacraments in Old 
Testament and New Testament.'" Cyprian,'^ Jerome," and Ratramnus'^ are 
cited in the same context. Augustine's silence on the theory of transubstantia
tion in his Defide ad Petrum is also counted as indirect evidence.'" 

At one point where Peter Martyr mentions the Council of Ephesus we count 
this as Category 4, because by this mention he is trying to explain the real in-

89 For examples, see the following Category 5. 
90 TRD, 8r-8v. These five citations from various sources of Augustine - his letter to Marcellinus, 

On the usefulness of t rue penance, his tract against Faustus, and tract 26 on John - are ra ther 
long. However, they are all concerned with the same theme. Typical of these five citations is 
the citation from contra Faustum: 'Hums sacrificii caro et sanguis ante adventum Christi, per 
victimas similitudinum promittebatur: in passione Christi, per ipsam veritatem reddebatur: 
Post ascensum Christi per sacramentum memoriae celebratur. ' 

91 TRD, 8r. 'Nam Cyprianus lib.2 epistola. 3. habet: Dominus noster lesus Christus obtulit hoc 
idem quod Melchisedech obtulerat id est panem et vinum, suum scilicet corpus et sanguinem.' 

92 TRD, 33v. 'Hieron. li. 4. in Mat. C. 26. ut quomodo in prefiguratione ems Melchisedech summi 
del sacerdos panem et vinum offerens fecerat, ipse quoque veritate corporis sui et sanguinis 
repraesentaret. ' 

93 TRD, 8r-8v. 'Et Ratramnus inter recentiores ita scribit. Eandem tamen escam spiritualem 
manducasse, et eundem potum spiritualem bibisse patres nostros, S. Paulus asseverat. Quaens 
fortasse, quam eandem' ' nimirum ipsam, quam hodie populus credentium in ecclesia mandu-
cat et bibit. [...] Mirum certe, inconprehensibile et mestimabile, nondum hominem assumpse-
rat, nondum pro salute mundi mortem degustaverat, nondum sanguine suo nos redimerat, et 
lam nostri patres in deserto per escam spiritualem potumque invisibilem, ems corpus mandu-
cabant, et ems sanguinem bibebant, velut testis existit Apostolus damans, Eandem escam spi
ritualem.' 

94 TRD, 21r. 'De fide ad Petrum ca. 19. appellat sacramentum panis et vini. De memoria Christi et 
mortis ems, abande eundem Petrum in fide instituit, hums vero transubstantiationis nee ullum 
verbum facit, quam isti hodie tantopere urgent.' 
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tention of Cyril and his men against Nestorius, who stood accused by this 
Council. This is important because Peter Martyr can refute his adversaries' 
appeal to Cyril and the Council of Ephesus at the same time. However, it is not 
direct support for his position.'^ The other Council mention that belongs to this 
category is the Council of Florence. He highly evaluates this Council, because 
the theory of transubstantiation was not mentioned in Exultente Coeh, the Ecu
menical Council's document of union between the Churches of West and East. 
That is significant but only indirect evidence against transubstantiation.'^ 

(5) Category 5 - 'citations crucial to Peter Martyr's argumentation' 
The citations that belong to Category 5 are considerably fewer than those in 
Category 4: 26 in contrasst to 112. The difference between those two most 
important categories is even greater from the viewpoint of the gravity, when 
measured by the qualitative approach: the corresponding numbers stand at 130 
versus 448. This is partly because the material for Peter Martyr's third thesis 
for the Oxford Disputation - sacramental signification between the body and 
blood of Christ and the Eucharistie elements - was not included in the 
Disputation and neither it is found in Tractatio. There are, of course, some re
marks on this thesis in Tractatio, but this important thesis was not considered 
in full-scale in 1549 - it had to wait for inclusion in his Dialogus in 1561. 

It is mainly due to the 'length' of the citation that there are so few assigned 
to Category 5. Many of the most important citations in Tractatio are too short to 
be classified into this category. And there is no citation from the Medievals 
which belongs to this category in Tractatio, while in Dialogus there are 5 citati
ons in Category 5 that come from Bonaventura, Gregory the Great, and Thomas 

95 TRD, 48v-49r. 'Post haec ex concilie Ephesino obiiciebantur nobis quae a CyriUo, nomine ems 
scnpta fuerunt ad Nestonum Constantinopolitanum episcopum nam contra eum, tunc ageba-
tur [.. ] Non contendunt illi patres, neque conantur astruere, quod m pane latitet caro Christi, 
sed in Sacramento volunt nos eam comedere, et quidem vere, ac talem comedere, quae nobis 
vitam aeternam donet. Quae nos minime negamus, modo eius, ad animura et fidem, intelliga-
tur pertmere.' 

96 TRD, 50r-50v. 'Caeterum concilio huic [Synod of Constance] obucimus generale et Oecumeni-
cum concilium Florentiae habitum, sub Eugenio quarto pontifice Romano qui ibi interfuit, [...] 
In quo concilio, ecclesia graeca latinae est coniuncta et consenserunt in dissidio de spiritu 
sancto. Atque in gestis illius concilii videre licet, [...] voluisse papam ultenus progredi, et illos 
adigere ad transubstantiat ionem tractandam, et recipiendam ut Latini sentiebant. Ibi graeci re-
luctanti sunt, et de ea re agere nolverunt, neque perpelli ullis argumentis potuerunt, ut de ea 
consensus iniretur. Cunque unione litterae essent formandae et publicandae, prorsus caverunt, 
ut hums rei nulla mentio fieret, quod et observatum est, ut patet in Bulla Eugenii, quae incipit, 
Exultent coeli, et laetetur terra, [...] Unde si tanti momenti fuisset ista transubstantiatio, eccle
sia Romana numquam cum graeca voluisset conmngi, quae eam non susceperit. Nam haeresim 
hodie dicunt esse et pestiferam, illam non admittere. Non autem credendum est latinam eccle-
siam turn voluisse cum haereticis se conmngere, atque cum illis communicare. ' 
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Aquinas. Thus we note one of the outstanding features of Tractatio: the most 
important citations that he used in this document are exclusively from the the 
Fathers - all the citations m Category 5 are from the Fathers. 

A typical example of a citation assigned to Category 5, which is both 'cruci
al' and 'long' enough to support Peter Martyr's position, is his appeal to Theo-
doret's two Dialogues - Immutabihs and Asygchytos. These two Dialogues touch 
on significant points, such as sacramental change of the Eucharistie elements,^^ 
the exchange of the names between the signs and the signified^' and figurative 
interpretation of the institutional words.'^ All of the citations from the two 
Dialogues are very long enough to cover 4 folio pages.̂ ™ 

Not as long as the citations from Theodoret, are some significant citations 
from other Fathers about some important themes: the sacramental change of 
the Eucharistie elements,'"* the continuance of the nature of the elements after 
consecration,'"^ the bread and wine in the Lord's Supper as sign of the body 

97 TRD, 25v. 'Neque enim post sanctificationem, mystica symbola ilia propria sua natura egre-
diuntur, manent [..] in priore sua substantia, et figura [. ] Intelliguntur autem quae facta sunt, 
et creduntur, et adorantur, tanquam ea [...] quae creduntur ' 

98 TRD, 24v. 'Imo vere ipse servator noster commutavit nomina et corpori quidem symboli nomen 
dedit Symbolo vero corporis nomen Ad eundem item modum, cum seipsum vitem esse dixis-
set, Sanguinem ipsum symbolum appellavit.' 

99 TRD, 24v-25r. 'Atque item seipsura, vitem nominavit, idem ipse etiam ea quae videntur Symbo
la corporis et sanguinis sui appellatione honoravit, non equidem naturam ipsam transmutans, 
sed adiiciens gratiam na tu rae ' ' 

100 TRD, 22r-26r. The two Dialogues of this Father are alternatively cited; first by way of emphasis 
upon certain important points in the Dialogues, and then the relevant text itself was entirely 
quoted over one and a half folio pages. 

101 TRD, 18v. Irenaeus, against the Valentiman heretics, on the eucharistie change of the elements: 
'Panem terrenum inquit, accepta vocatione a verbo Dei, non amplius est communis panis, sed 
efficitur Eucharistia, quae constat ex duabus rebus, nimirum terrena et coelesti In primis non 
negat Eucharistiam panem esse, nisi lUum communem feceris. Postea dicit, ex duabus rebus 
constare, quarum una terrestns est, ut panis, altera coelestis, ut corpus Christ Atque ut ex una 
parte retinetur Veritas, scilicet quo ad corpus Domini, ita in altera est conservanda, videlicet 
quoad panem. Et addit per similitudinem, ita corpora nostra ilia sumentia, non sunt amplius 
corruptibilia' 

102 TRD, 26r-26v Chrysostom against Apollinans and his followers, who confused the divinity and 
humanity in Christ. 'Et Deus et homo est Christus. Deus propter impassibilitatem, Homo prop
ter passionem, unus films, unus Dominus, idem ipse procul dubio unitarum naturarum, unam 
dominationem, unam potestatem possidens, (etiamsi non consubstantiales existunt) et un-
aquaeque incommixta proprietatis conservat agnitionem, propter hoc quod inconfusa sunt 
duo, Sicut enim antequa santificetur panis, panem nominamus, divina autem illud sanctificanti 
gratia, raediante sacerdote, liberatus est quidem ab appellatione panis, dignus autem habitus 
est dominici corporis appellatione, etiamsi natura panis in ipso permansit, et non duo corpora, 
sed unum filii corpus praedicatur. Sic et haec divina [enydrosis], id est, inundante corporis na
tura, unum filium, unam personam, utraque haec fecerunt.' 
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and blood of Christ̂ "^ and our mutation into the body of Christ by the Lord's 
Supper which negates the necessity of transubstantiation.'"" It is also notable, 
in this category, that Peter Martyr refutes his adversaries' appeal to the Fa

thers by other statements from the same Fathers: Irenaeus' statements of the 
composition of the Lord's Supper and our mutation in receiving the sacrament, 
is corrected by reference to the same Father's statement on the change of the 
elements after consecration^"^; Cyprian is quoted against his own statement 
used by Peter Martyr's adversaries on the sacramental change in the Lord's 
Supper̂ " ;̂ Hilary's statement on baptism in order to understand his view of the 
Lord's Supper, to which his adversaries had appealed.'"^ 

103 TRD, 18v Tertulhan's clear statement on this theme 'Tertulhanus hb 1 contra Marcionem, ait, 
Deum panem creaturam suam non abiecisse, quandoquidem lUo corpus suum repraesentavit 
Et lib 4 contra eundem Marcionem Acceptum panem, et distributum discipulis, corpus suum 
ilium fecit, hoc est corpus meum dicendo, id est figura corporis mei Figura autem non esset, 
nisi veritatis esset corpus 

104 TRD, 39v40r In the context of Peter Martyr's repeated citations from Chrysostom's homily on 
Matthew, in which this Father's famous simile of 'wax in fire is also explained by Peter Martyr 
m his own favor, Chrysostom's statement on our mutation draws Peter Martyr's special atten 
tion 'Quod idem scripsit in Homilia Sexagesima et Sexagesima prima, ad populum Antioche 
num Nos mquam, non solum fide et dilectione, sed re ipsa, fieri et misceri corpon Christi 
Atque id si ita est, ut nos non transubstantiemur, et mhilominus tarn arete lungamur Christo, 
quid oportet panem transubstantiari, ut Corpus Christi efficiatur? Sed posset scrupus oriri, qu 
asi Chrysostomus contra nos faciat, qui perceptionem istam per fidem ponimus, cum ille dicat 
non solum per fidem, sed re ipsa nos illi misceri, et m lUum mutari Verum hic est observan

dum, quod etsi per fidem statuimus corpus Christi et sanguinem edi aut bibi, tamen ad istam 
sumptionem per fidem, consequitur non ficta, sed vera coniunctio inter nos et Christum, qua 
non solum noster animus cum ipso unitur, sed etiam corpus et caro nostra inde habet suam m 
staurationem, efficimurque vere membra Domini, et ipsum nostrum caput suscipimus, ex quo 
perpetuo et sp in tum et vitam haurimus Atque hoc est quod re ipsa nos Christo coniungi Chry 
sostomus dix i t ' 

105 TRD, 37v38r 'Prima autem obiectio fuit ex Irenaeo, qui ait panem ter renum vocatione accep

ta, non esse communem panem sed fieri Eucharistiam Hoc nos libenter admittimus, qui non 
hic ponimus prophanum et vulgarem panem, sed sanctum, quique lam ut ille dicit, factus sit 
Euchanstia Sed quae sequuntur magis pro nobis faciunt Scribit enim, Eucharistiam ex duabus 
rebus constare, nimirum coelesti atque terrena, et non inquit, ex accidentibus rei terrenae, 
Subdit postea, ita nostra corpora Eucharistiam suscipientia non esse corruptibilia, spem resur

rectionis habentia Et si tanta mutatio ab eo ponatur in corponbus nostris, ut eam aequet mu

tationi panis, (inquit enim, sicut panis ille non est amplius communis, ita corpora nostra non 
amplius esse corruptibilia) quid opus erit transubstantiatione' ' cum mutationes istas faciat 
utrinque pares, et pateat nostra corpora non transubstantiari■?' 

106 TRD, 38r38v 'Cypnanus videtur loqui durius quando panem hunc inquit, non effigie, sed 
natura mutari Verum spectandum est ad Caecilium quid scripserit, nimirum cum vino demon

strari sanguinem Domini Et is desiit vinum in calice, non posse videri sanguinem Domini ibi 
esse Quod vero inquit nunc de mutatione, illam quoque nos concedimus, sed sacramentalem 
[ ] Unde, tam nos quam adversaru dicimus effigiem id est panis apparentiam, et aspectum non 
mutari, sed substantiam esse quae mutetur Et illi quidem volunt mutationem esse per abiec
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In Categrory 5, there are some important citations against Lutheran views 
of the Lord's Supper: Citations from Augustine on Christ's ascension and hea
venly presence in relation to His body m order to refute the Lutheran view of 
the real and corporeal presence in relation of Christ's body in the Lord's Sup
per̂ "*; citations from Bernard on the distinction between memory in the Lord's 
Supper and presence of the Lord's body m heaven^°^; citations from Chry-
sostom's statement on sursum corda"°; citations from Cyril on the bodily absen-

tionem naturae panis, nos vero ponimus tantum sacramentalem mutationem. Et contra adver
saries facit, [.. ] Cypnanus, nam ipsi substantiam panis non mutant, verum prorsus auferunt.' 

107 TRD, 43V-44V 'Hilarius nobis opponitur, sed is habuit maximas controversias cum Arrianis, [..] 
Nihil autem istorum est quod nostrae sententiae adversetur, quia Hilanus non contendit sub 
accidentibus, aut in hoc Sacramento latitare, atque opertam esse Christi carnem, sed astruit 
tantum, nos communicando, vere coniungi carni Christi, quod nos minime negamus. Verum 
mihi consydera lUum eundem non multo ante haec verba qaue facit de Eucharistia, idem dicere 
de baptismo, [.. ]. non solum unitate assensus et voluntatis, sed naturae, quare cogimini ibi 
qouque ponere transubstantiationem Si propterea in Eucharistiam illam mfertis.' 

108 TRD, 60v-61r. 'In lohannem tractatu 30 et habetur de consecrato, dist 2. prima quidem. 
Sursum est Dominus, sed etiam hic est Veritas dominus Corpus enim domini in quo resurrexit, 
uno loco esse oportet, Veritas ems ubique diffusa est Item super loannem tractatu. 50 nam se
cundum maiestatem suam, secundum providentiam, secundum ineffabilem, et invisibilem gra-
tiam, impletur quod ab eo dictum est, Ecce ego vobiscum sum usque ad consummationem 
saeculi, secundum carnem vero quam verbum assumpsit, secundum id quod de virgine natus 
est, secundum id quod a ludaeis compraehensus est, quod ligno confixus, quod de cruce depo-
situs, quod lintaeis involutus, quod in sepulchro conditus, quod in resurrectione manifestatus, 
non semper habebitis me vobiscum, [...] Aliter, secundum praesentiam maiestatis semper ha-
bemus Christum. Secundum praesentiam carms recte dictum est discipulis, me autem non 
semper habebit is ' 

109 TRD, 62v-63r 'Postremo Bernhardus in cantica canticorum sermone.33. Habeo et ego verbum, 
Sed in carne, et mihi apponit Veritas, sed m sacramento, [. ]. Et mox, at quantalibet sane abun-
dantia pinguescant ista, non p a n omnino lucunditate sumitur cortex sacramenti, et adeps 
frumenti, fides et spes, memoria et praesentia, aeternitas et tempus, vultus et speculum, imago 
del, et forma servi, nempe in omnibus his, fides mihi locuples, intellectus pauper, nunquid vero 
par sapor, intellectui, fideique? cum sit in meritum ista, ille in praemium, vides distare t an tum 
inter pabula, quantum et interloca, et sicut exaltantur coeli a terra, ita inhabitantes in eis.' And 
then follows Peter Martyr's emphasis. 'Hic vides aperte Bernhardum antithesim facere, inter 
memoriam et praesentiam' et quaedam alia quae ad hoc negotium multum conducunt. Sed re-
deamus ad adversar ies ' 

110 TRD, 60r 'idem exponit super epistola priori ad Conn ca. 10. homil. 24 lubet nobis, ut cum 
Concordia et charitate maxima ad se accedamus, et aquilae in hac vita facti, ad ipsum coelum 
evolemus, vel potius supra coelum, ubi enim cadaver inquit, illic et aquilae. Cadaver domini 
corpus propter mortem, nisi enim ille cecidisset, nos non resurrexissemus Aquilas aunt appel
lat, ut ostendat ad alta eum oportere contendere, qui ad hoc corpus accedit, et nihil cum terra 
debere esse commune, nee ad infenora trahi, ac reprere. Sed ad supenora semper volare, et in 
solem lustitiae intueri, mentisque oculum acutissimum habere, aquilarum enim, non graculo-
rum haec mensa est.' 
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ce and spiritual presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper/" It is also notable that 
in Tractatio Peter Martyr cites Fulgentius"^ and Vigilius"^, but we note that it 
was only in the context of his argument against the Lutheran view of the Lord's 
Supper. 

111 TRD, 61v-62r 'Augustine consentit Cyrillus, qui ait super lohannem libro 6 cap.l4. Hic am-
madvertendum, quod etsi corporis sui praesentia hinc subduxerit, maiestate tamen divinitatis 
semper adest, sicut ipse a discipulis abiturus pollicetur [.. ] Idemque libro 9 super loannem 
capit 21. Parvo autem tempore una cum discipulis se fore Christus ait, non quia penitus ab eis 
recessurus erat, nobiscum enim est semper usque in consumationem saeculi, sed quia non erat 
cum eis sicut prius convicturus, Prope enim lam tempus erat ut etiam in coelos ad patrem ab-
iret, credenre autem oportet fideles, quod licet a nobis corpore absit, virtute tamen eius omnia, 
et nos gubernari, adesseque semper ipsum omnibus quae eum diligunt [..] Nam quemadmo-
dum, quando ut homo in terra conversabat, tunc etiam coelos implebat, et angelorum consor
tia non relinquebat, eo dem nunc modo cum sit in caelis, cum carne terram non replet, et cum 
eis est qui ilium diligunt Observandum autem est, quia quamvis secundum carnem solum mo-
do abiturus erat, adest enim semper virtute deitatis, ut diximus, modico tamen tempore cum 
discipulis se futurum dicebat, aperte seipsum nominans ne quis in duos filios dividere Chris
tum audeat' 

112 TRD, 61r-61v Peter Martyr cites twice from the same source of this bishop of Ruspe, in North 
Africa, a thoroughgoing follower of Augustine, on the clear distinction between the humanity 
and deity in Christ 'Unus idemque homo, localis ex homine, qui est Deus immensus ex patre, 
unus idemque secundum humanam substantiam absens coelo, cum esset in terra, et derelin-
quens terram, cum ascendisset in coelum, secundum divinam vero, immensamque substan
tiam, nee coelum dimittens cum de coelo descendit, nee terram deserens, cum in coelum 
ascendit. [...] Quomodo ascendit in coelum, nisi quia localis et verus est homo' Aut quomodo 
adest fidelibus suis, nisi quia idem immensus et verus est Deus? Idemque lib 3. Idem atque in-
separabilis Christus secundum solam carnem de sepulcro surrexit, idem atque inseparabilis 
Christus, secundum totum hominem quem accepit, terram localiter deserens, ad coelum as
cendit, et in dextris Dei Sedet' 

113 TRD, 62r. From Vigilius' book against Eutyches, which is also significantly used in Dialogus, 
Peter Martyr cites this Father's statements four times on the absence and presence of Christ's 
body according to His two natures. 'Dei films secundum humanitatem suam recessit a nobis, 
secundum divinitatem ait nobis, ecce ego vobiscum sum usque ad consumationem saeculi, [. ] 
Quia quos reliquit, et a quibus discessit humanitate sua, non reliquit, nee deseruit divinitate 
sua, per formam emm servi quam abstulit a nobis in coelum, absens est a nobis. [..] Quia ver
bum ubique est, caro aut ems ubique non est, apparet unum eundemque Christum utrmsque 
esse naturae. Et esse quidem ubique secundum natura divinitatis, et loco continen secundum 
naturam humanitatis suae, creatum esse et initium non habere, morti subiacere, et mori non 
posse. [.. ] Haec est fides et confessio catholica, quam Apostoli tradiderunt, martyres roborave-
runt, et fideles nunc usque custodmnt.' 
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2.2. Statistical Survey of Tractatio 

Quantitative Approach: Table 3 

Augustine is by far Peter Marytr's most favored authority among the 24 Fathers 
and 18 Medievals, the name of whom are found in Tractatio. In comparison with 
Dialogos, it is notable that 3 more Medievals are cited in Tractatio, which is 
understandable considering the fact that transubstantiation is main target of 
this Eucharistie tract. 

A striking contrast in the frequency of citation among those cited authori
ties is also obvious, as in Dialogus: first, between the most and the least cited 
authorities - Augustine (51 times) and 16 other authorities who are cited below 
six times; second, between the Fathers (168 times) and the Medievals (36 ti
mes), which shows that the 18 Medievals are not so frequently cited or mentio
ned as the 24 Fathers; third, there is a contrast between those cited six or more 
times and those are below six times - 8 Fathers versus all other Fathers and the 
Medievals; and last, there is an imbalance of frequency even among those 8 
Fathers."" This means that there are a few favorite Fathers by whom Peter 
Martyr wants to defend his doctrine of the Lord's Supper and at the same time 
refute his adversaries' arguments. Considering the frequency of citations from 
the Medievals, it is certain that Peter Martyr does not rely all that much upon 
them in his refutation of transubstantiation. 

From the distribution of his citations, it is also clear that Peter Martyr's 
main concern in Tractatio is to refute transubstantiation 'by the patristic argu
ments'. A total of 140 out of 168 citations from the Fathers are gathered toge
ther in the first division on transubstantiation. Moreover, among the six 
subdivisions, part 6 (Analysis of the Patristic Evidence, 53 times) and part 4 
(Patristic Evidence, 47 times) are by far the outstanding frequencies of patristic 
citation. It is also significant that the frequency of the patristic evidences in the 
first alternative to transubstantiation - that is, Lutheran doctrine of consub-
stantiation - occupies the third place with 24 citations. On the other hand, 
there is only one patristic citation in the part dealing with the second alterna
tive to transubstantiation - the Zwinglian doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Higher 
number of frequency in patristic citations indicates much criticism on the 
Lutheran view of the Lord's Supper. Thus, from this statistical survey, it is also 
confirmed that Tractatio is the manifesto of Peter Martyr's high evaluation of 
the patristic doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

114 Augustine (51) IS followed by Chrysostom (21), Ambrose (14), Cyprian (12), Origen (12), Cyril 
(8), Jerome (7), and John of Damascus (6). 
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Among the Medievals, Peter Lombard is the most frequently cited - 6 times. 
Berengar follows him, cited 4 times. Gelasius, Gregory the Great, Leo the Great 
and Ratramnus are placed third in terms of frequency of citation - each 3 ti
mes. The difference of gravity between the top and second or third places 
seems not so great, from the standpoint of the quantitative approach. Howe
ver, there is considerable distinction between Peter Lombard and the other 
Medievals in the second and third ranks: the Master of Sentences is cited all 
over the six parts except part 5 in the first division (Transubstantiation), and 
he is cited more or less neutrally or sometimes favorably, in relation with Peter 
Martyr's own position. The Council of Vercelli is most frequently and always 
negatively mentioned (3 times) among the Councils. Berengar, who was con
demned at this Council, is presented by Peter Martyr more or less neutrally or 
even favorably. Concerning the heretics, unlike in Dialogus, Peter Martyr does 
not pay much attention to them in Tractatio: Marcion and Nestorius are menti
oned only once each. 

Qualitative Approach: Table 4 

Among the Fathers who are cited more than 6 times, there are some changes in 
their ranking of importance after the application of our quantitative approach: 
Augustine comes first (179 points) and he is followed by Chrysostom (79 
points), Cyprian (46 points), Ambrose (45 points), Origen (41 points), Cyril (25 
points), Jerome (21 points), Irenaeus (17 points) and John of Damascus (9 
points). From the changes of ranking we can discern the usefulness of the qua
litative approach. For example, the qualitive approach shows the relative im
portance between Irenaeus and John of Damascus more clearly: only one of six 
citations from John of Damascus belongs to Category 4,''^ while 3 of the 5 cita
tions from Irenaeus belong to Category 4 or 5. Thus from this difference bet
ween these two Fathers, which does not become evident if we only focus upon 
the results of our quantitative approach, it becomes clearer which of the two 
authorities carries more weight with the author of Tractatio. This result from 

lis TRD, 47r-48r. In the context of refuting his adversaries' argument for transubstantiation on 
the basis of the power of God, Peter Martyr discusses their appeal to John of Damascus. This is 
rather long citation, however, and does not directly support Peter Martyr, so it is entered as 
Category 4: 'Etsi iste cum negat sacramentum figuram esse corporis Domini, id simpliciter in-
telligat, adversum se habet fere omnes Patres, qui figuram hic agnoscunt. Sin vero intelligat 
non esse figuram tantum, id est cassum aut vacuum signum, nos quoque id libenter damus. 
Quanquam immiscet quaedam id verba in suis scriptis, in quibus videri possit non tam crasse 
[...] sensisse. Nam inquit. Panis communioms non est simplex panis, verum divinitatem habet 
adiunctam, quae nos facile admittentus, qui non dicimus hic esse communem, aut simplicem, 
sed lam sactificatum, conversumque in naturam sacramenti. Et divmitas iccirco potest dici ei 
comuncta, quod ipso ut instrumento utatur spiritus sanctus ad nostram salutem.' (47r-47v) 
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the qualitative approach coincides with Peter Martyr's extraordinary estimati
on of John of Damascus in Tractatio. Despite his positive evaluation of this Fa
ther, Peter Martyr seems reluctant to accept and use this Father's authority to 
support his view. Before giving the one citation from this Father that belongs 
to Category 4, Peter Martyr remarks on the questionability of his authority, 
because of this Father's superstitious thinkmg, his defense of purgatory, his 
negative view of sexuality and so on/^^ 

On the other hand, it is the case of Theodoret which shows the merit of the 
qualitative approach, that is, providing us with a more appropriate evaluation 
of the gravity of the cited authorities which cannot be adequately estimated by 
the quantitative approach alone. Theodoret is cited only 4 times, however, all 
these citations are classified into the most important category so that his count 
exceeds that of John of Damascus because of the evident 'quality' of the citati
ons. The length of those four citations should also be considered, as mentioned 
previously, as we evaluate this Father's relative authority for Peter Martyr's 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In comparison with other citations in Category 5, 
the extraordinary length of citations from Theodoret must come to our atten
tion. Peter Martyr's vindication of this Father's orthodoxy is in quite in line 
with this result from our qualitative analysis."^ 

Unlike in Dialogus, there are not so many citations in Category 5 and a great 
majority of the citations in Category 4 are categorized as such because of their 
brevity, in spite of the fact that they give direct support for Peter Martyr's 
postion. So, it is better to count the citations in both categories, unlike in Dia
logus, for an estimation of the relative gravities of the Fathers as we assess the 
frequency of citations that belong to the more important categories. The ran
king of importance is changed not a little by this analysis: Cyprian, who is cited 
12 times (with 46 points) in total is more important in this regard than Ambro
se, who is cited 14 times (with 45 points); Theodoret is ranked higher than John 

116 TRD,46r-46v. 
117 TRD, 22r-22v 'Nunc producemus Theodoritum qui Cyri fuit Episcopus, vixit Cynlli tempore, et 

in synodo Ephesina fuit atque Calcedonensi, habitusque est eruditissimus, atque eloquentissi-
mus. Cumque in Ephesim sinodo contigisset dissidium inter loannem patnarcham Antiochoe-
num et Cynllum Alexandnnum visus est Theodoritus adhaerere Antiocheno. Sed tamen res est 
composita, et in synodo Chalcedonensi fuit agnitus Theodoritus ut vir doctissimus, et sanctum 
Christi ecclesiae membrum, imo libns quos conscripsit, [..] Liber est Romae impressus. Vide-
runtque Papistae ilium apertissime adversari transubstantiationi' There is good reason for Pe
ter Martyr to make an introduction about Theodoret before he cites from this Father: his 
Romanist adversaries in the Oxford Disputation did not know much about this Father and they 
refused to accept his authority So there seems to have been not much utility in quoting this 
Father for the polemical purpose; however, Peter Martyr did defend the orthodoxy of this Fa
ther and regarded him as one of the best authorities to contradict transubstantiation, and that 
is why he is consistently cited in Tractatio. 
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of Damascus, Irenaeus and Tertullian; John of Damascus is therefore moved 
considerably down the list/^^ 

There is no authority among the Medievals whose citations belong to Cate
gory 5. In comparison with the data about the Medievals in Diahgus, it is note
worthy that the citations from the Medievals in Tractatio are dichotomized into 
Category 1 and 4, and that the 14 citations in Category 4 (56 points in total) 
outweigh the other 22 citations in Category 1 (22 points) in gravity. This fact 
can be explained by Peter Martyr's reluctance to hand over the Medievals to 
his Romanist adversaries in the disputation about transubstantiation. Indeed, 
Peter Martyr's use of the authorities is obviously 'patristic' centered,"' but, he 
tries to find in the Medievals the remains of the orthodox - biblical and patris
tic - view of the Lord's Supper in order to refute the 'only recently invented' 
theory of transubstantiation by the theologians of the same period. His citati
ons from Theophylact, Ratramnus, Peter Lombard, Leo the Great and Gelasius 
are worthy of our attention in this regard. 

3. Features of Peter Martyr's Use of the Authorities in Tractatio and 
Dialogus 

Of the two main purposes for this dissertation that I set forth in the Introducti
on - an analysis of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his 
two Eucharistie treatises, and a comparative study between Peter Martyr and 
Brenz in their use of the Fathers and the Medievals in the doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper - the first one shall be dealt with here in this final section of Chapter 3. 
The statistical survey, as an indispensable basis for this analysis of Peter Mar
tyr's two Eucharistie treatises has been presented in the previous two sections. 
On the basis of this statistical data, a method which has used 'the double ap
proach', this section will now present an analysis of Peter Martyr's use of the 
authorities as follows: (l) 'The Three Types of Peter Martyr's use of the autho-

118 According to this analysis, 11 (45 points) out of 12 citations from Cyprian outweigh 9 (38 
points) out of 14 citations from Ambrose, The order of important Fathers in this regards is: Au
gustine (40 times, 162 points), Chrystostom (17 times. 73 points), Cyprian (l l times, 45 points), 
Ambrose (9 times, 38 points), Origen (8 times, 35 points), Cyril (5 times, 22 points), Theodoret 
(4 times, 20 points), Tertullian (4 times, 17 points), Jerome (4 times, 16 points), Irenaeus (3 
times, 14 points), Bernard (3 times, 13 points), and so on. And John of Damascus (l time, 4 
points), who IS cited 6 times in total, is estimated as less important than Hesychius (2 times, 8 
points), Hilary (1 time, 5 points) , Fulgentius (l time, 5 points), and Vigilius (l time, 5 points), 
who are cited in all only one or two times. 

119 This becomes much clearer with the qualitative approach: total 574 points for the Fathers 
versus total 78 points for the Medievals Of. the results from the quantitiative approach in 
which we find 168 times patristic citations versus 36 citations from the Medievals. 
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rities'; (2) 'The principle of sola scriptura and Peter Martyr's use of the 
Authorities'. 

The Purpose of Peter Martyr's Use of the Authorities: A Polemical Use? 

what is the purpose of Peter Martyr's use of the authorities in Dialogus and 
Tractatiol Did not Calvin appeal to the Fathers and the Medievals for the pole
mical purpose as witnesses to defend his position against his adversaries' tea
ching in these controversies?^^" Was not Peter Martyr's contribution to the 
same Eucharistie controversy with the Lutheran theologians, along similar 
lines? 

The two Eucharistie treatises of Peter Martyr are indeed both polemical in 
character: Tractatio is a response to the Oxford Disputation that treated the 
doctrine of transubstantiation and its two alternatives; and Dialogus is a refuta
tion of Brenz's De personali unione, which advocated the doctrine of the ubiquity 
of Christ's body. In fact, Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in 
these two works is polemical through and through A typical cases of such po
lemical use is his appeal to Ambrose about the interpretation of Luke 2:22-23 
concerning the opening of the womb of the Virgin Mary. Peter Martyr first 
cited Origen over against Brenz's interpretation. When the authority of this 
Father, along with Tertullian, was not accepted by his adversary, Peter Martyr 
appealed to Ambrose because this Father was recognized unreservedly by his 
adversary."^ 

However, there are also other cases, in which Peter Martyr's use of the aut
horities is not clearly connected with the 'persuasive power' of such a polemi
cal reference. It is rather difficult to call Peter Martyr's use of some Fathers^^^ 
polemical, although they certainly retain undoubted authority for himself. 
Peter Martyr also recognizes that the persuasive power of those authorities is 
doubted, or even flatly rejected, by his adversaries. Nevertheless, he does not 
desist from using them but insists on maintaining his appeal to them. In such 
cases, we might find other reasons (or purposes) why Peter Martyr persisted. 
Can such use be understand as a 'non-polemical' or 'formative' use of the aut-

120 About Calvin's use of the Fathers in his polemical works, see, LANE, Calvm, 3, 32. 'Calvin's po
lemical use of the fathers usually consists of citmg them for his own teaching and against Ro
man teaching. But sometimes he cites them in order to criticize them along with the Roman 
view. This IS rare but it shows that he was not bound to their teaching and that he did not 
quote from the fathers to illustrate a (non-controversial) point. ' 

121 DIA, 95r. 
122 For example, Origen, Tertullian, and Theodoret. We shall consider Peter Martyr's use of these 

Fathers in the following paragraphs. 
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horities, as W. N. Todd argues in some cases of Calvin's use of the Fathers?"^ 
There are some significant points in Todd's argument which highlight the va
lue of a non-polemical use of the Fathers. Especially in case of Peter Martyr, his 
high respect for those Fathers regardless of their polemical value can be ex
plained to a certain degree by the profound influences of those Fathers had on 
his doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In other words, his appeal to such authorities 
shows his respect for them, for those he believed had taught him rightly inclu
ding theaching him the right way to view the Lord's Supper. It is not the pole
mical power but the correct position of the Fathers which is more important to 
him. And then, what is the criterion by which he evaluates the orthodox posi
tion of the patristic doctrines on the Lord's Supper? In this matter, it is the role 
of the principle of so/a scriptura which should be properly considered. 

The Function of the Principle of sola scriptura in Peter Martyr's Use of the Fa
thers 

I will concentrate in the following paragraphs on one of the most significant 
feature of his evaluation and use of the authorities - the function of the princi
ple oi sola scriptura. Considering one of the second purpose of this dissertation -
the evaluatation of Peter Martyr's use of the authorities over against Brenz 
concerning the latter's doctrine of ubiquity - this feature is the most outstan
ding that is present in his use and evaluation of the Fathers and the Medievals. 
By the following analysis of this high evaluation, as well as any de-valuations 
and relativizations-appropriations of the various authorities, I wil try to identi
fy the way the principle of sola scriptura becomes the most significant criterion 
for Peter Martyr's use and evalation of the Fathers, the Medievals and other 
authorities. 

3.1. Three Types of Martyr's Use of the Authorities in Dialogus and Tractatio 

There are at least three different ways Peter Martyr uses of the authorities: 
high evaluation, devaluation and relativization-appropriation. By considering 
these three different types, we can obtain a much clearer idea of how he 

123 About the so-called 'non-polemical' use of the Fathers, Lane summarizes it as follows: 'W.N. 
Todd, in his comprehensive thesis on Calvin's use of the fathers, offers a somewhat different 
interpretation. He opposes Imbart de la Tour's statement that the Reformers used the fathers 
polemically as a defense against Roman Catholic claims to the support of the ancient tradition. 
He argues that this was a later development. Initially the aim was non-polemical, the Refor
mers sought to renovate Christian doctrine as so, in accord with the humanist principle of ad 
fontes, they returned to the polemical use of the fathers against Rome was a later outcome of 
this non-polemical use.' See, LANE, Ibid., 31. 
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handled statements made by the authorities. In this section I will consider each 
of these three uses the authorities in his two Eucharistie treatises. Then, by 
comparing the cases in Dialogus and in Tractatio, I will seek to explain 
significant continuities and discontinuities, and give the reason for the 
differences between the two works. 

(l) An analysis of Peter Martyr's high evaluation of the Fathers and the 
Medievals 
By the term 'high evaluation' I mean the high estimation Peter Martyr ascrbes 
to some authorities in his works. He highlights such authorities in order to 
underscore the orthodox position he takes in the controversies on the doctrine 
of the Lord's Supper. We can also obtam a clearer sense of Peter Martyr's 
concept of authority from the following analysis of such cases of high 
evaluation. 

3.1.1 High Evaluation in Dialogus 

All the authorities that are used for the support of Peter Martyr's position in 
Dialogus are indeed favorably evaluated. There are some authorities, however, 
whose gravities are substantially increased by his complimentary comments. 
Among those authorities, there are five Fathers - Augustine, TertuUian, Origen, 
Theodoret, Jerome, and Vigilius - and two Reformers - Bullinger and 
Melanchthon. I will consider his laudatory comments on them, one by one 
from the Fathers to the Reformers and I will evaluate the 'function' of the 
comments or the purpose of those laudatory comments in terms of the given 
context. There are some differences that arise in his comments on Jerome and 
Vigilius, so these two Fathers shall be treated apart and left until last. 

Augustine 

Augustine is at one point named a 'Scripture scholar'(viro secundum sacras liter-
as) in a context where Peter Martyr is defending his use of Aristotle's axioms.̂ ^" 
With such a title, directly connected with his fundamental principle of sola 
scriptura, Peter Martyr seems to endorse the indubitable authority of this anci-

124 DIA, 3r. 'PAN. Id non iniuria dicimus, quia una cum eo mordicus asseritis, a-nai' o[ü̂ ia kv tótrci). 
Et: oiiSfv ()A.co(; ocójia ë̂ o) TOÜ oüpauoü. ORG. Nos, ut scias, liominibus m causa religionis minime 
sumus lurati. Sed verum a quocunque dictum fuerit, ut a spiritu sancto prolatum amplectimur. 
Proinde tu mihi velim demonstres, quae sancta oracula nos prohibeant sentire cum illis, qui 
omne corpus esse in loco perhibeant. ld profecto Augustinus affirmavit ad Dardanum, cui viro 
secundum sacras hteras ego semper multum tnbui Ad hunc autem modum scripsit: Nam spacia loco-
rum tolle corponbus, nusquam erunt' et quia nusquam erunt, nee erunt, etc.' (Italics mine.) 
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ent Father, whose reputation at the time of the Reformation was generally 
esteemed. Such high evaluation of this Father is even more distinctive given 
the fact that Peter Martyr does not ascribe such a title to any other authority in 
Diahgus. However, besides Peter Martyr's endorsement of this Father's already 
established authority, we can find the function or purpose of his particular 
compliment of Augustine from the context: he is seeking to demonstrate the 
fact that all truth is God's truth, regardless of who it was that said it. It is in 
reply to his adversary's criticism about the use of the axioms of the pagan phi
losopher Aristotle that Peter Martyr appeals to Augustine and emphasizes the 
agreement between the axioms and the revealed truth in the Scriptures. Some 
axioms of Aristotle are considered to be, not because of the human authority of 
this pagan philosopher, but because of their agreement with the BibUcal tea
ching."^ His laudatory comment on Augustine as 'Scripture scholar' should be 
understood from this context: those axioms of the pagan philosopher were 
accepted and used by the renowned Father Augustine who is a man of the Holy 
Scriptures. Therefore, this particular comment, indeed it is the one and only 
comment on Augustine in Diahgus, is not merely Peter Martyr's high evaluati
on of this ancient Father but also his fundamental subscription to the principle 
of so!a scriptura. So, behind his particular compliment on Augustine, we can find 
Peter Martyr's principle of 'the agreement with the Scripture as the criterion 
to tell right from wrong'. In fact, the 'Scripture scholar' Augustine is used only 
as a supplementary authority for Peter Martyr to endorse the ultimate 
authority of the Scripture. In other words, Peter Martyr puts emphasis upon 
the very word 'Scripture' in his remark 'Scripture scholar Augustine'. 

Augustine is also evaluated as 'a most reliable teacher' (magister fidelissimus) 
in the context of Peter Martyr's argument on the relation between the sacra
ments of the Old Testament and those of the New Testament times. In his ar
gument for the identity or oneness of the sacraments in both Old and New 
Testaments, with citations from Augustine, he expresses once again his consi
derable trust in the bishop of Hippo, by calling him a most reliable teacher on 
these questions."^ The citations from this Father follow the statements of 
Apostle Paul on the sameness of the sacraments, old and new. And the very 

125 DIA, 3r. 'Dictis Aristotelis non subscribimus authons causa, sed quod ems quaedam a^icó^ara 
vera ludicemus ut a Paulo prolata sunt quaedam Poetarum carmina. Ubi vero idem Philoso-
phus deceptus est, et pugnantia cum pietate docuit, lUi mmime omnium suffragamur, imo er
rors ems acerrime oppugnamus. ' 

126 DIA, 129r-129v. 'Et Augustmus istarum rerum magister jidelissmius, Tractatu 26. super lohannem 
scribit, Hunc panem significavit manna. Hunc panem significavit altare Dei. Sacramenta lUa fu-
erunt, in signis diversa sunt, sed in re quae significatur, pana sunt. Apostolum audi, [...] Et 
mox: Aliud illi, aliud nos, sed specie visibih: quod tamen hoc idem significaret spiritale.' (Italics 
mine.) 
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statements of the Apostle are repeated and emphasized by Augustine in his 
statements. Thus, not directly but convincingly, we can say once again that 
Peter Martyr's comment on this Father as 'a most reliable teacher' in this mat
ter is connected with his principle of sola scriptara. In this context Peter Martyr 
accused his adversary of making 'an open attack against the Apostle Paul', 
because Brenz denied that the ancients ate Christ in His figures and signs.^" 
According to the Scripture, Peter Martyr asserts, Paul clearly taught that the 
sacraments of Old Testament are the same thing as those in New Testament. 
Augustine, who is so trusted in these matters, is cited to confirm the teaching 
of the Bible in this matter. 

Therefore, Peter Martyr's high evaluations of Augustine in Dialogus is al
ways put forward in line with his emphasis upon the authority of the Holy 
Scriptures. The established authority of this Father is used by Peter Martyr in 
order to reinforce the persuasiveness of his views in the controversy, to the 
effect that he is faithful to the teaching of the Scriptures in his Reformed doc
trines of the Lord's Supper and of the two natures of Christ. 

Origen 

In the argument with Brenz over the harmony between the ascension of Christ 
and His true presence in the Lord's Supper,̂ ^* Peter Martyr appeals to Origen 
among other ancient Fathers. He cites this Father's statement on the opening 
of the womb of the Virgin Mary by the birth of the Lord, to emphatically repu
diate Brenz's thesis that the Virgin's womb remained closed even after Christ's 
birth."' when the authority of this Father is doubted on the ground of his 
doctrinal derailment in some other doctrines, Peter Martyr willingly vindicates 
this Father's authority in the matter of the Eucharistie doctrine, pointing out 

127 DIA, 129r. 'Deinde negare veteres comedisse Christum in suis figuris ac signis, est Paulo Aposto-
lo quam apertissime repugnare, qui ad Cormthios priori ait, illos eandem escam spiritualem 
comedisse, nee non eundem potum spiritualem bibisse.' 

128 Brenz's argument can be summarized as follows: Christ passed through the closed womb of his 
mother at his birth and he passed through closed doors to his disciples after his resurrection, 
so the visible ascent of Christ into heaven and his sitting at the right hand of God the Father 
are no hindrance to his body and blood's being really and truly present in the Supper. DIA,94r. 

129 DIA, 94v. 'Omne masculinum quod aperit vulvam, sacratum quippiam sonat. Quemcunque enim 
de utero effusum marem dixeris, non sic aperit vulvam m a t n s suae, ut dominus lesus: quia 
omnium mulierum non partus infantis, sed viri coitus vulvam reserat Matns vero domini eo 
tempore vulva reserata est, quo et partus editus; quia sanctum uterum et omni dignatione ve-
nerationis venerandum ante nativitatem Christi masculus omnino non tetigit, etc.' 
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that Origen has never been attacked on this doctrine."" From this we can see 
that Peter Martyr is considerably favorable toward the authority of this Father, 
who cannot be regarded as support for his adversary. Considering the poor 
polemical value of this Father to his adversary, as Peter Martyr himself recog
nizes through the comments put into the mouth of Pantachus, it is curious that 
he then repeatedly appeals to this Father in Diahgus for support in various 
important issues. For example, in refuting Brenz's understanding of manducatio 
impiorum, he underlines the crucial role of faith in receiving the body and 
blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper and he appeals to the ancient Fathers, 
among them Origen who comes first, along with Augustine, Jerome, etc.^^' 

It is interesting, therefore, that Peter Martyr ascribe high value to an aut
hority who does not have much by way of polemical use-value and he never
theless makes use of his authority to support his argument. From this case we 
may say at least that the polemical value is not the exclusive reason for Peter 
Martyr to make use of the authorities of the Fathers, Medievals and the Refor
mers. This is to be confirmed by his use of another Fathers, for example, Ter-
tullian in Diahgus and Theodoret in Tractatio. Why does Peter Martyr insist on 
such authorities that do not have the persuasive power for his adversaries? 
Was it a kind of debating tactic to take the adversaries by surprise, by introdu
cing unexpected authorities in the dispute? In the case of his appeal to Theo
doret in the Oxford Disputation, it may have been so. However, his adversaries 
there did not come to recognize the polemical value of this Father. Or, is it then 
Peter Martyr's parading of his profound learning in the patristics? To answer 
this question, we should make an analysis of Peter Martyr's use of Origen in 
Dialogus. We should take the 'context' of his use of this Father into considerati
on, in order to get a better understanding of the purpose or the function of his 
use of Origen. 

In his citation from Origen, which is concerned with the issue manducatio 
impiorum, Peter Martyr takes this position - the unfaithful can only receive the 
external signs of the sacrament, not the true body and blood of Christ, which is 
signified by the eucharistie elements. He primarily bases this position upon the 

130 DIA, 94v-95r. 'PAN. Ille [Origen] saepe a vero aberrant: propterea dicta ems non magnifacio. 
ORG. Sed cum habuerit permultos reprehensores, hmus attamen errons fut ipse putas) nunquam 
est acaisatus.' (Italics mine.) 

131 DIA, 98r. 'nempe, quod fide ilia percipiuntur, qua cum destituti sint mfideles, sacramento 
quidem externo possunt uti, verum a re sacramenti excluduntur. Deinde alimonia corporis et 
sanguinis Domini vitam aeternam secum indivisibili nexu coniunctam habet, ut 6. loan, lucu-
lentissime docemur. £t huic sentetiae multos Patres haheo suffragatores. Ongenes in Matt. cap. 15. 
in locum illum, Quod intrat in os, etc.' (Italics mine.) 
After Origen, Augustine and Jerome are also enlisted in support of Peter Martyr's discussion of 
the doctrine of manducatio impiorum. DIA, 98r-100r. 
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Biblical teaching, especially from the sixth chapter of the Gospel of John. There 
the taking of Christ's body and blood is directly connected with the receiving 
of eternal life, and it is nothing other than faith that enables those partaking in 
the Lord's Supper to discern the true body and blood of Christ. Thus Peter Mar
tyr's understanding of manducatio impiorum is established by the Biblical state
ments and clear logic. 

Origen is introduced in this context because his interpretation of the text of 
John 6 is in accord with Peter Martyr's reading. That is to say, the function of 
Origen-citation is to back up his own interpretation. In the same context he 
makes use of another patristic statements with the same purpose in mind: 
statements from Augustine and Jerome have a polemical value which is not 
questioned by his adversary. The fact that Origen is cited alongside with those 
two undoubtably authoritative (to Peter Martyr's adversary) Fathers shows 
Peter Martyr's high evaluation of this learned Father of the ancient Church 
even in spite of this Father's weak polemical value. As an outstanding patristic 
scholar in the Reformed camp, Peter Martyr may have admired the erudition of 
this ancient Father who was regarded as one of the most learned Christian 
scholars in his time and susbsequently. His citation from Origen can be under
stood, therefore, as an effort to defend the authority of this Father, in so far as 
his statements are faithful to the teaching of the Scripture. It is not so absurd 
to say that Peter Martyr's use of Origen is not a polemical one, but a vindicati
on of the ancient authority in order to underscore the basic principle of sola 
scnptura. 

Tertullian 

Directly after the conversation on the authority of Origen, Peter Martyr names 
another ancient Father whose authority is also doubted by his adversary: Ter
tullian."^ And he anticipates his adversary's rejection of the authority of this 
Father, too. So he passes to other Fathers, Ambrose and Jerome, who escape the 
suspicion of his adversary in this context. Nevertheless, he does not forego his 
appeal to Tertullian and he also appeal to this Father in another context, in 
answering his adversary's interpretation of the 'Our Father who art in heaven' 
in the Lord's Prayer."^ 

132 DIA, 95r. 'Possem etiam adducere Tertulhanum de came Chnsti, at supersedeo, quia et ilium ut 
haereticum hominem reiiceres.' 

133 DIA, 119r-119v. 'Verum quidem est Deum omnipotentem, coelestem inquam patrem, quern 
invocamus, cum sit infinitus, esse ubique. In coelis at tamen orando peculianter esse praedica-
mus, quod ea sit pars totius orbis pulcherrima. [...] Caeterum hac de re volo ut ipsum audias 
Tertulhanum, tarn vetustum, quam eruditum Ecdesiasticum scnptorem. Is ait adversus Praxeam: 
Rursus quot personae tibi videntur perversissime Praxea? Nisi quot et voces. Habes Filium in 
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Here we can find that Peter Martyr evaluates this first Latin apologist in an
cient Church very highly as 'a very learned ecclesiastical writer of antiquity' 
{Tertullianum, tarn vetustum, quam eruditum Ecdesiasticum scriptorem). Conside
ring the weak polemical power of this Father to his adversary, the reason of 
Peter Martyr's high evaluation of Tertullian should be something else than the 
polemical value of this Father. Like as the case of Origen, this high evaluation 
of Tertullian can be understood partly as an expression of his personal respect 
for this learned Father. At the same time, however, we should notice Peter 
Martyr's strong vindication of Tertullian's patristic authority, as we see in 
Peter Martyr's persistent urge to his adversary for listening to this Father."" By 
such vindication Peter Martyr betrays a significant feature of his concept of the 
authority and also his use of the authorities in Dialogus: it is not decively the 
polemical value of the authorities but fundamentally their agreement with the 
teaching of the Scripture that made Peter Martyr choose them for his support. 
Thus, Peter Martyr's high evaluations of Origen and Tertullian can be regarded 
as the reflection of his principle of sola scnptura in his use of the Fathers. 

Theodoret 

Underlining this Father's view of the verbal communication of the idioms, 
Peter Martyr evaluates Theodoret with these laudatory words: 'a man of 
greatest learning and equal orthodoxy' {vir doctissimus, nee minus orthodoxus). As 
well, Theodoret's Dialogues are 'splendid and useful' {dialogos pulcherrimos et 
utilissimos)."^ In an other place, Peter Martyr admires first of all this Father's 
profound learning, especially about the most important themes in Dialogus 
such as communicatio verbalis and the distinction between divinity and 
humanity in Christ."^ Theodoret's view is considered as a typical model for his 
Reformed view of these significant topics in Dialogus. And this Father's Dialogues 

terries. Habes Patrem in coelis. Non est separatio ista, sed dispositie divina. Caeterum scimus 
Deum etiam intra abyssos esse, et ubique consistere, sed vi, et potestate Fihum quoque ut indi-
viduum cum ipso ubique Tamen in ipsa o[Koyo(iCa Pater voluit Filium in terns haberi, se vero 
in coelis, quo ipse Films suspiciens et orabat, et postulabat a patre, quo et nos erectos docebat 
orare, Pater noster qui es in coelis, cum sit et ubique.' (Italics mine.) 

134 DIA, 119v. 'Caeterum hac de re volo ut ipsum audias Tertullianum [...] Discito hinc Deum qui-
dem esse ubique, [...] Deinde particulam, Qui es in coelis, animadvertito a Tertulliano sic accipi, 
quod Christus docuen t nos orare illo erectos, etc.' 

135 DIA, 35r. 'Atque hac de re Theodoretus vir doctissimus, nee minus orthodoxus, qui omnibus hisce 
actionibus interfuit, dialogos pulchemmos et utilissimos conscnpsit. ' (Italics mine.) 

136 DIA, 41r. 'Hic quoque animadvertis nominum esse coniunctionem non propneta tum. Deinde 
quasdam esse proprietates unitantum naturae congruentes, non alten, licet id scnptura non 
distinguat, ostendit eruditissime Theodoetus exemplis ab ammo et corpore hominum ductis: ita 
quippe Dialogo 3 loquitur' (Italics mine.) 
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are used as the most authentic sources for the position formulated in Tractatio 
as well as in Dialogus, as we have noted it in the previous chapter. 

However, there is the another side to Peter Martyr's eulogy for Theodoret's 
contribution: it is his 'orthodox, not less' {nee minus orthodoxus) than his great 
learning. This compliment is directly linked with the polemical value of this 
Father, because Theodoret was once cited in opposition to Brenz's favorite 
Father, Cyril. For that reason, Peter Martyr makes a particular point of intro
ducing this bishop of Cyrus, in order to defend his orthodoxy in the times of 
the Councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon. With the complimentary words of Leo 
to Theodoret, Peter Martyr tries to demonstrate that this Father not only was 
as 'orthodox theologian' but was also as an 'energetic conqueror of heretics'. 
This rather long introduction about Theodoret in Dialogus, is intended to per
suade Brenz to recognize the authority of this Father in his discussion of the 
important themes.^" In the cases of Origen and TertuUian, Peter Martyr lets his 
adversary (through the mouth of Pantachus) doubt the authority of the two 
ancient Fathers. But in case of Theodoret, there are no such marks of suspicion 
that could be raised about the authority of this Father. 

Bullinger 

Peter Martyr mentions this colleague in Zurich not so many times, but always 
with some commendatory remarks: 'a beloved man and excellent theologian' 
(vi'r carissimus, ac eximius Theologus), 'very learned book recently published by 
Henry Bullinger, the faithful pastor of the Zurich Church' {emditissimum librum 
Heinrychi Bullingeri pastoris ecclesiae Tigunnaefidelissimi), and 'learned man Henry 
Bullinger' {vir doctissimus Heinrychus Bullingems). In the context where Bullinger 
is mentioned, Peter Martyr deals with the topic of the heavenly place, in which 
the saints dwell with the glorified Christ. It is striking, however, that in Dialo
gus, Peter Martyr does not quote any clear statements from this Reformer. 
Most of his remarks on Bullinger are just recommendations of this Reformer's 
interpretation or of his books on the matters in question."' Nevertheless, these 

137 DIA, 31v. 'Quomam nunc est ad Theodoreti veniendum testimonia, ne ilium fortasse contemnas eo 
nomme quod se opposvent Cynllo m synodo Ephesma, visum est Leonis verba referre quae habentur m 
Epistola quam ad eum scnpsit post Synodum Chalcedonensem. ex quibus facile mtelbges ilium fuisse cum 
orthodoxum, turn etiam haerecicrum strenuum victorem. Leo in Epistola ad Theodoretum sic scribit, 
Remeantibus ad nos fratribus nostris, quos ad sanctum concilium sedes beati Petri direxit, ag-
novimus dilectionem tuam superno adiutono nobiscum tam Nestorianae impietatis quam Eu-
tychianae vaesaniae extitisse victricem, etc.' (Italics mine.) 

138 For example, concerning the meaning of 1 Timothy 2:4 Peter Martyr recommends Bulhnger's 
interpretation: 'Atque banc intelligentiam eius loci, vir carissimus, ac eximius Theologus, Hei
nrychus Bullmgerus, in suo perutili ac eleganti libello De mansionibus coelestibus inservit, et 
alias etiam satis accommodas, et a patribus locum ilium Apostoli exponentibus haustas, quas in 
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short remarks show his wholehearted support and agreement with Bullinger. 
There is no hint in his recommendations of Bullinger that his adversary will 
neglect his authority. It is not plausible that Peter Martyr did not perceive such 
reaction from Brenz, who had already disputed with Bullinger. Thus Peter 
Martyr's high evaluation of Bullinger is not due to the polemical value in the 
controversy with Brenz, but to the fundamental agreement with him in the 
intepretation of the Scripture. 

Melanchthon 

No one is as highly evaluated as Melanchthon in Dialogus, whose authority is 
admired as an equal to those of the ancient Fathers."^ Rather unexpectedly to 
the readers but very intentionally for his polemical purpose,"" Peter Martyr 
adds the name of this Teacher of Germany those listed as authoritative Fathers, 
who refute Luther's theory of ubiquity with the clearest of statements. Not 
only the praise for the personal learning and piety of Melanchthon but from 
these laudatory words, Bullinger also has considerably high polemical value for 
Peter Martyr. As the climax of an argument which calls upon a series of ancient 
authorities to denounce Luther's error in the doctrine of ubiquity, 
Melanchthon is introduced into the debate, adorned with equal authority to 
the ancient Fathers as well as to Luther himself 

It is highly significant that in the cited text in Dialogus, Melanchthon ex
pressed himself to be very faithful to the patristic authority, as well as to the 

praesentia, cum brevitati studeam, commemorare supersedebo.' DIA, 58v; And about the inter
pretation of Jerome's statement that the saints in heaven are everywhere because they follow 
the Lamb everywhere, Peter Martyr answers his adversary simply by recommending him to 
consult BuUinger's book Mansiones: 'Sed visum est potius te ad eruditissimum librum Heinrychi 
Bullingeri pastoris ecclesiae Tigurinae fidelissimi nuper editum relegare. Non enim oportet ac
tum agere. Non tamen id tacebo, te mihi videri locum ilium totum et integrum accurate non 
legisse.' DIA, 61r; And also on the interpretation of Ephesians 4-10: 'De ilia sententia superius 
nonnihil tecum egi, sumque testatus me nolle multa dicere, cum vir doctissimus Heinrychus 
Bullingerus in suo libello De mansionibus coelestibus et satis et eruditissime scripserit.' DIA, 
81v.; And finally, answering Brenz's criticism on Bullinger's interpretation of the phrase 'filling 
all things', Peter Martyr just says as follows: 'Site audivisset optimus vir Bullingerus, respon-
disset utique ad tuam istam caviUationem. Sed cum librum ederet, non adhuc talia de te audi-
verat.' DIA, 82r. 
DIA, 107v. 'Tandem Philippus Melanchthon his veteribus Patnbus merito coniungetur, quia 
aetate solum lUis est inferior, eruditione vero ac pietate non item.' 
As we can see from Peter Martyr's unreserved identification of the authority of Melanchthon 
with that of Luther, who is considered as the only ultimate authority for Brenz: DIA, 107v. 'Sed 
recte non tantum cum illis (veteribus Patnbus), sed etiam cum D. Martino Luthero, quern tu 
prae caeteris unum admirans, confern potest: nam ilium sanctitate, scnptis, ac donctnna, et 
scholasticis labonbus adaequavit saltem, si non vicit.' (Parenthesis mine.) 
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Biblical authority. Melanchthon emphasizes the teaching of the Scripture as 
the most important ground for the agreement in the Eucharistie dispute in 
Heidelberg/"^ In his refutation of the wrong arguments for the real presence of 
Christ's body in the Lord's Supper, Melanchthon's profound respect for the 
authority of the Church Fathers is outstanding."^ From this we can conclude 
that the Fathers played a crucial role for Melanchthon in his own positioning 
in the Eucharist disputes and in finding his solution to these disputes. By citing 
Melanchthon's letter to the Elector Frederick III of Palatinate, Peter Martyr 
seems to demonstrate the validity (or propriety) of his own appeal to the pa
tristic authority, through the mouth of the Teacher of Germany whose persua
sive power for the Lutherans was surely greater than any appeal Peter Martyr 
might make. Melanchthon holds fast to the principle of sola scnptura and makes 
use of the patristic authority in order to refute the new doctrine of the ubiqui
ty of Christ's body. He blames the proponents of this new doctrine for arrogan
ce in their reckless veto of the patristic consensus in this matter. This is the 
same point that Peter Martyr put before his adversary in Dialogus with such 
extensive evidence from the Fathers and the Medievals. Peter Martyr's high 
evaluation of his German colleague can be understood as the reflection of his 
agreement with Melanchthon on the fundamental and underlying criterion. 

Another important point can be derived from the high evaluation Peter 
Martyr gives to Melanchthon. It is thus possible to say that, for him, the patris
tic authority is not based on 'antiquity'; Melanchthon is the equal of the Fa
thers in his learning and piety, inferior to them only in age. It is learning and 

141 DIA, 109v. 'Non dubium est de controvesia Coenae ingentia cer tamina et bella m toto orbe 
terrarum secutura esse quia mundus dat poenas idolatriae, et aliorum peccatorum. Ideo peta-
mus ut films Dei nos doceat et gubernet. ' And he suggests the words of Paul as the foundation 
for a single formula: 'Secundo remotis contentiosis, prodest reliquos de una forma verborum 
convenire. Et in hac controversia optimum esset ret inere verba Pauli. Panis quem frangimus 
Koiwouia eoTi TOU aó]miOQ. Et copiose de fructu Coenae dicendum est, ut mvitentur hommess 
ad amorem hums pignoris, et crebrum usum. Et vocabulum KOivcovia declarandum es t ' 

142 DIA, llOr-lOOv. 'Sic declarant veteres coenam Domini. Sed hanc veram et simplicem doctrinam 
de fructu, nominant quidam cothurnos: et postulant dici, an sit corpus in pane, aut speciebus 
panis. qua si vero Sacramentum propter panem, et lUam Papisticam adorationem institutum 
sit. Postea fmgunt quomodo includant pani alii conversionem, alii transisubstantiationem, ahi 
ubiquitatem excogitarunt. ' And then Melanchthon decidedly de-valuates a right-wing Luthe
ran theologian Heshusms by contrasting his authority with tha t of the ancient Fathers' 'Negat 
Heshusius se assentiri Origeni, qui nominat panem et vinum ouiiPola TOC oónaioi; Kai a^aioi;. 
Reiicit contumeliose Clementem Alexandrinum. Pronunciabit eodem modo de Augustino, Am-
brosio, Prospero, Dionysio, Tertulhano, Beda, Basilio, Nazianzeno, qui nominat di/TiTuitoi' oüiia: 
Theodoreto, qui ait de pane ijjóoiv oi) \iiTa^Xóv. Quae est igitur tanta auctontas Heshusn, ut ipsi 
potius assentmmur, quam tot prohatis vetenhus scnptonbus, qui perspicue testantur tunc Ecdesiam non 
habuisse Pontifiaum dogma, et adorationem: quae si nova sunt in Ecclesia, cogitandum est an re-
centioribus licuerit novum dogma invehere in Ecclesiam. Nee ego ignore, multa citari notha 
veterum titulis, de quibus eruditi ludicent.' (Italics mine.) 
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piety that are underlined by Peter Martyr in his evaluation, not the age or 
antiquity. Of course antiquity itself is also regarded by Peter Martyr as one 
element of patristic authority, as we read from his description of Fathers: 'the 
Fathers, who are famous for their antiquity and teaching and outstanding in 
their holiness.'^"^ Here Peter Martyr seems to recognize the value of 'antiquity' 
equally with the other qualities of the Fathers, namely their teaching and their 
holiness. However, it is significant that he does not hesitate to give Me-
lanchthon the authority of the Fathers, without the merit of antiquity. From 
this fact, we can say that Peter Martyr's concept of the patristic authority con
sists in something other than the traditional value that is dependent largely 
upon antiquity. I think that the agreement with the Biblical teaching is the 
crucial element in Peter Martyr's concept of patristic authority. Later in con
nection with the relationship between his principle of sola scriptura and the 
authority of the Fathers, I return to this point. 

Jerome 

There is also a laudatory comment on this Father, but it is rather different in 
kind: it is quite different from Peter Martyr's remarks on the other authorities 
we have discussed above. Regarding Jerome, the remark is merely Peter Mar
tyr's recognition of the fame that this Father enjoyed: 'from the most renow
ned of the Fathers'(a celeberrimis Patribus)}'^'' In the context of his refutation of 
his adversary's argument on Christ's opening of the womb of His mother as 
significant evidence for the mystical or supernatural multi-presence of Christ, 
Jerome is called out as a counter witness to Brenz's interpretation of the Bibli
cal places that were used to support the theory of ubiquity. This is surely his 
praise for this Father's profound learning. Besides the polemical value of this 
Father, he acknowledges his profound learning. Refuting his adversary's con
cept of manducatio impiorum, Peter Martyr appeals to the three 'important' 
Fathers to emphasize the role of faith in receiving the body and blood of Christ. 
Jerome is one of the three, along with Origen and Augustine. As mentioned 
above, Origen's persuasiveness to Brenz is rather questionable, so he is cited 
relatively briefly in this context. On the other hand, Augustine and Jerome are 
cited with considerable importance. The phrase 'for brevity' when used in 

143 DIA, l l l r . 'Certe illam (ut audivisti) permulti Patres non tam vetustate ac doctnna celebres, quam 
sanctitate insignes, nee non recentes, et approbarunt, et docuerunt. ' (Italics mine.) 

144 DIA, 95r-95v. 'Et scio locum Ezechielis 44. de porta clausa consuevisse a celebemmis Patnbus ad 
beatam virginem adaptari, quemadmodum et Ambrosius cum quibusdam alus episcopis 81. 
epistola lib.lO. fecit. Ideo cum scnptixns tradatur earn pepensse virgmem, quodque ipse tibi sumis ah 
lUis non doceatar, authontate caret quod ajfirmas: unde responsione longiori non indiget.' (Italics 
mine.) 
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relation to such an important theme, signifies the gravity of the patristic sta
tements of these Fathers, especially two of them."^ 

However, it seems to me that Peter Martyr does not express his full trust in 
this Father in Diahgus. It is not to say that he has some suspicion of this Fa
ther's authority, but only that this Father's importance is not so highly evalua
ted in spite of the laudatory remark as 'the most renowned of the Fathers'. 
Compared with Peter Martyr's other eulogies - to Tertullian, Origen, Augustine 
and Theodoret - this praise itself has little bearing on the theological ortho
doxy of this Father. We cannot find another instance of such laudatory words 
on this Father's authority elsewhere in Diahgus. Jerome's significance in Dia
hgus is not so striking in either quantitative or qualitative terms, despite his 
fame. So we can say that Peter Martyr's evaluation of Jerome is not as high as 
we might have expected. He is surely praised, but not for his theological ortho
doxy. Can we find an explanation of this rather low evaluation of Jerome, in 
relation to Peter Martyr's fundamental principle of sola scriptura as the ultimate 
criterion for the authority? There is not much material to form an answer to 
this question, but it might prove helpful if we were to compare Peter Martyr's 
evaluation of Vigilius with that of Jerome. 

Vigilius 

Although there is no complimentary comment, Vigilius is another highly eva
luated patristic authority in Diahgus. Significantly, Vigilius is given particular 
emphasis in the context of demonstrating the Apostolic and Catholic faith. 
Among the patristic authorities who are used by Peter Martyr to refute Luther 
and Brenz's understanding of the hypostatical union between the humanity 
and the divinity in Christ, he includes this sixth century bishop of Roem who 
vigorously refuted various heresies such as Sabellius, Arius and Euchytes. It is 
especially noticeable that this Father confirmed that the relation between the 
humanity and the Divinity of Christ was to be understood as 'the Catholic faith 
and confession which the Apostles handed down, which the martyrs suppor
ted, and which believers still guard'. This citation is from the end of Vigilius' 
the fourth book of his treatise against Eutyches.̂ *^ By use of this citation from 

145 DIA, 99v At the end of his citations from Jerome, Peter Martyr puts it: 'Possem et aha permulta 
loca ex vetenbus producere, quibus demonstrarem fide percipi corpus Christi, et impiis ac des-
titutis fide symbola tantum seu externum sacramentum d a n posse, non autem ab ilhs corpus 
et sanguinem Domini percipi: sed brevitatis ratio est habenda.' (Italics mine.) 

146 DIA, 105v-106r. 'Praeterea lib. 4. contra Euchyten, [...]. Igitur unus Dei Films, idemque hominis 
factus films habet initium ex natura carnis suae, et non habet initium ex natura divinitatis 
suae. Creatus est per naturam carnis suae, et non creatus est per naturam divinitatis suae. Cir-
cumscribitur loco per naturam carnis suae, et loco non capitur, per naturam divmitatis suae. 
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Vigilius, Peter Martyr wants to insist that his Reformed view of the two natures 
in Christ is nothing other than what has been handed down by the Apostolic 
and Catholic faith and confession. Considering this function of the citation 
from Vigilius, his importance in Dialogus ought to be highly evaluated, although 
there is not a word of direct praise for this Father. 

Indeed, there are no such laudatory words on Vigilius for his learning, holi
ness, or his polemical value (his persuasive power). Nevertheless, by this citati
on of this Father's words on the 'Apostolic and Catholic' faith, Peter Martyr 
expresses his significant respect for this Father's authority. His high evaluation 
of this Father is more or less contrasted with his evaluation of Jerome, for 
whom the comments relate only to his popularity. Peter Martyr's high evalua
tion of Vigilius shows that the very ground of his esteem for the ancient Fa
thers is not the personal authority of the individual Fathers, but their faithful 
guarding of the Apostolic and Catholic teaching against various heresies. For 
Peter Martyr, it is the agreement with such authoritative ancient Fathers and 
the Scripture that functions as the criterion for the judging any new doctrine 
of ubiquity. There shall be further consideration of this point shall be done 
later in connection with our evaluation of Peter Martyr's principle of sola scrip-
tura, as he applied it in Dialogus. 

3.1.2 High Evaluation in Tractatio 

Peter Martyr's high evaluation of some authorities in Tractatio should be consi
dered. Among those esteemed authorities in this treatise, there are not only 
the Fathers but also one Scholastic and a Council in the Middle Ages. As with 
Dialogus, those Fathers who were praise with laudatory remarks are now to be 
given special consideration. 

The Fathers in General 

Compared with Dialogus, it is noteworthy that the Fathers in Tractatio are gene
rally esteemed as a group of authority that contradict the heretical teachings 

Minor est etiarti angelis per natura carms suae et aequalis est patri secundum naturam divini-
tatis suae. Et mortuus est natura carms suae, et non est mortuus natrua divmitatis suae. Haec 
est fides et confessw cathohca, quam Apostoh tradidenxnt, Martyres roboraverunt, et fideles nunc usque 
custodmnt.' (Italics mine.) We find here the very argument by which Peter Martyr tries to con
vince his adversary in the controversy over the two natures in Christ: how and why the two 
natures in Christ should be distinct despite theor hypostatic union. Peter Martyr's Reformed 
view of this thesis is clearly stated by this Father's statement. Strictly speaking, Peter Mart)T 
repeats faithfully this Father's refutation of the ancient heresy of Monophysites, in his refuta
tion of Brenz's erroneous theory of ubiquity. 
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of later generations. Against his adversaries' arguments about the interpretati
on of the institutional words, Peter Martyr appeals to the authority of the Fa
thers and makes use of their statements to refute the Romanist argument that 
the verb 'est' should be understood literally. "^ Here, without any 
complimentary remarks on their authority, the Fathers are simply introduced 
as the strong counter-evidence to the Romanist position. In taking this stand, 
therefore, Peter Martyr has in mind the 'established' authority of the Fathers 
against the new hermeneutic position of the Romanists. 

Origen 

We have already noted above Peter Martyr's considerable esteem for this Fa
ther of ancient Church of Alexandria, as shown in Tractatio as well as Dialogus, 
and whose polemical value was not so great to his adversaries. Here in Tracta
tio, this Father is once again appealed to for his orthodoxy in the doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper,'"* and he is also highly esteemed as 'a most ancient Father 
and of great renown' (antiquissimus et summae cekbritatis) against the erroneous 
teaching of John of Damascus.'"^ 

It is noteworthy that from Tractio to Dialogus Peter Martyr firmly maintai
ned his attitude toward Origen, in spite of the dubious polemical value of this 
Father. For the more effective refutation of his adversaries' arguments, Peter 
Martyr might have appealed with greater force to other Fathers, whose autho
rity was recognized without any reservation by his adversaries. Why does Peter 
Martyr insist on this Father? We can find an anwser to this question in the 
compliments: In the doctrine of the Lord's Supper, Origen taught rightly so 
that no one could find fault with his teaching on the Eucharist. Thus, regardless 
of his polemical value, Peter Martyr in Tractatio appeals to Origen without hesi
tation, and it is according to his fundamental criterion for the authority of the 
Fathers and the Medievals: agreement with the teaching of the Scripture. 

147 TRD, 33v. 'Deinde miror ista ohnci, cum apud praes mvenmntur istae expositwnes Nam frequent amnt 
representan, significari, designan, ostendi, corpus et sanguine dommi et symbola pants ac vim appellant 
signaculum, figuram, ac typum, et diTirvwa. Neque est que aliquis cavillet, ista signa aut figuras 
eos referre ad mortem, et non ad corpus Christi, qua Patres apte dicunt significari corpus et 
sangumem, et signa, et figuras dan corpus et sanguinis domini.' (Italics mine.) And Peter Mar
tyr enumerates the patristic testimonies from various Fathers, such as Augustine, Jerome, Ter-
tulhan, Cyprian, Ambrose, Chrysostom, Basil, Bernard. 

148 TRD, 48v. 'Contra haec vero, ego obiicio locum apertissimum Ongenis super Matthaeum. ca.15. 
[...] Nullus autem ad haec causetur, Origenem quandoque errasse in dogmatibus, quia Hiero-
nymus, Epiphanius, et veteres, qui ems errores diligentissime produxerunt, nusquam memine-
runt male eum sensisse de Eucharistia, id non facturi, si in tanta re exorbitasset.' 

149 TRD, 48v. 'Isti ergo loanni Damascene recenti scripton, et non adeo lUustri, obiiciatur Origenes 
antiquissimus et summae celebritatis.' 
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Theodoret 

Peter Martyr's laudatory comments on this bishop of Cyrrhus are more 
prominent than Origen: 'the most learned and eloquent' (habitusque est emditis-
simus, atque eloquentissimus) and also 'a learned man and saintly member of 
Christ's Church {vir doctissimus, et sanctum Christi ecclesiae memhrum).'^^° He 
compliments his piety as well as his learning. It is also notable that he gives a 
rather long introduction to this Father before making use of his statements.^^^ 
In the introduction, he emphasizes Theodoret's learning and eloquence as well 
as his orthodox position. Considering the fact that there are very few 
comments of a personal nature or praises for the authorities in Tractatio, 
especially so when compared with Dialogus, Peter Martyr's endorsement of 
Theodoret's authority is worthy of our close attention. Because his adversaries 
m Oxford Disputation did not know much about this Father and would not 
accept his authority, the polemical value or the persuasive power of this Father 
was not so great. Nevertheless, Peter Martyr wilhngly makes use of Theodoret's 
authority. His appeal to Theodoret is not from any polemical use of the 
authorities. The reason why he adheres to Theodoret cannot be sufficiently 
explained from any imputed polemical use. We have to find an answer 
elsewhere. What then, is the explanation for his high evaluation of this Father? 
As in the case of Origen, there should be more than one reason for this Peter 
Martyr's admiration of this Father's learning, and more significantly the 
orthodox teaching of this Father concerning the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
The fact that he is entirely on the same line with this Father on the doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper is the most convincing answer to the question, as we 
confirmed in Dialogus. 

Peter Lombard 

'The Master of Sentences' is the well known alias for this Scholastic. So Peter 
Martyr's use of this honourable title ought not to be understood in itself as his 
high evaluation of the authority of Peter Lombard. However, in the context of 
his citation where Peter Lombard is called out as one of the contemporary 
critics (along with the Glossator) of the decrees on the dogma of the transub-
stantiation in the Council of Rome or Vercelli,"^ this honourable title could be 

150 TRD, 22r-22v 'Nunc producemus Theodoritum qui Cyn fuit Episcopus, vixit Cyrilli tempore, et 
m synodo Ephesina fuit atque Calcedonensi, habitusque est eruditissimus, atque eloquentissi
mus [ ] in Synodo Chalcedonens fuit agnitus Theodontus ut vir doctissimus, et sanctum 
Christi ecclesiae membrum' 

151 TRD, 22r-22v 
152 TRD, 49v 
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considered as Peter Martyr's endorsement of the theological orthodoxy of this 
Schoolman. It is noteworthy that this Master of Sentences admitted the 
necessity of the trope in interpreting the institutional words, and so Peter 
Martyr makes good use of his authority against the new doctrine of the 
transubstantiation. 

Council of Florence 

Although there is no direct compliment to this Council from the Middle Ages, it 
is evident from his appeal that Peter Martyr ascribes a very strong polemical 
value to this Council. This Ecumenical Council is used in his argument against 
the decrees on the transubstantiation in the other two Medieval Councils: tho
se of Vercelli and Constance. The Greek Church rejected the doctrine of the 
transubstantiation as the official doctrine of the Church of Christ in this Coun
cil of Florence, where the Eastern and Western Churches were restored to their 
ancient unity (so it should be properly called as 'Ecumenical' Council)."^ The 
resolution of this Council has considerable polemical value in Peter Martyr's 
refutation of his adversaries' appeals to the so-called consent of the whole 
church on the doctrine of the transubstantiation, which is based upon the 
resolutions of other Medieval Councils. Peter Martyr relates the decision of this 
Ecumenical Council with the very teaching of the ancient Church."" By his 
high evaluation of this Council, therefore, he underscores the established 
authority of the ancient Church, where the doctrine of the Lord's Supper was 
still soundly maintained by the Fathers. 

Summary 

Compared with Dialogus, it is noteworthy that the highly evaluated authorities 
in Tractatio are few. The views of the Fathers are highly valued, and in fact are 
an important criterion, by which the dogma of transubstantiation should be 
tested and thereby rejected. Peter Martyr's consistent high evaluation of cer-

153 TRD, 50r-50v. 'Caeterum concilio huic obiicimus generale et Oecumenicum concilium Floren-
tiae habitum, [...] In quo concilio, ecclesia graeca latinae est coniuncta, et consenserunt in dis-
sidio de spiritu sancto. [...] Cunque unionis litterae essent formandae et publicandae, prorsus 
caverunt, ut hums rei nulla mentio fieret, quod et observatum est, ut patet in Bulla Eugenii, 
quae incipit, Exultent coeli, et laetetur terra, [...]Unde si tanti momenti fuisset ista transubs-
tantiatio, ecclesia Romana unmquam cum graeca voluisset coniungi, quae eam non susceperit.' 

154 TRD, 50v. 'Et hinc etiam soluitur argumentum, quod afFerebant de universali consensu eccle
siae, non enim est verum quod assumunt, omnes ecclesias in istud conspirasse: nam ilia vetus-
ta, quae fuit patrum tempore (ut ostendimus) nequaquam sibi talia conflnxit. Item onentalis et 
graeca ecclesia non perinde sensit, atque nos.' 



An Analysis of Peter Martyr's Use of the Fathers and the Medievals 225 

tain authorities - Origen and Theodoret - is evident, because his use of the 
Fathers in those cases shows the significance of the principle of sola scnptura, 
which is Peter Martyr's fundamental criterion by which he evaluates the 
authorities. 

(2) An analysis of Peter Martyr's De-valuation of the Fathers and the Medievals 
The second way of Peter Martyr's use of the authorities, I suggest, is via a 'de
valuation'. By this term I refer to his negative evaluation of the authorities in 
his two Eucharistie treatises. Peter Martyr gives very negative comments on 
some of the authorities, who had been called upon by his adversaries to lend 
their support. With such negative remarks, Peter Marty tries to weaken or 
denounce the authority of such Fathers and Medievals used by adversaries. 

3.1.3 De-valuation in Dialogus 

Only three cases of de-valuation of the authorities are found in Dialogus: one a 
Father, another from the Early Scholastic in general and one a Reformer. Let us 
first consider his rather implicit de-valuation of the authority of Ambrose, and 
then move on to his more direct criticism of the early Scholastics as a group, 
and finally the most important and outstanding instance of de-valuation: his 
unreserved criticism of Luther. 

Ambrose 

Arguing for the possibility of the multi-presence of Christ's body at the same 
time, Brenz appeals to the famous legend about Apostle Peter's last day, the so-
called Quo vadis, domme? Story, written by Ambrose.̂ ^^ Peter Martyr rejects 
Brenz's appeal to the authority of this famous bishop of Milan and nominates it 
as the weakest of all the evidence called out by Brenz for the ubiquity of 
Christ's body. He accuses his adversary of not acting properly by trying to esta
blish such an important doctrine by such weak arguments and doubtful sto-
ries.̂ ^^ By this brief comment on his adversary's use of Ambrose, he makes it 

155 DIA, 114v-ll5r. 'Adiiciam etiam quod Ambrosius de Petro narrat libro 5. [...] Nocte muro egredi 
coepit. Et videns sibi in porta Christum occurerere, urbemque ingredi, ait: Domine qou vadis? 
Respondit Christus, Venio Romam rursus crucifigi. Intellexit Petrus divinum ad suam crucem 
pertinere responsum, etc. Ex lis facile potes colhgere, Christum non habere humanitatem suam 
coelo inclusam, sed nonnunquam se demonstrasse videndum e audiendum in terns.' 

156 DIA, 117r. 'Quod postremo loco ex Ambrosio attulisti, omnium est mfirmissimum, quia lUa qudis 
quails hstona m dmms htens non habetur, et idcirco tarn potest reapx quam repudian. Multa quipped 
mendacia et confictae narrations, etiam de sacris, rebus crebro in vulgum sparguntur, quae ut 
apud aliquos fidem merentur, sic ab aliis magna confidentia irridentur. [...] Quare tu neque recte 
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clear that the Scripture is the criterion by which the authority of the Fathers 
should be tested. Although there in no direct criticism of the authority of this 
Father, it is clearly signified that this famous Father should also be judged on a 
similar basis. 

The Early Scholastics 

It is noteworthy that Peter Martyr in Dialogus seldom makes a categorical re
fusal to concede the authority of the Medievals. Rather they are more often 
regarded as mere supplementary authorities for his position and through the 
process of relativization-appropriation, become part of Peter Martyr's third 
way of using the authorities. (In the following paragraph we shall consider this 
category further.) Although they are differentiated to a greater orlesser extent 
from the major authorities - such as the Holy Scripture, the Church Fathers, 
some creeds and the ecumenical Councils - in Dialogus he considers the Scho
lastics in an affirmative manner. It is therefore surprizing that he then indica
tes that 'the early scholastics' are the source of his adversary's new doctrine of 
ubiquity."' In spite of his trenchant critique which alleges that the early 
scholastics should have recognized the error of the theory of ubiquity, Peter 
Martyr here sets them in opposition to the accepted and established 
authorities: the Scripture, the Fathers, some creeds of the faith and recognized 
and approved Councils. Accordingly, it therefore follows that the authority of 
the early Scholastics should be placed under the other authorities we have 
mentioned above, and in this sense it can be regarded as a typical de-valuation 
of their authority. 

Luther 

Luther, who is regarded as the ultimate authority for Brenz,^^'is a special 
target of Peter Martyr's de-valuation in Dialogus. He describes this great 

neqae ordme faas, qm de tali, tantoque dogmate infirmis ratiombus, instantiis duhiis, et narratiombus 
incertis, velts constituere.' (Italics mine.) 

157 DIA, 6r. 'Cur e scnptures, ex Patnbus, ex abquo symbolo fidei, vel ex Conn/its receptis et probatts, non 
docetis nos hoc vestrum novum somnium? Illud primum Scholastici viderunt per mquiecem, 
dum animadverterent, se non aliter suam realem in Euchanstia praesentiam corporis et san
guinis Domini posse defendere. Ab illis hoc vestrum dogma procul dubio hausistis, cum vos graviora 
et saniora testimonia deficerent.' (Italics mine.) 

158 But by putting the statements into the mouth of his opponent 's character Pantachus, Peter 
Martyr makes it clear that he regards Luther as the most impor tant authority for Brenz. With 
all t he patristic statements that contradict Luther's s ta tements , it seems not enough to con
vince Brenz because, for him, Luther is more trustwrorthy t h a n any other authority: 'Mihi Lu-
therus istis omnibus praestat. ' DIA, U l r 
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Reformer as a 'man' who can and did make mistakes in his writing, especially 
on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper and the glorified body of Christ."' Luther 
went astray and Brenz's 'new doctrine' of ubiquity can be derived from his 
mentor's teaching on the Lord's Supper/^" Though Luther is a hero in the faith 
and work of the Reformation, his authority and teaching should also be 
estimated by the very criterion that he himself stands on: not by the yardstick 
of human authority but by the analogy of Holy Scripture and of the faith/^^ 
Here we find the principle of sola scriptura, Peter Martyr's fundamental 
criterion for his use of the authorities in his Eucharistie treatises. He contrasts 
the human authority of Luther with the analogy of Holy Scripture and the 
faith. It is nothing other than the basic implication of the principle of sola 
scnptara that the authority of the Scripture should be regarded as the principal 
criterion against all the other human authorities, including the tradition of the 
Church. This principle should also be applied, according to him, even to the 
very figure-head of the Reformation, by whom the principle itself was first 
clearly enunciated. 

By applying the principle of so!a scriptura against the very proponent of the 
principle, Peter Martyr devalued the authority of Luther concerning the doc
trine of the Lord's Supper. Further, in his argument against his adversary, he 
sets the patristic authority against Luther's authority in order to show that 
Brenz does not have support from either the Scriptures nor the Fathers, but 
only from Luther.̂ ^^ He illustrates his de-valuation with the clearest statements 
of the ancient Fathers that stand against Luther's statements, and by so doing 
shows that the doctrine of ubiquity was not supported by the patristic authori
ty, but on the contrary it was condemned by them. From Rufinus to Leo, over 7 
folio pages, Peter Martyr demonstrates the ancient testimonies against 

159 DIA, 66v-67r. 'At non obliviscimur interea ilium fuisse hominem, et in lis quae scripsit, ali-
quando errasse.' 

150 DIA, lOOr. 'Quomodo potes affirmare Ubiquitatis dogma non esse novum, cum in scnptuns 
divinis minima reperiatur, nee ullum ex Patribus ostenderis, qui corpus Christi esse ubique 
scnpserif' 

161 DIA, 67r. 'Ideo cum Heroicorum virorum pugnantes proponuntur sententiae, de illis ad analo-
giam divmarum scnpturarum et fidei ludicandum censemus, non ad amussim humanae autho-
ntatis. [...] Removeatur interea persona de scena, et de reipsa scnptuns et lustis rationibus 
inter nos putemus.' 

162 DIA, lOOv. 'At longe aliter, atque praedices, te gessisti, ex verbo Dei nihil ferme proferendo, sed 
ex Luthero t an tummodo accepisiti, quae mecum es locutus, adiectis quibusdam rationibus par-
tim probabilibus, part im sophisticis, una cum aliquibus testimonus Patrum, non tarnen usque 
adeo crebris, eisque vel vel tecum pugnantibus, vel a praesenti controversia multum alienis.' 
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Luther's doctrines of consubstantiation and ubiquity in order to show that such 
teaching is really a new addition to the Christian tradition.'" 

At the end of long citations from the ancient Fathers that refute Luther's 
teaching on the ubiquity of Christ's body, he adds Melanchthon to the 'patris
tic' authorities, as an important witness against Luther's doctrine.'^" This final 
witness is significant for Peter Martyr, not only because Melanchthon comes 
from the same camp as the accused - in which case he can argue that not all of 
Luther's most enthusiastic supporters endorse all the teachings of the German 
Reformer without distinction'" - but also because Melanchthon develops a 
very similar argument against the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity. Peter Martyr 
wants to say to Brenz that Melanchthon escapes the erroneous teaching of 
Luther on the two natures of Christ with the help of the principle of sola scrip-
tura and with the aid of the most reliable Fathers of the ancient Church. The 
polemical use (or persuasive power) of Melanchthon's authority seems not so 
great, as we see in other places in Di'alogus.'̂ ^ However, it is evident that 
Luther's authority actually diminishes in inverse proportion to Peter Martyr's 
evaluation of the authority of the Teacher of Germany. His high evaluation of 
Melanchthon, ascribing him a rank equivalent to the Fathers, is comparable to 
Calvin's eulogy of Luther as one of the Apostles.'" However, even 'a distinguis-

163 DIA, 100v-107r. 'Luthen autem dictis, quae saepius in ore habes, et ubivis contra nostram 
sententiara profundis, opponere nunc decrevi Patrum ve terum quam apertissima dcita, quae 
senties vestram ubiquitatem prorsus damnare. ' And then Peter Martyr cites Rufinus, Augus
tine, Cyril, Vigilius, Fulgentius, and Leo. Most important among these ancient authorities is 
Augustine, whose tracts on John are repeatedly cited along with his letter to Dardanus. Cyril 
and Fulgentius are also significant both in quantity and m quality. 

164 DIA, 107v. 'Tandem Philippus Melanchthon his vetenbus Patribus merito coniungetur, quia 
aetate solum illis est inferior, eruditione vero ac pietate non item. Sed recte non tantum cum 
lUis, sed etiam cum D. Martino Luthero, quem tu prae caeteris u n u m admiraris, conferri potest: 
nam ilium sanctitate, scriptis, ac doctrma, et scholasticis labonbus adaequavit saltern, si non 
vicit.' 

165 DIA, 67r. 
166 DIA, 108v. 'Multo consultius ea tacuisset [Melanchthon], Non enim hoc decreto seu dogmate 

statuendo, ea defendere potuit de Sacramento Coenae, quae visus est hactenus egregie tuerl. ' . 
With this statement from his opponent 's character Pantachus, Peter Martyr himself expresses 
his own doubt about the persuasive power of the argument he cites from Melanchthon. 

167 CALVIN, Institutio. IV.iii.4. 'Secundum banc mterpretat ionem (quae mihi et verbis et sententiae 
Pauli consentanea videtur) tres illae functiones non ideo insti tutae in ecclesia fuerunt, ut per-
petuae forent, sed ad id modo tempus quo erigendae errant ecclesiae, ubi nullae ante fuerant, 
vel certe a Mose ad Christum traducendae Quanquam non nego quin Apostohs postea quoqtxe, vel 
saltern eorum loco Evangelistas mterdum excitant Deus, ut nostra tempore factum est Tahbus enim, qui 
ecclesiam ah Antichnsti defectwne reducerent, opus fuit Munus t amen ipsum nihilominus extra-
odinariura appello, quia in ecclesus rite constitutes locum non habet.' (Italics mine ) Although 
Luther IS not mentioned here clearly by name, it is generally regarded that Calvin had the Re
former of Wittenberg in mind, as he did in his Defensio adversus Pighium See, Institutes, vol. 2, 
p.l057 footnote 4. 
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hed apostle of Christ by whose ministry the light of the gospel has shone' 
should not go beyond the authority of God's words. 

3.1.4 De-valuation in Tractatio 

One of the characteristic features of Tractatio, compared with Dialogus, is the 
exclusive targeting of the Schoolmen and the Councils of the Middle Age for 
Peter Martyr's sustained de-valuation. After all, the main topic of Tractatio is 
the refutation of transubstantiation which had originated for the most part 
from the times of the Schoolmen. So the function of the Fathers is prominent 
in Tractatio as the touchstone by which the authority of the Scholastics are 
evaluated. 

Scliolastics 

Concerning the distinction between the substance and the accidents of the 
Eucharistie elements in the theory of the transubstantiation, Peter Martyr 
expresses his de-valuative view of the Scholastics: they have high a reputation 
but are not worthy of respect in terms of their teachings.^^* In the following 
cases of the de-valuation of the Schoolmen, which we shall now examine, we 
shall see that Peter Martyr regards their teachings as the most important 
ground for the evaluation of their authority. 

As we noted in Dialogus as well as in Tractatio, Peter Martyr consistently ap
plies this same attitude in his evaluation of the various authorities: the Fathers, 
the Scholastics, the Reformers and also the philosophers - not on the ground of 
their established reputation, but on the basis of their teaching. This attitude is 
closely related with his fundamental principle of sola scriptura, because what 
they teach should be tested by the teaching of the Scriptures. 

Duns Scotus 

This 'Doctor subtilis' is mentioned by Peter Martyr's adversaries in the Oxford 
Disputation as a typical example of one who recognized the doctrine of tran-

168 TRD, 34v-35r. 'Argumentantur postea de adoratione, quod si rehnqueretur panis, adoraretur in 
Sacramento. Miror istos esse tam obseruantes verae adorationis, cum alioquin et picturae, at-
que statuae apud eos adorentur. Verum dicunt, se ista non adorare, sed ea quae per haec re-
praesentantur. At quomodo non idem volunt concedere de pane si remaneat, quod is non 
adorabitur, sed ea quae ab lUo sgnificantur? [...] Quique finguut se moven tanto zelo debuerunt 
et calicem transubstantiare, ne forte cum ostenditur, adoretur. Et sane levissimum hoc argumen-
tum mihi semper visum est, licet a scholasticis, et quidem non vulgaris nommis, obuciatur.' (Italics 
mine.) 
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substantiation only because it was the consent of the whole Church.^ '̂ By the 
description of his adversaries' arguments for this Schoolman, however, Peter 
Martyr reveals the reason why this 'Doctor subtilis' should not be ascribed with 
such authority. That is to say. Duns Scotus himself knew clearly that the new 
doctrine of transubstantiation was not well grounded on the testimonies of the 
Scriptures and the Fathers. For Peter Martyr, therefore, Scotus' recognition 
that the whole Church consented to transubstantiation is nothing other than 
an example of his inconsistency. The so-called consent of the whole Church, 
that is, the official position of the Roman Church in the times of Duns Scotus, 
was already derailed. The orthodox position of the Apostolic and Catholic 
Church had already been compromise by such doctrine. 

Another comment on this Scholastic is related with the 'sophistries' by 
which the words 'This is my body' was to be interpreted according to this new 
doctrine.^'" The word 'sophistries' reveals Peter Martyr's negative evaluation of 
this Schoolman's interpretation of the words of institution. Especially his in
terpretation of the verb 'est' is typical of such sophistry, which the Romanists 
willingly used alongside with the miracles to affirm such the theories. 

Anselm, Hugh, Richard of St. Victor 

Peter Martyr identifies these three Scholastics as the authorities supporting 
the new doctrine. By contrasting their arguments for transubstantiation with 
patristic teaching, he shows that the doctrine is but a new invention that had 
not been known in the Church in times past."^ In spite of his explanatory 
description of the circumstances in which these Scholastics fell into such 
erroneous teaching, Peter Martyr's de-valuation of their authority is a clear 
and distinct appeal to the authority of the Fathers. 

169 TRD, 4v. 'Citant et pro se, ut aiunt, consensum totius ecclesiae, quo adeo permotus est Scotus in 
4. ut cum non demonstraretur firmiter scnpturis et rationibus transubstantiatio, at tamen ces-
serit, ne consensui ecclesiae adversaretur. ' 

170 TRD, l l r - l l v . 'Agunt ad haec, non solum miraculis, verum et iam sophisticis argutiis, ut Scotus, 
quando urgetur in prolatione illorum verborum, Hoc est Corpus meum, ut nobis dicat quidnam 
demonstretur in subiecto propositionis, tandem respondet. demonstrar i aliquod singulare sive 
individuum generalioris substantiae, quod cum praedicaro idem refert, aut pro eodem (ut lo-
quuntur) supponit, neque differunt inter se, quae singnificantur per subiectum, et praedica-
tum, nisi per varias concipiendi rationes.' 

171 TRD, 46r. 'Ex recentioribus adducunt Anselmum, Hugonem et Richardum Victorinos Caeterum 
cum illorum tempestate, lam dogma transubstantiationis obtrusum esset, scnptis suis inse-
ruierunt tempori, neque debet istorum nova inventio praeiudicare vetustissimae opinioni ec
clesiae, et antiquorum patrum sententiae.' 
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Council of Rome or Vercelli 

The authority of this Council, where Berengar was condemned and compelled 
to recant his valid criticism of the transubstantiation dogma, is severely critici
zed by Peter Martyr for its various decisions on the doctrme of the Lord's Sup
per. Through the mouths of two 'Schoolmen' - one an anonymous 
commentator (Glossator) on the decrees of this Council and the other the Mas
ter of the Sentences - he stresses the absurdity of the decision and its potential 
danger to the sound and orthodox view of the body and blood of Christ m the 
Lord's Supper."^ It is noteworthy that he gives considerable negative comment 
on Glossator about his mtellectual capacity, because the Glossator's remark has 
the effect of bringing the authority of this Council into greater disrepute.^^' For 
Peter Martyr, Glossator points out once again the necessity of the trope for a 
correct interpretation of the institutional words. It shows the important point 
of his criticism of the decree of this Council, that it confused the symbols with 
the signified so that it attributed the properties of the symbols wrongly to the 
signified, the very body and blood of Christ. On the basis of such arguments, he 
plainly rejected the authority of this Council as well as the criticism of his 
Romanist adversaries that were dependent upon the same Council's authority. 

172 TRD, 49r-49v 'Concilium Romanum aut Vercellense nobis obiiciunt, ubi fliit damnatus Beren-
garius, et ad palinodiam compulsus [..] In Decretis de consecratione distinctione.2. catpite Ego 
Berengrius, habetur descnpta m qua iste coactus est fateri corpus Christi sensualiter, sacerdo-
tum manibus tractari , frangi, et dentibus atteri, qae ut bene conveniant corpori Christi lam 
glorificato, et illi sacramento, esto cuiuslibet, prudentis luditium Glossator decretorum, homo 
ahoqmn pmquions mtellectus, tantam absurditatem non potuit non videre, unde inquit ista esse 
accipienda, ad modum caute, et dextere, quod ni fiat incides inquit in errorem maiorem, quam 
IS fuerit, quo laboraverit Berengarius. [...] Et magister sententiarum mA vult meden hmc plague, et 
inquit, ista attnbuenda esse non corpori Chrsiti, sed symbolis, quae ipsi ponunt esse acciden
tia. Et ita statuit in ista locutione tropum, quo attribuantur rei, id quod est symbolorum, quo 
trope SI nos utamur, et quidem tempestive, interpretano patrum dicta, dum ad populum mag-
nifice loquebantur de hoc sacramento, ex clamant adversani, nos corrumpere, et vitiare, ac 
falsare illorum scripta, cum tamen hic ipsi ad easdem confugiant anchoras, tropumque volunt, 
ubi minus esse debuerat, nimirum in explanando dogmate, et palinodia formanda, quae debuit 
esse omnium clanssima. Itaque non moramur hoc concilium, cum ibi tarn crasse actum fuent' (Italics 
mine.) 

173 Peter Martyr's comment and use of the commentator on the decrees is also interesting. This 
Glossa ordmaria, a twelfth-century compilation of interlinear and marginal glosses of Scrip
tures, IS regarded by Zwingli as ' the papacy's own book', so it is understandable that Peter Mar
tyr comments tha t its author, Glossator, is 'a man otherwise of denser intellect'. However, it is 
worth noting tha t Peter Martyr could emphasize the absurdity of the decrees more effectively 
by using this Glossator's cautious and negative remark on the decrees. In other words, Peter 
Martyr refutes his Romanist adversaries' criticism on the ground of the decrees of this Council 
of Rome, with the very negative remark of the 'papacy's own book' See, TR, 97, footnote 294. 
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Council of Constance 

Peter Martyr's criticisms of this Council are directed mainly at the following 
two facts: first, its betrayal of the promise to John Hus and Jerome of Prague;^^" 
second its coercive methods for the enforcement of the doctrine of transub-
stantiation.^^^ With these two correlated criticisms, Peter Martyr severely 
denounces the treacherous authority of this Council. He de-values its authority 
by clearly contrasting the Eucharistie doctrine of this Council with that of the 
ancient Church and Fathers. And as in the case of the Council of Rome or Ver-
celli, he accepts patristic authority as the criterion, by which to evaluate the 
authority of this Council of Constance. According to this criterion the Council 
of Constance taught against what the ancient Church had preached and belie
ved."^ 

Summary 

In Tractatio, Peter Martyr set his sights mainly on the Schoolmen and the 
Medieval Councils as the sources of the doctrine of transubstantiation. And he 
contrasted them with the Fathers and the ancient Church. Thus, in this 
Eucharistie treatise of 1549, without any expressive mention of Scriptural 
authority, the patristic authority by itself was sometimes presented as the 
criterion for orthodoxy. In Dialogus, however, Peter Martyr's de-valuation of 
the authorities is more clearly based upon the principle of sola scriptura as 
criterion for his evaluation. This difference between his two Eucharistie 
treatises is most conspicuous in his criticism of Luther's authority: this German 
Reformer was evaluated rather favorably in Tractatio but his doctrine of 
ubiquity was in sharp contrasted with the biblical and patristic testimonies in 
Dialogus. This is because the fundamental principle of sola scnptura, which was 
applied mainly to the Romanist doctrine of transubstantiation at Oxford, was 

174 TRD, 49v. 'Opponunt etiam Synodum Constantiensem, ubi fiiit damnatus Wicleffus, et combusti 
loannes Hus, ac Hieronymus de Praga, ob varios articulos, sed praesertim eo quod senserint 
contra transubstantiationem, quae ibi pleno decreto fuit constituta. Hoc vera concilium non pos-
samus non appeüare perfidum, cum lUos duos viras ocadi curavent, qui eo venerant sub fide pubhca.' 
(Italics mine.) 

175 TRD, 50r 'Concedimus quippe istam sententiam ante concilium Constantiense utcunque eru-
pisse, atque fuisse obtrusam, sed quia non plene recipiebatur, a tque multas passim habuit con-
tradictiones, ideo ludicarunt necessarium eam rursus constabilire, et quidem tyrannice, 
nimirum igne et dins commmationibus.' 

176 TRD, 22v. 'Pnmumque ecclesia ista de re nondum pronunciaverat, quasi nos quaeramus, quid-
nam Papa cum suis Cardinalibus, vel Constantiae, vel in Synodo, ubi fuit condemnatus Beren-
garius, statuerint. £t non pohus, qmdnam apud veterem ecdesiam et praedicantum et creditum fiient.' 
(Italics mine.) 
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later re-directed to the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity in the Eucharistie treatise 
of 1561. 

(3) An analysis of Peter Martyr's relativization-appropriation of the Authorities 
With this term 'relativization-appropriation' I mean the third way of Peter 
Martyr's use of the authorities: of those authorities that are used by his advers
aries, Peter Martyr first relativizes their authority but does not reject them 
categorically, and then he tries to make them support his own case. In Dialogus 
his relativization-appropriation of the Schoolmen and some renowned Fathers 
is particularly evident. And his use of Aristotle is one of the typical cases of this 
relativization-appropriation, in which we can see clearly Peter Martyr's princi
ples for his relativization-appropriation. Not all such cases from Dialogus and 
Tractatio are considered here, because in some significant cases in Tractatio, 
such as Chrysostom and Cyprian on their simile of wax, Peter Martyr 
appropriated of their authority by means of his hermeneutic principles, and so 
his relativization of their authority is not so clear. Such cases shall be handled 
in the following paragraph. 

3.1.5 Relativization-Appropriation in Dialogus 

Augustine 

In Dialogus Peter Martyr joins in combat with his adversary for the support of 
Augustine on some significant hermeneutic principles for interpreting Scriptu
re. Brenz insists that, on the ground of Augustine's hermeneutic principle, 
Christ's words 'This is my body' should be understood literally: some ambi
guous statements in the Scripture should be interpreted either literally or 
figuratively, according to the circumstances that are added before or after the 
statements.^'' Peter Martyr wholeheartedly accepts this hermeneutic principle 
of the ancient Father, but not unreservedly. He recognizes Augustine's princi
ple of hermeneutics on the ground of its own legitimacy, not because of patris-

177 DIA, 131r-131v. 'Augustinus censet cum aliqua sententia divinarum literarum proporutur, ita 
ut ambiguum sit an ea vel propne vel tropice sit mtelligenda: hoc ex circumstantus vel ante vel 
post adiectis esse dndicandum. [...] Hanc etiam nos oportet regulam sequi, cum a dommo au-
dimus pronuntiari de pane, Hoc est corpus meam, et ambigimus an simpliciter, an metaphorice 
huiusmodi verba smt mterpretanda, nempe ut expendamus quam diligentissime quid sequa-
tur. Additur porro statim, Quod pro vobis tradetur. Nemo vero, nisi data opera insaniat, affir-
mare audebit, panem ipsum, aut corpus fictitium seu Phantasticum fuisse in crucem pro nobis 
tradita. Ideo consectanum est id quod a Christo demonstrabatur, fuisse vere, propne, ac natu-
raliter suum corpus. Et conficitur, ea verba simpliciter ac circa metaphoram seu tropum esse 
omnino mtelligenda.' 
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tic authority."' It is regarded as a kind of strategic move in order to relativize 
the value of Augustine's support for Brenz, because Peter Martyr introduces 
another hermeneutic principle that should also be applied here, in line with 
the logic for his relativization: not because of the personal authority of the 
Father who emphasized the hermeneutic principle, but because of the right
fulness of the principle itself The other principle of hermeneutic principle, 
which he tries to add to Augustine's principle, is that a right and clear inter
pretation should be made not merely from its direct context, but also from the 
comparing of the ambiguous statements with other passages of the Scriptu
res."' With the addition of this second hermeneutic principle, Peter Martyr 
tries to strip the support of Augustine from his adversary, so as to render this 
Father's approach as support for his own position. 

Here we see how Peter Martyr making the relativization-appropriation of 
Augustine's authority. By stressing the rightfulness of the hermeneutic princi
ple itself, instead of the established authority of this Father, he introduces 
another 'rightful' hermeneutic principle for the proper understanding of the 
Biblical statements in question. For the very statements in question, he intima
tes that the first hermeneutic principle of Augustine is not good enough to give 
a proper interpretation. So, Brenz's appeal to this hermeneutic principle of 
Augustine is rejected as a fruitless effort that could not bring a proper under
standing of the Biblical statements to light. In a few cases where this second 
hermeneutic principle is developed in relation to the Scripture, he comple
ments the hermeneutic principle of Augustine: 'an obscure statement of the 
Scriptures should be interpreted not only by the words that precede and follow 
it, but also by analogy with other passages in the Scriptures.' 

Therefore, in this case of relativization-appropriation of the authoritative 
Father, we can perceive once again the close relation between the principle of 
sola scriptura and the 'patristic authority' in his evaluation of the Fathers. And 
here again his fundamental principle of sola scnptura is conspicuous, because 
his introduction of this second hermeneutic principle can be understood as an 

178 DIA, 131v. 'Regulam sive ah Augustmo sive ah aim doctis vins propositam non reucio, imo lubens et 
vokns admitto, Nempe ut ambigua dicta scripturarum per circumstantias vel antea vel postea 
expressas diiudicentur.' (Italics mine.) 

179 DIA, 131v-132r. 'Sed tamen allatae regulae aliam addidenm. Quando a circumstantus aiicuius 
dicti non potest lusta et clara interpretatie denvari , ad alia divinarum literarum loca respi-
ciendum esse, ac diligenter expendendum, utrinam sensui, proprio inquam an tropico faveant, 
et u t rum lUorum oppugnent, atque inde ludicium de intelligentia seu interpretatione facien
dum. [..] Promde liquet non tantum ab lis quae antecedunt, et sequuntur obscuram sententiam 
illam esse interpretandam, sed etiam ex aliorum locorum divmae scripturae analogia. Idcirco 
nos turn ex lis quae in histona Coenae habentur, turn ex aliis l i terarum sanctarum dictis evm-
cimus ilia domim verba, Hoc est corpus meum, non esse proprie , utque dicunt literaliter acci-
pienda' 
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application of the principle of sola scriptura for his appropriation of Augustine's 
authority. In fact, the first hermeneutic principle is accepted intact as a right
ful principle, but not on the basis of Augustine's authority: that is, 'a' rightful 
hermeneutic principle alongside the second one, as far as both of them agree 
with the fundamental principle oisola scriptura. 

Cyril 

Peter Martyr especially wants to engage in a relativization-appropriation of 
the authority of Cyril, whose support Brenz implicitly needs to support his 
view of the relation between the two natures in Christ in hypostatic union/^° 
In examining Cyril's statements on the suffering of the Word, Peter Martyr first 
pointed out that some expressions of this Father at the Council of Ephesus had 
such controversial nuances that many people were offended by the idea that 
the nature of Godhead really suffered and died in Christ's death. Peter Martyr 
expresses his resolute disagreement with such statements of Cyril and thereby 
tried to relativize the authority of this Father on this matter, to whom his ad
versary had given such weight. At the same time, however, he did not want to 
abandon the support of this Father on this very matter, especially since the 
two Ecumenical Councils had supported this Father.'^' Therefore, on the one 
hand, he tried to relativize the authority of Brenz's favorite Father by clearly 
rejecting some controversial statements made by this Father. On the other 
hand, he does not give up the orthodox position which Cyril defended in this 
matter. So an appropriation is attempted in order to use this Father's authority 
for the Reformed cause: endorsing the second sense of Cyril's statements.^*^ 
Peter Martyr tried to defend this second interpretation of Cyril's statements on 
Christ's suffer and death, with various statements on communicatio verbalis from 

180 DIA, 35v. 'Cyrillus vero prorsus mecum facit, qui scnbit, Passio dispensationis erat, sua quidem 
dicente verbo, quae sunt propnae carnis, propte inenarrabilem unitatem' 

181 DIA, 35v-35r. 'Cum affirmas lo.gon pati et mori, expositione addita, id non fieri ex natura 
deitatis, sed ex natura humanitatis, video tuam expositionem duplicem sensum admittere 
Primus quidem est, ut intelligas filium Dei mortuum et passum, ita ut Passio et mors a natura 
Humana sint orta, sed tamen ita ut etiam usque ad ipsum Vebum pervenennt, et sic pervene-
rint, ut vere sit passum et mortuum. Quern sensum ohm in Conalio Ephesino Cynlh nonnulla verba 
prae se ferehant, qmbus permulti gravissime offendehantur Si qmdem extra controversiam esse debet, 
Verbum impassibde esse ac immutatbüe Quamobrem nee ego talem sententiam reapio. Neque a Cynllo 
seipsum mterpretante discedo: et utnque Conciho, Ephesion mquam et Chakedonensi fidehter adhaereo, 
quatenus de ista controvesia statuerunt.' (Italics mine.) 

182 DIA, 36r. 'Alter sensus est, quern nos adhibere solemus, cum dicitur, Christus passus est et 
mortuus non ex natura deitatis, sed ex natura humanitatis, [...] Si autem mori aut pati dicatur, 
id est, quod natura , quam fecit suam per incarnationem, monebatur et patiebatur. Id aunt Cy
rillus eo loco quern adduxisti luculenter expressit, scribendo. Dicente Verbo ilia esse sua, quae 
sunt propria carnis, etc. ' 
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the same Father. He urges his adversary to regard such statements on the 'ver
bal communication of idioms' as the guidmg principle, by which some patristic 
statements about the ubiquity of Christ's body should be mterpreted.'" In the 
same context he cited other clear statements of this Father who, in some pla
ces, so very strongly condemned the separation of the two natures of Christ; 
however, in other places, this Father clearly acknowledged such distinctive 
qualities in both natures of Christ which cannot be communicated with each 
other/'" He also draws attention to other statements where this Father clearly 
distinguished the proper quality of Christ in the Godhead from the proper 
quality of Christ the man, the proper quality of the divine nature of Christ,̂ *^ 
and the proper quality of the human nature of Christ/'^ 

Peter Martyr's exploitation of ambiguity in Cyril's statements is especially 
striking in his relativization-appropriation of this orthodox Father of Alexan
dria. With such a long argument for such relativization-appropriation, he first 
renders his adversary's appeal to Cyril powerless and finally uses this Father as 
a strong supporter for his principle of communicatio verhahs as a suitable crite
rion, by which the controversial statements of the Fathers on the relation bet
ween the humanity and the divinity of Christ could be interpreted according to 
his Reformed viewpoint. 

183 DIA, 36r. 'Ita profecto et de ubiquitate loquendum esset, ut cum dicitur fortassis ab aliquo ex 
Patribus, si tamen dicitur, corpus Chrsiti esse srniul m multis locis aut ubique, intelhgamus, 
quia mest et substentatur in ea natura seu hypostasi quae est ubique, cum tamen ipsum corpus 
nee m multis locis, nee ubique sit' 

184 DIA,39v 'Neque ea quae proprie deitatis sunt, humanitatis adscribas conditionibus Neque 
humanitatis parvitatem summae naturae tribuas, quasi illi proprie agnatam' sed discretam, et 
idoneam in uno quoque dictionem fieri scias. Sic enim poteris et non aliter, certissimam con-
templationem capere, e t c ' 

185 DIA, 44r 'Sed redeo ad CyriUum In expositione Symboli Nicaeni, quae habetur in Concillo 
Ephesino, [ ] Dicebat enim ludaeos alloquens, Priusquam Abraham fieret ego sum Nam erat 
quidem et ante Abraham, divino more, etc ' 

186 DIA, 44r-44v 'Itaque etiamsi diceretur carne passus esse, non natura deitatis suscipiet passio-
nem, sed ut lam dixi, propria caro est quae suscipit passionem, etc ' And then Peter Martyr 
emphasizes the necessity of applying the communicatio verhahs to the reading of this Father: 
'Hinc etiam intelligis quomodo passio communicetur Verbo, non quod ipsum patiatur, sed quia 
caro quae illi propria facta est suscipit passionem ' And he confirms it with another explicit 
s tatement from this Father: 'Simili modo et mortem ipsius intelligimus Immortale enim et in-
corruptibile naturaliter, et vita, et vivificans Deus Verbum. Sed quia corpus ipsius proprium, 
gratia Dei, luxta Pauli vocem, pro omnibus mortem gustavit, idcirco ipse dicitur mortem pro 
nobis passus, non quod ipse mortem esset expertus, quo ad ipsius naturam, (insania enim est 
hoc vel sentire, vel dicere) sed quod, ut diximus, vera a caro ipsius mortem qustavit. Ita et re-
surgente carne ipsius, rursus ems resurrectionem dicimus, non quia in corruptionem ceiderit 
(quod absit) sed quia ems resurexit corpus, etc.' And then once more his underscoring of the 
principle of communicatio verbalis 'Ista ut arbitror te lam satis docent, non omnes proprietates 
re ipsa utrique naturae communican. ' 
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Hugh of Strasbourg, the author of Compendium of Theological Truth 

A typical example of Peter Martyr's method of relativization-appropriation of 
the authorities is shown by his handling of the author of Compendium. First, he 
flatly de-values the authority of this author by a sarcastic renaming of the 
work as Dispendium.^" Nevertheless, he does not throw this work away but tries 
to get the exclusive support of this work for his own position. He does this by 
emphasizing the basic part of the statement that is in perfect agreement with 
his own view.̂ ** He tries to explain the disadvantageous part of the statement 
that gives clear support to Brenz's position, by saying that the author of Com
pendium was overwhelmed by the papisti error of his time. He backs up his 
explanation by pointing out that there is no probable reason presented for this 
exceptional comment by the author of Compendium. From this 'torrent of 
papist error', he traces the origin of Brenz's idea of ubiquity. Finally there fol
lows a categorical statement that confirms and epitomizes his own position: 
'the Scriptures and the Fathers never attributed a non-local place to a body.'*^' 
It is the tesimonies from the Bible and the Fathers that functions as the 
criterion for Peter Martyr's relativization-appropriation of the authority of the 
Compendium. 

We can evaluate the pertinence of Peter Martyr's relativization-
appropriation by the reasonableness of his explanation of the statement about 
the ubiquity of Christ's body in the Compendium. This is a clear statement by 
the author about the ubiquity of Christ's body in the numerous and different 
hosts, while there are also some significant but clear expression of the same 
author for the created nature of Christ's body. Peter Martyr refutes this clear 
statement of the Compendium and sees is as a result of the overwhelming influ-

187 DIA, 65v. 'Nunc venio ad tuum Compendium Theologiae, quod potius est eius Dispendium.' 
188 DIA, 65v. 'Id omnino dat non tuae, sed meae sententiae testimonium, cum perhibeat dilucidis 

verbis, Corpus Christi non esse ubique, quod sit creatura, nee m hums modi aequan possit 
creaton.' 

189 DIA, 65v-66r. 'Quid tibi vis apertius aut clanus dici? Quod si postea subdit. Id tamen in pluribus 
locis esse posse, id est, sub diversis hostiis: torrente Paptstia errons mvoluitur. Cumque illius ex-
ceptionis nullam causam vel probabilem posset reddere, ad vestram Gorgonem se convertit, id 
est, ad hypostaticam unionem, quam vos consuevistis omnibus argumentis, quamvis firmissi-
mis, opponere. Hic tu Pantache adversus eum agis, quern tibi advocaveras testem, de illo quae-
rens. Cur si corpus Chnsti ob lUa unionem potest esse in multis locis, propter eandem non 
possit esse in omnibus, id est, ubique. Causa est in promptu, Quid videt corpus Christi esse 
creaturam, et ideo non posse coextendi creaton. [.. ] Etenim ob suam praesentiam carnis Chris
ti, quam in Eucharistia tueri volunt, hoc mendacium fabricati sunt, quod postea vos tanquam 
eorum simii amplectimini. Nee sane huiusmodi Chimaeram ex ahis lacunis expiscati estis. Nam 
Scnptmae atque Patres nusqaam corpon locum attnbuerunt non locahter. Tu quidem Scholasticos 
fortiter affirmabas tecum facere, sed illos tibi etiam quam maxime adversan deprehensum est.' 
(Itahcs mme.) 
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ence of the papalistic view of that time. At the same time, he underscores a 
notable statement in the Compendium on the created nature of Christ's body, 
which is considered to be the unshakable ground for the Reformed position 
against the ubiquity of Christ's body. He takes notice of the discrepancy in the 
Compendium and exploits the lack of any explanation for the exceptional re
cognition of Christ's bodily multi-presence in the hosts, which the author of 
the Compendium had not allowed elsewhere. Which of the two contradictory 
statements is the main point of the Compendium? What is its view of the two 
natures of Christ? This shall be more evidently evaluated by an analysis of the 
original text in comparison with both Peter Martyr's and Brenz's use of it. As 
far as Didogus is concerned, however, the Compendium that is de-valued by 
Peter Martyr as a 'Waste' of the Theological Truth, and is at last changed into 
an substantial support for his position, through the process of relativization-
appropriation. 

Aristotle 

Although he was neither a Church Father nor a Schoolman, Aristotle is worthy 
of consideration here as a significant case of Peter Martyr's relativization-
appropriation. In this case, we can see more clearly the function of the princi
ple of sola scriptura as the fundamental basis for the re-evaluation of authority 
in Didogus. Against Brenz's accusation that Peter Martyr follows the teaching 
of this Greek philosopher not the teaching of Christ,"" and also against Brenz's 
understanding of the words 'the right hand of God'"\ Peter Martyr gives a 
rather long explanation, by which he shows clearly his standard for the use of 
this philosopher: 'in so far as he agrees with the truth of the Scriptures.' 

Peter Martyr accepts the argument that the body of Christ is in some speci
fic place of the outer heaven, and this should be accepted unless we destroy the 
hypostatic union. So it seems that Peter Martyr recognizes the truth of Aristot
le's comment upon the limitedness of human body as an indispensable conditi
on of true humanity. However, Peter Martry, on the basis of the Biblical 
testimonies usch as Eph. 4:10 and ITim. 6:16, disagrees with Aristotle on the 
opinion that nobody can exist outside of heaven. In this context, he clearly 

190 DIA, 72r. 'Non Christianum, sed Aristotelicum est, Corpus Christi intra ambitum hums coeli 
concludere. Aristotelis vox est, non Christi, t^u TOO oipavoO oiJ6' ÈCLI' OUS' tvo'exTai ytvioQi 

191 DIA, 72v-73r. 'Dextera autem Dei non est aliquis corporalis aut mundanus locus ad quern Chris
tus sese quasi alhgarit, sed est omnipotentia et maiestas Dei.quae cum non sit in aliquem pecu-
harem locum sic conclusa, ut non coelum et terram, adeoque omnia impleat, necessano 
sequitur, quod nee Christus humanitate sua consedit ad dexteram Dei in hoc externo tantum 
coelo collocatus.' 
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states that we should listen to the Scripture, not to the philosophers."^ From 
the first in Dialogus, Peter Martyr defends his use of Aristotle as nothing bla
meworthy, on the ground of the 'agreement with the Biblical teaching' as the 
foundation of the rightful authority. For all truth is indeed God's truth accor
ding to Peter Martyr."^ This criterion of the 'agreement with the Biblical truth' 
is equally applied by Peter Martyr to evaluate the authorities of the Fathers, 
Scholastics, Reformers and also of Aristotle. Thereby he places a proper restric
tion on the authority of this philosopher and at the same time he makes it 
contribute to his own position in the controversy. Here again, it is the funda
mental principle of sola scriptura that enables Peter Martyr to make an appro
priate use of the statements by Aristotle. 

3.1.6 Relativization-Appropriation in Tractatio 

John of Damascus 

In his analysis of the patristic evidence, Peter Martyr identifies this Father, as 
the source for the doctrine of transubstantiation for the early Schoolmen, such 
as Anselm, Hugh and Richard of St. Victor."" And he poses serious questions 
about John's authority on the grounds of this Father's superstitious thinking -
his willingness to entertain images, relics of the saints, his defence of purga
tory, his negative view of sexuality, and so on."^ And then he explains this 
Father's numerous errors by considering the circumstances wherein this Fa
ther had to live: this was almost one hundred and twenty years from the times 
of Gregory the Great, when many superstitions and human inventions had 
already infiltrated the Church."^ 

At first, Peter Martyr undertakes a considerable de-valuation of this Father 
in regard to these errors. Then he makes a critical analysis of John's arguments 

192 DIA, 75r. 'Aristoteles autem uam recte senserit, extra firmamentum non posse ulla corpora 
degere, defendendum nunquara suscipiam. Non emm Philosophi sunt audiendi, sed scriptura 
verbo Dei patefacta. ' 

193 DIA, 3r. 'Nos, ut scias, hominibus in causa religionis minime sumus lurati Sed verum a quocun-
que dictum fuerit, ut a spiritu sancto prolatum amplectimur.' 

194 TRD, 46r. 'Sed inter alios unum videntur plunmi facere, et ipse est loannes Damascenus, qui in 
quarto libro orthodoxae fidei. capite.l4. hac de re fusissime scripsit.' 

195 TRD,46r-47r. 
196 TRD, 46r. 'Caeterum istum vixisse invenio sub Leone Isaurico graeco Imperatore, et inter 

Gregorium magnum Romanum pontificem, atque istum loannem, interfluxerunt bene centum 
et viginti anni. Cumque lam tempore Gregoni multa superstitiosa, et hominum inventa coace-
ruarentur in ecclesia, res postea semper in de tenus est praecipitata. Unde non mirum, istum Da-
mascenum m complura minus vera et superstitiosa impegisse. Quanti vero ludicii fuerit, tum in 
dogmatibus, tum etiam in sacris literis exponendis, habemus specimen.' (Italics mme.) 
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for transubstantiation on the grounds of God's power and Christ's institutional 
words. He criticizes John's first attempt to argue from the power of God as very 
weak."^ John's second argument from Christ's words is also severely criticized, 
but this criticism is set forth with considerable appreciation. John should be 
criticized for his wrong arguments, but nevertheless he was not so totally er
roneous to blindly follow the doctrine of transubstantiation."^ Peter Martyr's 
vindication of the legitimate authority of this Father is based on the following 
three reasons: 

First, John gives some statements that could be interpreted to support his 
own concept of sacramental change in the Eucharistie elements, although he 
denies the sacrament to be a figure of the Lord's body against almost all of the 
Fathers. Second, John compares the sacrament of the Lord's Supper to baptism. 
This is significant because by this Peter Martyr can effectively argue that there 
is no purpose for a change of the nature of the elements. In the sacrament of 
baptism, the union of grace and the Holy Spirit neither repels nor destroys the 
nature of water. Third, this Father also states that there is a transmutation of 
believers into Christ when partaking of the Lord's Supper. He is ready to accept 
this argument about our transmutation in the Lord's Supper, because this ar
gument also effectively rejects the necessity of the change of the Eucharistie 

197 TRD, 47r. 'Primum est a potentia Dei, nam cum valuerit coelum et ter ram suo verbo condere, 
plantas educere, animantia, volucres, et pisces, cur non possit ex pane corpus suum facere? 
Quod genus argumenti est mfirmissimum, neque de potentia Dei nunc est disputatio, quandoqui-
dem non negamus deum posse panem in carens convertere, sed tota contentio est, num id fa-
cere velit.' (Italics mine.) 

198 TRD, 47r-47v. 'Alterum argumentum ems ex locutione Christi deducitur, non enim inquit a 
Domino dictum est, Hoc figura aut signum est corporis mei, sed ipsum corpus Domini praedica-
tur. [...] adversum se habet fere omnes Patres, qui figuram hic agnoscunt. ' So Peter Martyr con
trasts John of Damascus to the consensus of the Fathers in the interpretation of the 
institutional words However, right after such criticism, Peter Martyr adds some noteworthy 
comments in favor of this Father. 'Quanquam immiscet quaedam verba in suis scriptis, in qui-
bus videri possit non tam crasse ut praesefert sensisse. Nam inquit: Panis communionis non est 
simplex panis, verum divinitatem habet adiunctam, quae nos facile admittemus, qui non dici-
mus hic esse communem, aut simplicem, sed lam sanctificatum, conversumque in naturam sa-
cramenti. ' With these words Peter Martyr actually interprets this Father's statements as 
supporting his view of 'sacramental change' of the Eucharistie elements. For more clear evi
dence, he draws attention to this Father's comparison between the Lord's Supper and the bapt
ism: 'Praeterea collationem habet ad baptismum, [...] At secundum transubstantmtores non 
adiunxisset, verum expunxisset lUas naturas.Et ratio collationis reqmnt, ut sicut baptismi conmnctw 
cum gratia et spintu sancto, non repellit aut extmgmt natura aquae, ita res huius sacramenti, non per-
dant, aut abiiaant symbolorum essentiam.' This is further convincing evidence for this Father's 
distance from the theory of transubstantiation Peter Martyr shows that the Father had an idea 
of our transmutation into Christ in the Lord's Supper, and thus that was a significant refuta
tion of the Romanist theory: 'Ait etiam Deum ita condescendisse nostrae consuetudini, ut per 
ea quae sunt confueta, [...] Ubi attingit nostram in Christum transmutationem.' (Italics mine.) 
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elements in their nature. By this argument, Peter Martyr strips his adversaries 
of the support of this Father. And one step further, he also tries to claim the 
authority of this Father for his own position: the change that John of Damascus 
meant is nothing other than the 'sacramental' change, which Peter Martyr 
consistently asserts against the doctrine of transubstantiation. 

Theophylact 

Peter Martyr's low evaluation of Theophylact is evident from the following 
remarks on his lifetime, capacity and authority: 'he is a recent writer who lived 
in the times of Lanfranc and Berengar, when many questions about transub
stantiation began to be raised', and 'he was not a man of much judgment, as 
can be shown from his interpretation of John 3', and finally 'we should not 
think his authority so great as to prejudge its truth'.^^^ Thereby his adversaries' 
appeal to this Scholastic becomes considerably weakened. 

In spite of such critical evaluation of Theophylact's authority, Peter Martyr 
does not flatly reject this Schoolman, but rather he tries to interpret these 
statements to support his own view. First, Theophylact's statements on the 
change of the Eucharistie elements can be understood as 'sacramental' chan
ge.̂ ™ The possibility of such an understanding is reinforced by a significant 
comment by Theophylact on the change of the elements 'into the power of the 
body and blood of the Lord'. Peter Martyr regards these words as Theophylact's 
version of the concept of Eucharistie change.'̂ "^ And he finds even clearer evi
dence for this understanding of Eucharistie change in Theophylact's writings 
on John: the analogy between the 'natural mutation' of the bread and the 
mutation in the Lord's Supper.̂ "^ Finally, he shows Theophylact's analogy bet-

199 TRD, 45r. 'De Theophylacto dicimus, quod scriptor est recens, et qui forte in ilia tempora 
incidit, cum de transubstantiatione multa cepta sunt agitari, sub Nicolao pontifice Romano, 
tempore Lanfranci et Berengani. Deinde homo fuit non magni ludicii, ut patere potest ex illius 
interpraetatione.3. ca. loan, ad finem, ubi taxat nominatim latinorum ecclesiam de processione 
spiritus sancti, quod ex Patre sit et Filio. Ideo non putabimus authonta tem eius tantam esse, 
quae veritati praeiudicare debeat, nihilominus dita ems excutiamus.' 

200 TRD, 45r-45v. 'Ait panem transformari, convert!, et transelementari, quas locutiones si accipiat 
sacramentaliter, non abhorremus. [...] ac si res ibi esset, et quemadmodum dixi, horror tollitur, 
si s tatuamus non in rem, sed in virtutem fieri mutationem.' 

201 TRD, 45v. 'Converti species panis et vmi in virtutem corporis et sanguinis domini. Quod si 
dixeris alibi non inquit m virtutem, sed in corpus et sanguinem domini, respondebimus hanc 
esse interpretat ionem lUorum verborum' 

202 TRD, 45v. 'Violentior videtur alia sententia eius, quam habet in ca.6. loan. Ubi scnbit, Sicut 
mutabatur, dum super ter ram Christus viveret, panis in carnem eius, usitata ratione alimenti 
per naturalem transmutat ionem, sic iste panis mutatur in Corpus Christi.' 
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ween 'our change into Christ' and the Eucharistie change as one of the stron
gest pieces of evidence for this understanding.^"^ 

This is how Peter Martyr's relativization-appropriation of Theophylact de
prives his his adversaries of the authority of this Schoolman, and at the same 
time makes it support his own position. The function of the patristic state
ments becomes more relevant in this process, highlighting the criteria Peter 
Martyr applies to the statements of this Schoolman. The principle of so!ascrip-
tura, which is always his fundamental criterion for his evaluating the authori
ties, is not clearly mentioned in this case. 

Summary 

How Peter Martyr's evident application of the fundamental principle of sola 
scriptura is the most notable difference between Dialogus and Tractatio when 
viewed in relation to this process of relativization-appropriation. In the two 
cases in Tractatio, the patristic teaching plays an outstanding role as his 
criterion, although the principle of so/a scriptura is always in the background. In 
Dialogus, this principle comes to the fore, as we see so clearly in the case of 
Aristotle. The emphasis on the principle of sola scriptura in Dialogus can be 
understood from the context of the controversy. In Dialogus, Peter Martyr was 
in dispute with an adversary who claimed the same sola scriptura principle but 
who differed sharply in the way the principle was applied to the evaluation of 
the authorities. 

3.2 The Principle of sola scriptura and Peter Martyr's Use of the Authorities 

It is clear that the fundamental principle of sola scriptura plays a crucial role in 
Peter Martyr's evaluation and use of the authorities. In his high evaluation, de
valuation and relativization-appropriation of the various authorities, he ap
plied this principle consistently as the most important criterion. Compared 
with Tractatio, his insistence on this principle is much more conspicuous in 
Dialogus, as we can see in case of Luther: the very proponent of the principle of 
sola scriptura was tested and de-valued by the principle. Peter Martyr's 
profound emphasis upon this principle can also be recognized in several 
categorical expressions, which he sets against the erroneous doctrine of 
ubiquity. 

203 TRD, 45v-46r. 'His adiiciam, quod iste idem interpres, cap.6. super loannem, in lUa verba scri-
bit, [...] Ubi rursus vides eum ponere ut caeteri patres tantam mutationem nostri in Christum, 
ut scribat nos m eum transelementari, et tot de Theophylacto.' 
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Categorical Expressions 

(1) 'The Divine Letters, the Fathers, and the Medievals' against the ubiquity of 
Christ's body 
Peter Martyr, rejecting the doctrine of ubiquity as something new in the 
history of the Church of God, contrasts the three authoritative groups together 
in opposition to this new teaching of the Lutherans.^"^ From the beginning of 
his Dialogus, Peter Martyr expresses his confidence of the support of these 
three major authority groups. 

(2) 'the Scriptures, some Fathers, some Creeds and the recognized and 
approved Councils' against the ubiquity 
Against the argument of the ubiquitous, but not local, presence of Christ's 
body, Peter Martyr appeals to strong witnesses such as the Scriptures, the 
Fathers, some Creeds of the faith and the recognized and approved Councils.̂ °^ 
Compared with the first categorical expression, the substitution of the 
Schoolmen by the Creeds and Councils is noticeable, along with the descriptive 
words of'recognized and approved'. This substitution is explained by his follo
wing remarks on some of the early Schoolmen; they are surely the sources, 
from which Brenz has drawn his new dogma of ubiquity.^°^ And to the 'Creeds 
and Councils' in this categorical expression, Peter Martyr adds the qualifying 
words 'recognized and approved' in order to distinguish the authoritative 
councils from the others. A few folio pages later Peter Martyr gives a concrete 
designation of such Creeds and Council: three Ecumenical Creeds (the Apost
les', Nicene and Athanasian Creeds) and the first six Councils that have dealt 
with the doctrine of Trinity and Christological matters.^"' In the context of his 
arguments for the unified support of the authorities against the new doctrine 
of ubiquity, these qualifications of 'recognized and approved' are closely 
connected with his de-valuation of the Schoolmen: those early Schoolmen who 

204 DIA, 2v. 'Hoc si hactenus ecclesia dei non vidit, ipsi ut lusciosi minime sumus accusandi. Literae 
dmnae corpus Christi esse ubique nusquam dicunt, Patres id minime affirmant, Scholastia ubi-
que respuunt: quare in nobis culpa nequaquam inhaeret. ' (Italics mine.) 

205 DIA, 6r. 'Id restabat, ut corpus in loco esse diceretis, idque non localiter. Hac ratione quispiam 
dicet vos quoque homines esse, non humane doctos non docte: ac sapientes, minime sapien-
ter. Cur e Scripturis, ex Patribus, ex aliquo symbolo fidei, vel ex Conciliis receptis et probatis, 
non docetis nos hoc vestrum novum somnium?' 

206 DIA, 6r. 'lUud primi Scholastici viderunt per inquiecem, dum animadverterent.se non aliter 
suam realem in Euchaistia praesentiam corporis et sanguinis Domini posse defendere. Ab illis 
hoc vestrum dogma procul dubio hausistis, cum vos graviora et saniora testimonia deficerent.' 

207 DIA, 9r-9v 'Gratia quippe Dei omnes ecclesiae nostrae, non tantum recipiunt divinas literas, 
verum etiam tria symbola, id est, Apostolicum, Nicaenum, et Athanasii, nee non sex prima 
Concilia, quatenus de beatissima trinitate, de persona filli Dei, ac duabus ems naturis, nee non 
de salute per lUum nobis parta definierunt.' 
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seemed to support his adversary's doctrine of ubiquity are 'not recognized nor 
approved' by the testimonies of the Scriptures and the Fathers of the Ancient 
Church. 

The Schoolmen are included in the first categorical expression, but they are 
contrasted with other authorities in the second categorical expression. From 
this we know that those authoritative elements in the categorical expressions 
can be altered according to their polemical purposes. And it shows also that 
Peter Martyr considers the elements of this second categorical expression - the 
Scriptures, the Fathers, three Creeds and six Councils - as more authoritative 
than the Schoolmen. As we see in other categorical expressions, the compoun
ding elements are varied according to the polemical function of those expres
sions. However, there is an invariable element in all those categorical 
expressions: it is the Scriptures under various names. 

(3) 'The holy Scriptures, the three Creeds and the first six Councils' against the 
ubiquity 
This is more concrete and specific form of the second categorical expression. 
The three Creeds and the first six Councils produced the good definitions of the 
Trinity and of the two natures of Christ. Peter Martyr represents them as the 
gifts to the church by God's grace. In this context, he makes a clear contrast 
between these authorities and the erroneous teachings of the ancient heretics, 
Nestorius and Eutyches, who were condemned by these very Creeds and 
Councils. Thus, the authority that Peter Martyr recognizes is not simply the 
tradition of the ancient Church, but the pure tradition according the teaching 
of the Scriptures. It is the doctrine of ubiquity that he tries to refute by the 
testimonies of the authorities in Diahgus. So, by this contrast between the 
ordodox teaching and the erroneous teaching of the ancient Church, he wants 
to point out that the new doctrine of ubiquity lacks the support of the 
orthodox tradition. 

(4) 'the sacred revelation and the principles of nature' against ubiquity 
In contest for the support of Gelasius in the statements on the relation between 
the two natures in Christ, Peter Martyr makes a couple of reference to the Holy 
Scripture and the principles of nature.^"' From this argument, he insists on the 
harmony between the Scripture and the principles of nature in rejecting the 

208 DIA, 14r-14v. 'Id autem homini congruere non potest, cum sit creatura et corpus, quorum 
neutri ut sit infinitum postes adscribi. Quin et ipsae literae divinae Christi corpus infinitum 
esse nusquam tradiderunt Principia vero naturae convellenda non sunt, nisi testimonio sacro-
rum oraculorum eo adigamur. Quod etiam cum usu venit, non ulterius progrediendum est, 
quam nos deducant sacra testimonia' 
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theory of the ubiquity of Christ's body. More significantly, he also defends the 
proper use of reason within the boundary of revelation. The principles of natu
re should not be overturned, unless the testimony of sacred revelation forces 
us to it. Such understanding of reason shows the same fundamental standpoint, 
by which Peter Martyr makes a relativization-appropriation of the authority of 
Aristotle. This unusual coupling between the Scripture and the principles of 
the nature in the fourth categorical expressions in Dialogus is very significant 
for our understanding of Peter Martyr's concept of the principle of sola 
scnptura}°^ This becomes much clearer in the next categorical expression. 

(5) 'the Scripture, all the Fathers and the nature of humanity' against ubiquity 
In order to show his resolute rejection of his adversary's argument that the 
divine property of ubiquity can be transmitted to the human nature of Christ 
by virtue of the hypostatic union between the two natures in Christ, Peter 
Martyr makes this categorical remark to the Scriptures, every one of the 
Fathers, and human nature.^'" The Fathers are introduced in this categorical 
expression as the established and recognized authority along with the Scriptu
res. In fact, the Fathers are the most frequently mentioned authority next to 
the Scriptures in the various categorical expressions. The third authoritative 
element, human nature, is considerably emphasized in this categorical expres
sion, because it is coupled with those two already established authorities, the 
Scripture and the Fathers. The significance of this element can be observed 
also in Peter Martyr's expression - 'insofar as his (human) nature allows' - that 
are repeatedly used in the rest parts of Dialogus. From this kind of categorical 
expression, we realize that he considers the principle of sola scriptura not as an 
exclusive pinciple that stands alone over against other (supplementary) autho
rities. Rather, he makes use of this principle as the criterion, by which the 
other authorities, such as the Fathers, the Scholastics and the principles of the 
nature can be properly used to support the Biblical doctrine of the Lord's Sup-

209 In this connection, Willis' study on the 'Extra Calvinisticum' is significant for us as we interpret 
Peter Martyr's view of the relation between the truth of revelation and the truth of nature. 
Like Calvin, Peter Martyr accepted and used the principle 'finitum non capax mfiniti' not merely 
as a philosophical axiom, but as a Scriptural and patristic axiom: 'The "extra Calvinisticum", 
because of its widespread and ancient usage could just as well be called the "extra Catholi-
cum": its influence is more distinctive than its existence.' WILLIS, Catholic Chnstology, 153 

210 DIA, 16r. 'Id certo scio, in scnptuns nusquam legi corpus Christi esse immensum. Nee ex Patnbus 
alius, quan tum ipse legerim, id unquam affirmavit. Deinde maiestatis ac naturae divmae id est, 
ut initio semper caruerit, et ante omnem aeternitatem absque principio fuerit, quod ad na-
truam humanam, cum sit creatura, nequeaquam potest accommodari. Ideo cum perpetuo lacte-
tis humani ta tem Christi omni Maiestate Dei esse ornatam, correctionem adieci, dicendo, 
Quantum eius fert natura: quae si minime fert ut spiritus divinus fiat, nee etiam patitur ut sit 
immensa, cum d a n non possit immensum corpus.' (Italics mine.) 
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per. Thus he flatly rejects his adversary's repeated attempts of the antagonistic 
juxtaposition of the principle of sola scriptura with the principles of the nature. 

(6) 'the Scripture and true theology' against the ubiquity based upon the 
communicatio idiomatorum 
By this categorical expression, Peter Martyr more strongly defends the 
harmony between revelation and reason. Brenz lends himself to emphasize the 
hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ as the basis of the ubiquity of 
Christ's body, by a citation from Augustine, who once highly evaluated the role 
of the faith over against that of reason in regard to some difficult matters.^" 
Peter Martyr responds to his adversary's appeal to Augustine by the argument 
that the pre-eminence of revelation over against reason does not allow the 
absurdity of breaking the true humanity of Christ. In this context he uses the 
term 'true theology', which should be understood in connection with the 'de
crees and principles' of the orthodox faith as well as the 'scientific laws'."^ 
Obviously from this categorical expression, he does not understand 'the true 
theology' as opposite to the proper reasoning about the indispensable conditi
ons of human nature. But what does he mean by the term 'true theology'? Is it 
an alias for patristic theology or Reformed theology? Two things are evident: 
first, the ultimate authority of the Scripture is still unquestionably recognized 
in this categorical expression; second, Peter Martyr does not consider the prin
ciple of sola scriptura as contradictory to the principles of nature. 

(7) 'the divine Scripture and the Fathers' against the doctrine of ubiquity 
Finally, Brenz confesses that in his doctrine of ubiquity he followed Luther, 
whom he regards as supported by Biblical evidence. However, Brenz's appeal to 
the great German Reformer's authority does not have any impact upon Peter 
Martyr's argument, simply because he can not find the Biblical and patristic 

211 DIA, 20r-20v. 'Sed hypostatica unio diversarum naturarum in persona Christi traditur in sancta 
scriptura per spiritum sanctum nobis agnoscenda et credenda. Et quamvis haec unio est ab-
surditas absurditatum, tamen humanus intellectus necesse habet ei cedere, et sese in obse-
quium verbi Dei captivura reddere. [...] Unde Augustinus Tomo 10. Sermone 147. Credamus 
hoc, inquit, fratres, etsi argumenta Philosophorum difficile solvimus. Illud quod demonstratum 
est m domino, sine difficultate teneamus lUi garriant: nos credamus, etc. Et alias monet, Im-
pias argumentationes si ratio refutare non possit, fides irredere deberet.' 

212 DIA, 20v. 'Et licet philosophi dicant absurdam esse huiuscemodi unionem, attamen credentibus 
non est absona. Unde licet ex ea coniunctione sapientibus hums seculi multa videantur deriva-
ri ctAoya, non tamen fas est pus hominibus, inde ulla conficere atoua, quae divmis btens verae-
que theologiae adversentur, Ubi clarissime traditur, filium hominis, quamvis in gloria est, adhuc 
tamen vere hominem esse. At velle hominem ita esse, u t sit immensus, infinitus, incircum-
scriptus, quid aliud est quam negare lUum vere hominem? Nee non dicere pugnantia, non sane 
cum physicts rationibus tantum, sed cum decretis et pnncipus nostrae fideiT (Italics mine.) 
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support for this new doctrine of ubiquity. In his answer to Brenz, Peter Martyr 
once again contrasts the two esteemed authorities - the Scripture and the 
Fathers - with the new doctrine of the ubiquity.^^' 

(8) 'God's Word and ancient Fathers' against Luther's doctrine of ubiquity 
The gravity of the testimonies from the Scriptures and the ancient Fathers is 
most clearly demonstrated in Peter Martyr's refutation of Brenz's appeal to 
Luther. He indicates that the concept of the hypostatical union of the two 
natures in Christ is the crucial ground for his adversary's argument for the 
doctrine of ubiquity. He also states clearly that his adversary could not draw 
any firm and solid argument for the hypostatical union from the Scriptures. It 
is to Luther not to the Scripture that his adversary ultimately appeals in his 
argument for ubiquity. In this way he unreservedly contrasts Luther and the 
ancient Fathers, in order to contradict any claimed orthodoxy for the new 
doctrine. In the climax of all his arguments against Brenz, he emphatically 
underlines the fact that the 'Word of God' refutes Luther's doctrine of ubiquity. 
Therefore, his choice of the word 'God's Word' and 'ancient Fathers' in this 
categorical expression has a particular nuance. Luther, although a great 
Reformer, is still a human being who can err and did make a serious mistake 
concerning the infallible words of God, which has to be ultimate criterion for 
the evaluating the new doctrine of ubiquity. The Fathers, who are called out as 
supplementary authorities for the correction of Luther's error, are described as 
'ancient' figures over against the recent writer who introduced the new dogma 
of ubiquity. From this second contrast between the 'ancient' Fathers and the 
'recent' Reformer, we can appreciate the significance of the words scripturae et 
patrum testimomis that Peter Martyr mentioned in the very title of Dialogus. The 
testimonies of the Scripture and the Fathers are the most important weapons, 
by which he seeks to decisviely refute the new doctrine of ubiquity. 

Summary: Peter Martyr and the Principle of sola scriptura 

Those categorical expressions in Dialogus give some significant information 
about Peter Martyr's concept of authority. The fact that the Scriptures is the 
only permanent element in the various categorical expressions, makes it clear 
that he applied the fundamental principle of sola scriptura consistently in his 

213 DIA, lOOr. 'PAN, [.. ] Lutherum quippe in ista controversia sum secutus, quod ilium videam 
divims testimomis munitum. ORG. Quomodo potes affirmare Ubiquitatis dogma non esse no
vum, cum in scripturis divinis minime reperiatur, nee ullum ex Patnbus ostendens, qui corpus 
Christi esse ubique scnpserit? Sed potius permulti sunt, cum veteres tum recentes, qui diver-
sum scribant, doceant, et defendant?' 
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evaluation and use of the authorities. From the various couplings of the other 
authorities with the Scriptures in the categorical expressions, we can realize 
that he understood the principle of sola scriptura not as an exclusive one but as 
the criterion, by which the various other authorities are harmoniously embra
ced. In other words, the principle of sok scriptura is the ultimate authority that 
makes the other elements in those categorical expressions also authoritative, 
as far as they concur with the teaching of the Scriptures. The secondary autho
rities in the categorical expressions are authoritative in so far as they are 
sustained by the singular authority of the Scriptures. In this sense the authori
ty of the Scriptures is really unique or 'sola' for Peter Martyr. Those secondary 
authorities are coupled with the Scriptures in various patterns, mainly accor
ding to his current polemical purpose. His recognition and positive use of the 
principles of the nature (and human nature) as ae right criterion clearly shows 
us how the principle of sola scnptura functions in its relation with the other 
supplementary authorities. The function of the Fathers or the ancient Church 
is the most prominent among the other secondary authorities. However, the 
very fact that some ancient Fathers are tested and devalued by the authority of 
the Scriptures shows that the patristic authority is never considered as an 
equal to the ultimate authority of the Scriptures. 

In this connection, it is interesting to consider a Lutheran understanding of 
Peter Martyr's fundamental principles in his doctrine of the Lord's Supper. In 
the exhaustive study on Brenz's Christology in later life. Brandy asserts that 
Peter Martyr had two fundamental principles in his doctrine of the Lord's Sup
per: sola scriptura 'and' ontological reflection.^" According to Brandy, this se
cond fundamental principle in Peter Martyr's doctrine of the two natures in 
Christ had its origin in Aristotelian philosophy. It can be epitomized by the 
expression 'Was endlich und begrenzt ist, nimmt das Unendlich nicht in sich 
auf .^" In terms of this axiom, Peter Martyr's appeal to the patristic statements 
on the status of Christ during the three days after the crucifixion, is regarded 
by Brandy as the result of Peter Martyr's anthropological reflection.^" He also 
understood Peter Martyr's concept of the communication of properties as dee-

214 BRANDY, Christologie, 81-82. 'Vermigli fugt dem positivistischen Argument des biblisch offenbar-
ten Willen Gottes erne weitere, ontologische Begrundung hinzu. Auch Gott tut nichts.ja kann 
nichts tun, was die Identitat des je Seienden zerstorte, "was der Natur und der Definition einer 
Sache widerspricht" (sb). Diese ontologische VerfaStheit der Wirklichkeit liegt begrundet in 
Gott Theologisches und ontologisches Urteil komzidieren fur Vermigli - freihch nur im modus 
eines allgemeinen Postulates - und lassen kemen Spielraum fiir erne Uberwindung des unend-
lichen Unterschiedes: [...] Dieses ontologische Urteil pragt dann den Diskurs uber die commu-
nicatio idiomatum.' 

215 BRANDY, Ibid., 82. 
216 BRANDY, Ibid., 84. 
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ply influenced by this non-Biblical, philosophical principle. So, Peter Martyr's 
concept of the communication of properties are regarded as 'dualistic': 'real' 
communcation in the one hand and 'verbal' one on the other hand, which 
seems to more philosophical than Biblical.̂ ^^ With this philosophical and an
thropological principle, Brandy asserts, Peter Martyr endangered Reformed 
theology which was oriented to the fundamental principle of sola scnptura, 
because he contrasted the Biblical words with the criterion derived from his 
philosophical principle.^'' From the viewpoint of this Lutheran scholar, Peter 
Martyr should be identified as a 'Scholastic' Reformer, rather than a 'pastristic' 
Reformer. 

About this Lutheran interpretation of Peter Martyr's fundamental princi
ples, we should emphasize once again the relation between the authority of the 
Scriptures and the other various secondary authorities in those categorical 
expressions: sola scnptura is the only element that is invariably included in 
those categorical expressions, while the other authorites are selectively inclu
ded, according to his polemical use at the time. And it is most significant that 
those secondary authorities are regared as authoritative only in so far as they 
agreed with the doctrine of the Scriptures. And the second important authority 
in those categorical expressions is not Anstotellian or Scholastic principle but 
the Fathers of the ancient Church. The philosophical or anthropological reflec
tion, which Brandy epitomized with the idiom 'the finite are not capable of the 
infinite', may have its origin in Aristotelian philosophy. However, Peter Martyr 
took it as a true principle because the Scriptures teaches the same thing con-

217 BRANDY, Ibid., 87. 'Vermighs hermeneutisches Verstandnis der communicatio idiomatum ist 
trotz der genannten Einschrankung bestimmt von einem starken Dualismus zwischen der Wir-
klichkeit, "reipsa", und dem bloS nach bibhsher Redeweise ("loquutione atque scriptione"), 
nur "phrasi" Bezeugten, das ohne realen Wahrheitsanspruch ist Die Knterien, nach denen er 
sein Urteil uber verbum oder res fallt, sind jedoch nur zum kleineren Teil biblisch gewonnen, 
vielmehr verdanken sie sich einem allgemein theologischen und ontologischen Urteil uber 
das, was Gott und Menschje seien.' 

218 BRANDY, Ibid., 87. 'Die Problematik des Dualismus von Wirklichkeit und (biblischem) Wort bei 
Vermigli fur eine am reformatorischen sola scnptura onent ier te Theologie liegt auf der Hand 
Martyr steht in der Gefahr, eine Theologie nach anderen, fremden Knterien zu entwickeln, da 
er dem biblischem Wort jedenfalls in der Konsequenz semen Wahrheitsanspruch genommen 
hat: "Die gottlichen Worte bezeugen, daK Fleisch um des Logos willen vom Himmel kam und 
der Logos um des Fleisches willen den Tod auf sich nahm, wahrend" - und hier folgt nach 
Vermigli die Wahrheit entgegen dem Wortlaut der Schrift - "weder das Fleisch vom Himmel 
kam noch der Logos sterben konnte " Die Problematik von Vermiglis hermeneutischem Ansatz 
zeigt sich also zumal in der Christologie, in der er faktisch im Kampf mit dem biblischem 
Zeugnis, ja gegen dieses seine Konstruktion der suppositalen Union verficht In den christolo-
gischen Zeugnissen des Neuen Testamentes geschieht fur Vermigli wie fur Bullinger nichts 
anderes als Vermischung, "confusio" (32b; 47b) In Vermiglis spatscholastischer Konstruktion, 
m der bleibende Dependenz das Thema ist, kommt es nich zur wirklichen Gememschaft von 
Gott und Mensch.' 
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cerning the two natures in Christ. About Christ's presence during the three 
days after the crucifixion, Peter Martyr did not argue according to such philo
sophical presupposition. Rather he followed patristic views, which faithfully 
reflected the biblical teaching. The concept of communicatio verbalis, which 
Peter Martyr shared with other leading Reformed theologians such as Calvin 
and BuUinger, was not derived from the philosophical principle, but from the 
Scriptures and the Fathers. 

In summary, I think that Brandy does not grasp the characteristic feature of 
Peter Martyr's fundamental principle oi sola scriptura; it is not an 'exclusive' but 
an 'ultimate' and 'controling' authority in the recognition of all the other aut
horities. In conformity with this fundamental principle, Peter Martyr's catego
rical expressions embrace all the other truths, including philosophical truths, 
as God's truth. Contrary to Brandy's criticism, it is not Peter Martyr but the 
Lutheran theologians that do harm to the principle of sola scriptura by the doc
trine of ubiquity. In his preface to Consensus Tigurinus Calvin criticized Brenz 
and the other Lutheran theologians for damaging the principle of sola scriptura 
by their inordinate emphasis upon the sacraments: 'But it is strange that men, 
whose formal practice it is daily to cry, "the word of the Lord, the word of the 
Lord", are not ashamed any longer to stir up strife about this matter. For while 
nothing is more absurd than to extol the sacraments above the word, whose 
appendages and seals they are, they will find nothing applicable to the word 
that we do not also give to the sacraments.'^" 

219 BEVERIDGE, Tracts and Treatises, 226-227. 



IV. The Validity of Peter Martyr's Use of the 
Fathers and the Medievals 

In this final chapter, I will compare Brenz's use of the authorities in Depersonali 
unione with Peter Martyr's use of the same authorities in Dialogus. The aim is 
evaluate the validity (or propriety) of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the 
Medievals. Such a comparative analysis of their appeals to the same prominent 
Fathers, we will give ourselves a better basis from which to evaluate the validi
ty of Peter Martyr's Reformed doctrine from the standpoint of his 'use' of the 
authorities. And from this analysis, we can find an answer to the question: 
what made the difference between the Lutherans and the Reformed in the 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper, despite their common adherence to the same 
sola scriptura principle as well as appealing to the same authorities? In this 
connection, Brenz seems to be a most suitable person for purposes of compa
rison with Peter Martyr: 'He was an exceptionally thorough expounder of 
Scriptures, next to Luther the exegete of his day; he wrote expositions of 20 
books of the Bible.' And above all, 'In his Lord's Supper theology Brenz went his 
own way [...] that he was primarily interested in an assurance of faith which is 
completely independent of philosophy, science, or reason." 

We will first make a careful survey of Depersonali unione, in order to identify 
significant features of Brenz's use of the authorities as well as the main points 
of his argument. These two concerns shall be considered in the initial part of 
this chapter, after we have first given a short introduction to Brenz's role in 
the Eucharistie controversy. Then some significant cases where both appeal to 
the same passages from the Fathers will be examined. Such analysis of the way 

1 GOTTSCHICK, 'Brenz', 326. Also BRECHT, 'Brenz', 176 'Brenzens Christologie ist zu wurdigen als 
der Versuch, der Schrift angepaSte christologische Begnffe zu bilden.'JANSE, Hardenberg, 327. A 
Lasco's assertion that there is no Biblical evidence for the union between the natural substance 
of Christ's body and the Eucharistie elements, prompted Brenz come to the resolution to prove 
the real presence of Christ's body from the Scriptural sources (exfontibus scnpturae). 
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both reformers appealt to the original patristic texts will prepare the ground 
for evaluating their 'use' of the Fathers and whether they did so properly. And 
finally, on the basis of such an evaluation, we will be in a position to answer the 
questions, 'What are the basic differences between Peter Martyr and Johannes 
Brenz in their respective doctrines of the Lord's Supper despite the fact that 
they appeal to the same sola scriptura principle and make use of the same aut
horities?' and 'What is the distinguishing feature of Peter Martyr's 'use' of the 
authorities, which could therefore also testify to his proper 'use' of them for 
his Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper?' 

1. Brenz and De personal! unione 

1.1. A Short Introduction to Brenz's Role in the Eucharistie Controversy 

From Syngramma to De personal! unione 

As early as 1525 Brenz wrote Syngramma Suevicum on behalf of a dozen Swabian 
pastors to refute Oecolampadius' Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper and 
to support the real presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper. It 
was published on 21 October 1525 and it surely gratified Luther, because he 
wrote the preface to the German translation of this document published in 
June of the same year.^ From the early period of his involvement m the Eucha
ristie controversies, Brenz took a clear position against the Reformed as well as 
against the Romanists, in support of Luther's Lord's Supper doctrine.^ The 
Syngramma is regarded as having 'a sharp and clear expression against the 
Swiss on the bodily presence of Christ in the sacrament.'* The purpose of Syn
gramma is to refute the figurative interpretation of 1 Corinthians 10: 4 as well 

2 'Als eines der fruhesten Zeugnisse der Auseinandersetzung mit der Schweizer Abendmahlsle-
hre hat Luther diese Schrift sehr geschatzt und ihren Nachdruck sowie ihre Ubersetzung ve-
ranlaSt.' BRECHT, 'Brenz', 175. A year later, when the second German version of this document 
was published in September 1526, Luther wrote once again the preface to this document. Also 
see CONSTABLE, Role, 16. 

3 Brecht investigated the early period of Brenz's doctrine of the Lord's Supper m his Theologie, in 
which the development of this Reformer's Eucharistie doctrine is presented by four successive 
stages, the first stage - against the Roman doctrine of Mass, from 1522; the second stage - dis
pute with Oecolampadius, from 1525; the third stage - his conception of the commentary on 
John, from 1527; and the last period of 1527-1529, when Brenz expressed his view of the Lord's 
Supper clearly in full agreement with Luther's Eucharistie doctrine. For the survey of this de
velopment, see 'Abendmahl und Taufe' in Brecht's book, 64-118. Also see CONSTABLE, Ibid., 79. 

4 CONSTABLE, Ibid., 73. 
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as of the institutional words.^ We can summarize tlie gist of its arguments by 
the following comments of Brenz: 'Panem corporis Chnsti figuram et exemplar 
confttemur [...] sed panem coenae dommicae non solum figuram adseveramus, sed et 
ipsum corporale corpus Christi.'^ This is the position that Brenz took up in this 
early Eucharistie document and he persisted in it to the very end of his life. It is 
also noteworthy that Syngramma already betrays the Brenz's idea about ubiqui
ty to support the view of Christ's real presence in the Lord's Supper/ 

In the first Eucharistie controversy, Brenz went into the disputes not only 
with the Romanist theologians, but also with Oecolampadius and Bucer in the 
Reformed camp. Brenz regarded Oecolampadius' figurative interpretation as 
dangerous to the real presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper: 
'In einer nur signifikativen Auslegung des Worts sah Brenz eine ungeheure 
Gefahr fur den Glauben, der auf das Wort angewiesen ist.'̂  Brenz wanted to 
defend the real presence on the firm foundation of the Word. The Commentary 
on John's Gospel, published in 1527, shows a significant development of Brenz's 
theology of the Eucharist. His concept of the Word as the means of grace was 
fully expounded and applied to his doctrine of the Eucharist. Manducatio impio-
rum, which he asserted in Syngramma, was so clearly maintained. And conse
quently, his understanding of 'Christ's sitting at the right hand of God' was 
changed in a most important way: 'Christi Sitzen zur Rechten Gottes verstand 
Brenz nun nicht mehr local, sondern als Teilhabe der menschlichen Natur an 
Gottes Allmacht zugunsten der Glaubigen, denen Christus seine Gaben gibt." 
Luther's influence upon Brenz is obvious at this point. In the second edition of 
the Commentary on John's Gospel (1528), Brenz fully explained his teaching 
about the 'Personal Union' of Christ against Zwingli's concept of the communi
cation of the properties. With this concept of 'Personal Union', Christology 
came to occupy a central position in Brenz's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

Brenz pursued his concept of 'Personal Union' by his explicit appeal to 
Luther's Christology during the second Eucharistie controversy.^" In the reli-

5 BRECHT, Ibid., 74. 'Ganz deuthch laSt sich noch feststellen, an welchem Punkt Brenzens Wi-
derspruch aufbrach. Es war die tropologische Auslegung von 1. Kor. 10,4, mit der Oekolampad 
sein symbolisches Verstandnis der Abendmahlsworte stutzte.' 

6 BRECHT, Ibid., 78. 
7 LOHSE, 'Auseinandersetzungen', 131. 'Im "Syngramma" zeigte sich aber auch schon der Ansatz 

emer Ubiquitatslehre: Brenz unterscheidet zwischen emer Gegenwart Gottes, mit der Gott alle 
Dmge erfullt, und emer Gegenwart durch das Wort im Glauben. Brenz gibt im "Syngramma" 
aber auch "erne Art ontologischer Beweis fur die Realprasenz".' 

8 BRECHT, 'Brenz' in TRE, 175 
9 BRECHT, 'Brenz' in TRE, 176. 
10 JANSE, Ibid., 326-327. Brenz's new Christological thought with the doctrine of ubiquity was 

already evident in his letter (written between 1544 and 1546) to Hardenberg about the pres
ence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper. 
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gious conversation with John a Lasco in 1556, Brenz once again represented his 
doctrine of ubiquity, and he published this in the following year. Brenz's origi
nal intention to find a firm, decisive and, most importantly. Biblical foundation 
for the real presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper now resulted in the 
doctrine of ubiquity on the basis of the personal union of the two natures in 
Christ." And in the 1559 Wiirttemberg confession, Brenz made binding the 
doctrine of ubiquity concerning the Lord's Supper. 

In the second Eucharistie controversy, Brenz's major opponent in the Re
formed camp was Bullinger." Brenz was not pleased with Bullinger's doctrine 
of the spiritual presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper and the figurative inter
pretation of the institutional words. Meanwhile, Bullinger became more and 
more disturbed by Brenz's doctrine of ubiquity. As early as 1557, the Reformed 
camp had already reproached Brenz's teaching as 'ubiquitarian' and a new 
doctrme to the Church." It is De personali unione of 1561 that brought the cata
strophe of the controversy between Bullinger and Brenz, which then left Peter 
Martyr to finally refute the doctrine of ubiquity in his Dialogus. Peter Martyr's 
Eucharistie treatise against Brenz's De personali unione is regarded as the most 
important and serious refutation from the Reformed side." 

The Text ofDe personali unione 

For the study of this treatise, I make use of the modern text of Theodor Mahl-
mann.^^ He edited the modern text from the five original texts, of which the 
first was published at Tubingen in 1561 and the last in 1590. For the first part of 
the treatise, namely Brenz's own Eucharistie argument, Mahlmann added his 
German translation to the original Latin, while in the second part, the cited 
Latin texts of Luther's writings on the Lord's Supper, are published. 

11 LOHSE,/bid., 131. 
12 For the detailed survey of Brenz's controversies m this period, see BRANDY, Christologie, 45-69. 
13 For a summary of the controversy between Bulhnger and Brenz, see CONSTABLE, Ibid., 128-144. 
14 BRANDY, Ibid., 70. 'Vielmehr ist sein Such gegen Brenz die wichtigste und scharfsinnigste der 

Schweizer Kontroversschriften. Zwar hat Bulhnger erheblich mehr geschneben, aber er er-
reicht Vermigli in Klarheit, Konsequenz und Scharfe des Urteils nicht.' For that reason, of the 
two Reformed opponents of Brenz, Brandy prefers to discuss Peter Martyr first, although Bul
hnger wrote more pieces refuting Brenz. For Brandy's analysis of Dialogus, see 'Teil U: Die 
Christologie der reformierten Gegner Brenzens', 70-92. We shall consider Brandy's evaluation 
of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper in the sections following, when we consider our 
evaluation of the intellectual background of Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

15 'De personali unione' in MAHLMANN, Die chnstologischen Schriften, Teil 1 (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 
1981), 1-107. From now on, this book shall be referred to as 'MAHLMANN'. 
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1.2. Main points of Brenz's argument in De personali unione 

The structure of this Treatise 

De personali unione consists of the following two major parts: first, Brenz's own 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper, which defends the significant Lutheran doctrines 
of consubstantiation, ubiquity, real communication of properties against Re
formed criticisms; and second, the long citations from Luther's Eucharistie 
works.'^ of course, this second part is appended in order to support the first 
part which contains Brenz's own argument against the Reformed. However, the 
considerable length of the second part - about 40 percent of the entire work -
surely far exceeds the significance usually ascribed to an appendix. The citati
ons from other authorities in the first part do not compare with this relianc, 
both in terms of amount as well as significance. The function and importance 
of this second part becomes clearer, when we consider the actual content of 
those citations. 

In this next section, I will first consider the main concerns of this Eucharis
tie treatise, the fundamental bases for Brenz's arguments and some significant 
topics for his doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

l\/lain Concerns of this Treatise 

With the long title of his treatise - De personali unione duarum naturarum in 
Christo, et ascensu Christi in coelum ac sessione eius ad dextram Dei patris, qua 
vera corporis et sanguinis Christi praesentia in coena explicata est, & confirma-
ta - Brenz makes clear his major concern for this treatise against the Reformed 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper. He mentions three topics that are closely inter
related: first, the personal (or hypostatical) union of the two natures in Christ; 
second, the ascension of Christ and His sitting at the right hand of God; and 
finally, the real presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper. 

These three major topics of the treatise were consciously selected by Brenz 
from his understanding of the core arguments which the Reformed had deve
loped against the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper. The first crucial ar
gument by the Reformed is about the nature of human body that never permits 
a body to be in multiple places at the same time or everywhere at once. Ubiqui
ty is completely at odds with the very nature of human body. Second, the Re-

16 MAHLMANN, 1. According to this modern editor of the treatise, the structure of De personali 
unione is as follows: Praefatio [Bl.A2a-A3b], loannes Brentius de coena Domini [Bl. la-22a], Sequun-
tur selecta quaedam loca e scnptis D. Martini Luthen [...] [Bl.22b], D. Martini Luthen testimonia de coe
na Domini [Bl. 24a-41a], [Nachwort von] loannes Brentius [Bl.4lb]. 
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formed argued that the articles of faith, namely those articles of the Apostles' 
Creed, clearly teach Christ's bodily ascension and His sitting at the right hand 
of God the Father. Third, the Reformed rejected the manducatio impiomm and 
they emphasized the crucial role of faith in receiving the true body and blood 
of Christ in the Lord's Supper. If the manducatio impiorum is rejected and the 
role of faith is recognized, there is no need of Lutheran emphasis upon the real, 
bodily presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper.'^ 

So the purpose of Brenz in Depersonali unione is to acknowledge and then re
fute those three crucial arguments of the Reformed against the Lutheran doc
trine of the Lord's Supper. If these three matters are well explained, other 
things will to be solved with ease, because the whole controversy over the 
Lord's Supper is centered on these crucial matters.'* 

In close relation with the three crucial points, the following topics are trea
ted seriously in the treatise: the inseparability of the two natures in Christ, the 
real (non-verbal) communication of the properties, three kinds of ubiquity, 
Christ's visible and invisible ascensions, the close connection between Christ's 
ascension and His sitting at the right hand of God the Father, and the ubiquity 
of Christ versus Christ's promise of His real presence at the Lord's Supper that 
distinguishes this sacrament from all other places of His omnipresence. 

Fundamental Bases for Brenz's Argument 

From the first argument Brenz explains his fundamental criteria for any re
futation of those three Reformed arguments against the Lutheran doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper: 'simple (or unaffected) interpretation of the Word of Christ' 

17 MAHLMANN, 10,12. Brenz summarizes the Reformed arguments against the Lutheran theory of 
the ubiquity as follows: 
'1. Dicunt, quod nostra sententia pugnet cum natura humani corporis, quippe quod non possit 
simul esse in coelo et in coena ac in tot locis, in quibus coena Dommi celebratur Quod et vetus 
tragoedia dicit. Toüvo|ia YÉVOLT' av itolAaxou to oüjia ó'oij. 'Nomen potest esse m multis locis, 
non autem corpus.' Itaque non verentur lactare nos facere Christum TTO/liiooinaToî  HOIUTOTOU 
Kttl iravTÓTOïïov, hoc est "multicorporeum, multilocum et omnilocum." Vocant nos "Capernai-
tas", 0apKO<tidou(;, hoc est "carnivoras, sanguisugas, thyestas, pantachusiastas, pantatopistas, 
ubiquistas, omnilocalistas, cultores pisti impanati Dei", ac multa id genus aha horribilia convi-
cia in nos prouciunt. 
2. Dicunt, quod nostra sententia pugnet cum articulis fidei; "Ascendit in coelum, sedet ad dex-
teram Dei patris " Et hue cumulant omnia dicta scripturae ac veterum patrum, quae testantur 
Christum esse m coelo etc 
3. Dicunt, quod fieri non possit, ut indignus manducet corpus Christi etc.' 

18 MAHLMANN, 10, 12. 'Sunt et multa alia, quae colligunt in sententiae suae patrocmium. Nos 
autem de his tantum, quae enumeravimus, in praesentia tractabimus, quod et m his (ut mihi 
quidem videtur) tota controversia praecipue sita sit, et his explicatis alia facile diluantur' 
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and 'recognition of the will and the omnipotence of God'.^' With the words 
'simplia (verborum Christi) interpretatione' Brenz betrays his idea that the Refor
med interpretation of the words of Christ concerning the Lord's Supper is af
fected by the rational humanistic way of thinking/" In other words, by this 
emphasis upon the 'simple interpretation' Brenz wants to show that his doctri
ne of the Lord's Supper is more faithful to sola scriptura, the fundamental prm-
ciple of the Reformation.^' 

The recognition of God's omnipotence is indeed the most fundamental basis 
for Brenz's arguments in this treatise. Interestingly, as we shall see, he makes 
use of this basis in a specific way: his concept of God's omnipotence supports 
his particular understanding of the two natures in Christ, which transcends 
what he alleges is the rational humanistic way of thinking of the Reformed on 
this matter.^^ And this recognition of God's omnipotence is closely related to 
Brenz's other fundamental basis, the simple or unaffected interpretation of 
Christ's words. 

The most important categorical proposition of Brenz on the ground of these 
two fundamental criteria is that the 'personal union' of the two natures in 
Christ is an 'inseparable' unity. According to Theodor Mahlmann, 'the personal 
unity of Jesus with God' is the central basic idea, from which Brenz developed 
his impressive Christological system.^^ 

19 MAHLMANN, 12. 'Nos quidem ab initio contenti eraraus simplici verborum Christi interpreta
tione et voluntatis ac omnipotentiae Dei agnitione ' 

20 MAHLMANN, 20, 22 Brenz regards the Reformed theologians' refutation of the ubiquity of 
Christ's body, w^hich appeals to the limitedness of human nature, as 'geometric speculation' 
and 'human wisdom' 'Sed respondere solent "hoc tum verum esse, cum alterum eorum, quae 
sic uniuntur , non excedat alterum nee sit maions ambitus quam reliquum" Quasi vero hic sit 
dandus locus geometnscis de ampliori excessu et maiori ambitu speculationibus; [...] Sed ite-
rum obiiciunt "unum tantum esse infinitum et immensum Si igitur humanitas Christi ibi sem
per esset, ubicunque est deltas, an non essent duo infinita et duo immense?" Sic quidem 
argutatur humana sapientia Cui etiam ex philosophia eius respoderi potest, quod etiamsi hu
manitas Christi esset ubique in omnibus locis, tamen ne sic quidem esset infinita ' 

21 MAHLMANN, 26 'Sinamus igitur et nos philosophos garrire et ndeamus physicas et geometncas 
ipsorum argumentationes, quas ad refutandum et dissolvendum summum illud mysterium hy-
postaticae duarum naturarum unionis in Christo recitare solent!' 

22 MAHLMANN, 28 One of the typical examples of such a use of this 'recognition of God's omnipo
tence' is found in Brenz's discussion on the concept of 'nature ' Brenz tries to argue here that 
the nature of a body can be the same in spite of changes to its properties, including the prop
erty of the locality of a human body. Howrever, it is the 'recognition of God's omnipotence' that 
sustains his argument: 'Quod si dixens esse in loco tam proprium esse corpori, ut ab ipso sepa-
rari non queat, fingamus interim hoc suo modo verum esse, non tamen negari potest, quin 
quod est naturae impossible, hoc sit divinae potentiae et industriae non possible tantum, ve
rum etiam facile.' 

23 MAHLMANN, 'Personemheit ' , 177 
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In his summary of the Fathers' definition of the Incarnation, Brenz seems to 
show a balanced understandmg of the fundamental differences between the 
divinity and the humanity in Christ as well as the personal unity of the two 
natures in Christ.^^ However, he underlines the words that refer to the 'one 
eternal and inseparable person' of Christ, to show his emphasis. This concept of 
inseparable union of the two natures in one person of Christ should not be 
withdrawn on the pretext of the undeniable property of locality of the human 
nature, as the Reformed assert." As a matter of fact, the inseparable union of 
the two natures in Christ means for Brenz that wherever the divinity of Christ 
is, there should also be the humanity of Christ.^^ If the two natures are distin
guished locally, it means for Brenz that the union of the divinity and humanity 
in one person of Christ is broken. 

This categorical proposition of the inseparable union of the two natures in 
Christ leads logically to the bodily presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper, the 
ultimate purpose of Brenz's argument in his treatise. If we accept the insepara
ble union of the divinity and the humanity in one person of Christ, in the sense 
that the humanity also exists wherever the divinity is, then it is not so difficult 
to accept the real, substantial and true presence of Christ's body and blood in 
the Eucharistie bread and wine." In support of this categorical proposition of 

24 MAHLMANN, 14 'Hanc missionem filu Dei in carnem humanam vocaverunt maiores nos tn 
"mcarnationem", et mterpretati sunt, quod deltas et humanitas smt quidem diversissimae na
turae seu substantiae (altera enim est ab aeterno et rerum omnium creatrix, altera autem crea-
ta, et altera est spiritus, altera sutem corporea) nee altera sit in alteram vel conversa vel 
mutata, sad m Christo ita sint coniunctae aut potius unitae, ut prorsus unam constituant per
sonam in aeternum nunquam separandam ' 

25 MAHLMANN, 42 'sed explicamus verbis, quibus possumus, ineffabilem illam unionem, qua Deus 
et homo in una persona Christi ita coniuncti sunt, ut nullo loci spatio a se invicem separari 
queant. ' 

26 MAHLMANN, 18, 20. From his citations from Leo's letter 91, Brenz draws this assertion that 
wherever the divinity of Christ is, there should the humanity of Christ also be: 'Quid ergo hinc 
sequitur? Quid dicemus'' An non perspicuum est, quod cum deltas et humanitas in una persona 
Christi inseparabiliter et indivulse coniunguntur, necessarium sit, ut ubicunque est deltas, ibi 
etiam sit humanitas Christi? Certe nisi hae duae naturae sic semper unitae in Christo maneant, 
ut altera nusquam sit sine altera, fieri non potest ut Christus una maneat persona Si enim del
tas christi alicubi est sine humanitate ems, duae erunt personae, non una.' Also with his cita
tion from Gelasius, Brenz repeats the same assertion- 'Qua ergo fronte audent illi dicere 
"personam" Christi non "habere ubique sibi humanitatem unitam'"^ Certe deltas et humanitas 
Chnsti sunt una et inseparabilis persona, quemadmodum supra dictum est Negari autem non 
potest, quin quaecunque sunt unita inseparabiliter, ubicunque unum est, ibi sit et reliquum, 
nee sit ullus locus aut locorum spacium, quod ea possit separare. ' 

27 MAHLMANN, 50 'Quare, sicut nee natura humani corporis, quod est cum deitate hypostatice et 
personaliter unitum, impedit, quo minus humanitas Christi impleat omnia coelesti modo: ita 
multo minus impedit, quo minus corpus et sanguis Christi sint in Sacramento, hoc est pane et 
vino coenae, non quidem localiter nee circumscriptive nee etiam transsubstantialiter (ut pa-
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the inseparable union, Brenz appeals to the ancient and medieval authorities 
such as the Councils of Ephesus (Cyril) and Chalcedon, Athanasius, Leo, and 
Gelasius. 

As Charles Hodge interprets the Definition of Chalcedon from the Reformed 
viewpoint, the concept of ubiquity of Christ's 'body' breaks the very human 
nature of Christ:'... there is such an essential difference between the divine and 
human natures that the one could not become the other, and that the one was 
not capable of receiving the attributes of the other. If God became the subject 
of the limitations of humanity He would cease to be God; and if man received 
the attributes of God he would cease to be man. This was regarded as a self-
evident truth.'^* According to this view of the Definition of Chalcedon, Brenz's 
doctrine of ubiquity as well as the teaching of the 'Form of Concord', should be 
understood not just as communicatio idiomatum but rather communicatio natu-
ramm}'^ Mahlmann also summarizes the kernel of the Reformed criticism on 
Brenz as such: 'Die Bestimmung, dal? Jesus ein Mensch war im Sinne der raum-
zeitlichen Bedingungen des Menschseins, die er nicht überschreiten kann, ist 
sachlich die primare der Gegner.'^° 

However, Brenz interprets the Chalcedonian Creed as supporting his pecu
liar view of the personal union of Christ. From his fundamental thesis of 'per
sonal union', Brenz tries to explain the relation between the two natures in one 
Christ. The two key words {indivise et inseparahiliter) emphasize the union of the 
two natures in Christ, and these, he says, are the fundamental basis for our 
understanding of this Creed. The other two key words {inconfase et immutabili-
ter) should not be evaluated as equal to mdivise et inseparahiliter, because 'beide 
Bestimmungen im Widerspruch zueinander stehen, consequent gedacht einan-
der verdrangen.'^^ Whoever interprets the Chalcedonian Creed without consi
dering the personal union of one Christ, makes a mistake. So, he says, any 
Reformed appeal to the Creed in order to criticize this concept of the personal 

pistae nugantur), sed vere, realiter et substantiater ac coelesti et humanae rationi incompre-
hensibili modo praesentia.' 

28 HODGE, Theology, 409. 

29 HODGE, Ibid., 408. Ubiquity is the very quality that should be ascribed to the humanity of Christ, 
as Hodge indicates: 'Nevertheless Christ while here on earth, and even when in the womb of 
the Virgin, was as to his soul and body everywhere present. ' 

30 MAHLMANN, 'Personeinheit ' 192. 

31 MAHLMANN, 'Personeinheit' 203. 'And it cannot be the view of the Creed!' says Brenz: 'Aber 
Brenz meint uber dies Gleichgewicht beider Bestimmungen hinausgehen zu mussen, well 
Brenz halt es fur unmoglich, dal5 ein solcher Widerspruch die Meinung von Chalcedon sei: Haec 
certe ita sunt mtelhgenda, non ut secum ipsa pungent, ne ut altera pars alteram destruat, sed ut sibi 
probe constent et convenwnt.' 
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union of Christ is based on a false interpretation of the Creed." Hereby Brenz 
tries to conserve the traditional dogma of the Creed, but in reality he actually 
overwrites the traditional view on the basis of his peculiar concept of hyposta
tic union." Here, we can recognize that the 'personal union' concept functions 
as an important hermeneutic principle for Brenz. He regards the concept as the 
Biblical principle, by which even the dogmas of the Early Church should be 
evaluated.'" 

Hodge describes Brenz's concept of 'person' as follows: 'Thus Brentius, the 
friend of Luther and the Reformer of Würtemberg, in his work "De Personal! 
Unione," says, If the Logos "did not intend to remain either personally or with 
his nature outside of Christ, but purposed to become man, He must needs exalt 
the humanity into his own majesty. Therein, in fact, consists the incarnation, 
that the man Christ not merely never existed or worked without the Logos, but 
also that the Logos never existed or worked without the man, whom He had 
assumed; and this was only possible through the elevation of the humanity to 
equal dignity with the Logos, the incarnation consists precisely in this elevati
on, - the one is identical with the other.'"" The concept of 'Personal Union' or 
'one Person Christ' is so central and fundamental for Brenz'^ that it functions 
as the most important hermeneutic principle in his use of the Fathers. 

Some Significant Topics for Brenz's Argument 

We can characterize Brenz's logic in these terms: (A) the 'inseparable' personal 
union of the two natures in Christ (leads to a discussion of) (B) the ubiquity of 
the human nature of Christ (which leads to a recognition of) (C) Christ's bodily 
presence in the Lord's Supper. There are, however, other significant topics that 
connect these three most important theses, such as the real communication of 
the properties that connects the first thesis of the inseparable union of the two 
natures with the second thesis of the ubiquity of Christ's body. Also between 
the second and the third thesis, Brenz discusses the promise of Christ to be 
present in the Lord's Supper as the peculiar element that distinguishes His 

32 MAHLMANN, 'Personeinheit ' 203. 'Haec est falsa mteqsretatio, qua vera sententia de mdmsa et insepa-
rahdi unitate personae destruitur. Das ganze Sachgehalt fallt also bei Brenz in die Personeinheit; 
was Chalkedon von der bleibenden Differenz der Naturen sagt, ordnet sich dem Sachgehalt 
nach der Tatsache unter, dal5 sie nu rein Subjekt haben, in solche Subjekteinheit eingegangen, 
in ihr und nach ihr zu verstehen sind.' 

33 Cf. MAHLMANN, 'Personeinheit ' 244. See also, MAHLMANN, Neue Dogma, 140-141. 
34 So Brenz criticized Augustine: 'Zu Unrecht interpretiert Augustin Christi ascendere im raumli-

chen Sinn. Christus ist in die himmhsche Welt von Gott selbst eingegangen und transzendiert 
damit Raum und Zeit.'JANSE, /bid., 329. 

35 HODGE,/bid., 409-410. 
36 About Brenz's concept of the Person, see, MAHLMANN, 'Personeinheit ' 210-225. 
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presence in the Lord's Supper from His ubiquitous presence in all the other 
places. Those significant topics are worthy of consideration here, in order that 
we can set forth a more precise understanding of Brenz's arguments. 

Brenz's Concept of communicatio idiomatum 

In the logical step from the hypostatic union to the ubiquity of the human 
nature of Christ, Brenz's concept of communicatie idiomatum plays a crucial role. 
This concept was introduced in the history of Church, according to Brenz, in 
order to explain the mystery of the union of the two natures in Christ." And 
with this concept it is justified that the properties of the two natures in Christ 
are communicated with each other. For Brenz, this communication is not ver
bal, as the Reformed assert, but real so that the human body of Christ is as 
equally ubiquitous as the divinity of Christ. With his appeals to the ancient 
authorities, especially to Cyril, Brenz flatly rejects the Reformed concept of 
commumcatio verbahs, claiming that without the true and real communication 
of properties, the two natures of Christ were not indeed in union. And it is also 
mere verbal expression that the true human Christ died for us.'^ So this con
cept of communicatio idiomatum means for Brenz non tantum vocabulorum, sed 
etiam rerum proprietatium. Here we can see one of the fundamental differences 
between Brenz and Peter Martyr, in their understanding of the relation bet-

37 MAHLMANN, 32. 'Porro ex hac admiranda et ineffabih unione oritur Celebris lUa in ecclesiasticis 
scnptonbus "communicatio idiomatum" Neque enim posset ulla esse vera idiomatum com
municatio inter divinam et humanam naturam in Christo, nisi hae duae naturae essent in una 
persona inseparabiliter unitae et consociatae.' 

38 MAHLMANN, 32, 34. 'Ac veteres recte quidem docuerunt, quantum ego hactenus ludicare pos
sum, de communicatione idiomatum. Scholastici autem et recentiores nonnulh, cum dicunt 
"personam" Christi non "habere ubique secum unitam humanitatem", videntur affirmare in 
Christo esse t an tum communicationem verbalem, non realem, ut Christus dicatur quidem ver
bis Deus, non autem sit revera Deus, hoc est divinitas et humanitas non sint ubique reahter et 
personahter in Christo unitae His fiet tandem Christus homo non verus Deus, sed tantum nun-
cupativus, et patietur pro peccatis nostris Deus Christus non vere, sed tantum sermone ' And 
then Brenz tries to explain the difference between the verbal communication and the real 
communication, with three citations from Cyril: 'Nos autem mtelligimus in hac materia per 
"idiomata" non tantum vocabulorum, sed etiam rerum propnetates . [...] Itaque ó lóyoc; seu 
Deus verbum pati tur et moritur, ut CyriUus ait, "impassibiliter" et immortaliter, ut non dicatur 
vano tan tum sermone pati et mori, sed etiam vere et re ipsa patiatur et moriatur, non quidem 
ex natura deitatis, sed ex natura humamtatis, cui ó A.ÓYO<; hypostatice, personahter et insepa
rabiliter est unitus. "Passio", inquit iterum Cyrillus, "dispensationis era, sua quidem dicente 
verbo ea, quae sunt proprie carnis, propter inenarrabilem unitatem, manente vero extra pas-
sionem, quantum ad ipsius naturam pertineat Impassibilis enim Deus est. Neque id mirum, 
cum et ipsam animam hominis videamus, si quid corpus passum fuerit, extra passionem qui
dem manentem, quamtum pertineat ad naturam, at tamen non extram passionem esse intelligi, 
eo quod proprium sit corpus ipsius, quod patitur " Hactenus Cyrillus.' 
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ween the human nature and the divine nature in Christ. Here Brenz makes it 
dear that he teaches the real communication of the passion and even the death 
of human Christ to His divinity as well as the real communication of the ubi
quity of the divine nature to the human body of Christ. 

Therefore, it is necessary to make a comparative investigation of the con
cept of communicatio idiomatum between Brenz and Peter Martyr, that is to say, 
between communicatio rerum proprietatium and communicatio verbalis, and to do 
so on the ground of their common authorities. We have already considered 
Peter Martyr's argument against Brenz's concept of the real communication of 
properties in the previous chapter.'^ In this paragraph, however, we should 
investigate their different concepts of the relationship between the two natu
res in Christ from the viewpoint of their use of the authorities, in order to eva
luate the validity of the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

Three Kinds of Ubiquity 

What Brenz wants to refute by his emphasis upon the real (non-verbal) com
munication is the local limitedness of the human body of Christ. The first major 
argument of the Reformed against the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper 
was based on the peculiar concept of 'human body,' bounded by time and space 
as a created being. To explain away this local limitedness of Christ's humanity 
is especially important in connection with Augustine's axiom: Tolle spacia loco-
rum corporibus, nusquam erunt; et quia nusquam erunt, non erunt. Brenz responds 
to the authoritative Father in two ways: first, by his emphasis upon the mys
tery of the hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ, which cannot be un
derstood by human reason;"" and second, by his introduction of the Scholastic 
view of the three kinds of ubiquity."^ Brenz makes his point clear: the ubiquity 

39 See Chapter 11, 2.3.4. An Analysis ofDialogus: Peter Martyr's Refutation of the Doctrine of Ubiq
uity. 

40 MAHLMANN, 24. 'At hoc, inquies, pugnat cum natura humani corporis; et Augustinus ait: "Tolle 
spacia locorum corporibus, nusquam erunt; et quia nusquam erunt , non erunt." Non ignoro 
haec, quae de maiestate Christi, ad quam evectus est films hominis a filio Dei, dicuntur, videri 
humanae rationi absurdissima ac plane impossibilia. Sed hypostatica diversissimarum natura-
rum union in persona Christ traditur in sacra scriptura per sp in tum sactum nobis agnoscenda 
et credenda; et quamquam haec unio est absurditas absurditatum, tamen humanus intellectus 
necesse habet ei cedere et sese in obsequium verbi Dei captivum reddere. ' 

41 MAHLMANN, 30. 'Itaque, etsi humanam naturam extra Christum et luxta physicas rationes "in 
uno tantum loco esse oportet", sicut Augustinus dicit; et Christus suscepit tempore mmisteru 
et conversationis suae in hoc mundo humanas (praeter peccatum) imbecillitates, ac fiut cor-
pore suo pro conditione hums mundi in loco circumscriptive: tamen interea hypostatica unio 
non fuit dissoluta, ut ubicunque fiiit deltas Christi, ibi non secum habuent etiam humanitatem 
suam; idque non localiter, sed, ut ex lUo Prophetae dicto: Ego coelum et terram repleo veteres 
locuti sunt, "repletive". Quam igitur gloriam corpus Christi vel habuit in hoc saeculo vel lam 
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of Christ's humanity should not be understood as the extension of Christ's body 
locally, nor as the change of Christ's humanity into divinity, nor the denial of 
the properties of each nature. The purpose of the argument is to confirm that 
the indescribable union of the two natures of Christ should not be separated 
locally."^ After describing the three kinds of ubiquity - locally, repletely, and 
personally - Brenz applies the third kmd of ubiquity to the humanity of 
Christ.̂ ^ Brenz's argument about the mystery of the hypostatic union leads 
ultimately to his appeal to the omnipotence and diligence of God. God's power 
and diligence make it possible that the exalted body of Christ can be beyond 
the limit of locality, to which every human body is bound by nature."" We shall 
see that this emphasis upon God's omnipotence and diligence is the fundamen
tal foundation of Brenz's argument for the ubiquity of Christ's body. 

The second argument about the three kinds of ubiquity seems to have been 
introduced in conncection with Augustine's axiom. Brenz's introduction of the 
Scholastic argument about the three kinds of ubiquity can be seen as a rounda
bout way of escaping a collision with the obvious axiom of the Father. We can 
see it from Brenz's clear rejection of the idea that the humanity of Christ is 
'locally' everywhere."^ What Brenz wants to assert with this argument on the 

habet in altero saeculo: non habet ex natura humanitatis per se, sed ex natura deitatis, cum 
qua corpus Chnsti hypostatica seu personal] unione inseparabiliter est unitum ' 

42 MAHLMANN, 42 'Cum igitur dicimus humanitatem Christi ubique unitam esse divinitate ems, 
primum non extendimus humanitatem Chnsti locali diffusione, sicut nee divinitas ipsas locah-
ter est diffusa, quemadmodem supra dictum est; deinde non mutamus humanitatem in divini-
tatem, ad haec non negamus diversitatem proprietatum utriusque naturae: sed exphcamus 
verbis, quibus possumus, ineffabilem illam unionem, qua Deus et homo in una persona Christi 
ita coniuncti sunt, ut nullo loci spatio a se invicem separan querant. ' 

43 MAHLMANN, 42, 44 'Ponamus ergo docendi gratia tnplicem "ubiquitatem" (sic enim libet illis, ut 
ante dixi, absque ullo discrimine rem vetustissimam et verissimam novo et portentoso vocabu-
lo mfamare), videlicet localem et repletivam et personam. Ac nulla quidem res est, nee spiritualis 
nee corporalis, quae sit ubique locali ubiquitate, solus autem Deus natura sua est ubique ubi-
quitate repletiva Et postquam filius Dei univit sibi humanitatem, necessano sequitur, quod ea humani-
tas m unitatem personae a filio Dei assumpta sit ubique ubiquitate personab ' (Italics mine ) 

44 MAHLMANN, 28 'Quod si haec proprietatum seu accidentium mutatio non mutat rei substan-
tiam, quomodo non posset etiam immutata manere substantia corporis, etiamsi alieubi non es-
set localiter m loco; cum m loco esse non sit corporis substantia, sed tantum propnetas 
substantiae accidentaria? Quod si dixens esse in loco tarn propnum esse corpon, ut ab ipso separan 
non queat, fingamus interim hoc suo modo verum esse, non tamen negari potest, qum quod est naturae 
impossibile, hoc sit dimnae potentiae et mdustnae non possibile tantum, verum etiam facile.' (Italics 
mine) 

45 MAHLMANN, 42, 44 'Non ignoro quosdam ex vetenbus improbasse banc locutionem "Humani-
tas Christi est ubique" Nee ipse probavero eam, si hoc vocabulo "ubique" localitas significe-
tur. ' His appeal is to Gregory, who, m this context refers to ubiquity in relation to Christ's 
majesty, and this makes it clear that Brenz does not want to conflict with the basic idea that 
human body cannot exist locally everywhere: 'Et recte dicit Gregonus "Christus non est hie 
per praesentiam carnis (videlicet visibiliter et localiter), qui tamen nusquam deest per prae-
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three kinds of ubiquity, as we see repeatedly in his treatise, is nothing other 
than his basic thesis on the inseparable union of the two natures in Christ."^ 
With his appeal to Gregorius who insisted Christ's ubiquity according to His 
majesty, Brenz challenges any need to choose between the two: either confess 
the true union of the two natures in Christ by accepting the ubiquity of the 
humanity of Christ, or deny the true union of the two natures in Christ by re
jecting it.*^ Therefore, one of the most significant differences between Brenz 
and Peter Martyr is found in their respective answers to this question: whether 
the ubiquity of the humanity (or body) of Christ should be regarded as a crucial 
criterion for the true unity of the two natures in the one person of Christ or 
not? 

It is Brenz's ambiguous concept of the category of'space' that makes his ar
gument look inconsistent: He makes good use of the category of space in order 
to defend the unbreakable hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ - 'if 
the two natures are separated locally then the hypostatic union should be bro
ken' - but he denies the same category to apply to Christ's body, of which he 
makes an exception from all the other human bodies. Why does Brenz insist on 
the 'corporal' presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper? Is Christ's manner of 
presence is an 'illocal' and 'supernatural' one? Why could such a manner of 
existence also embrace 'corporeal' presence, which can hardly escape the con
cept of space? Can a 'human body' escape the very category of space? If it does, 
can it truly be a human body? 

sentiam maiestatis. '" About the relation between tlie real presence and the concept of 'space' 
see, MULLER, Dictionary, 240 'The term praesentia realis, as used in or thodox Lutheranism, indi
cates the real but supernatural and illocal presence of the t rue body and blood of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper over against the virtualism of the Reformed. Specifically, it indicates the illocal 
mode of subsistence (i//oca/is subsistendi modus) of the body of Christ tha t is distinct from the 
omnipresence {omni-praesentia) of Christ's divine person and from the ubiquity {ubiqwtas) of 
Christ's human nature resulting from the communication of proper qualities {communicatio idi-
omatum) inasmuch as it is an illocal or definitifve presence {praesentia illocahs sive definitive) m, 
vi^ith and under the visible elements of the sacrament. ' 

46 MAHLMANN, 42 'Cum igitur dicimus humanitatem Christi ubique uni tam esse divinitati ems, 
primum non extendimus humanitatem Christi locali diffusione, sicut nee divimtas ipsa locah-
ter est diffusa, quemadmodum supra dictum est; deinde non mutamus humanitate in divinita-
tem; ad haec non negamus diversitatem proprietatum utriusqe naturae, sed exphcamus verbis, 
quibus possumus, meffabikm lUam umonem, qua Deus et homo in una persona Chnsti ita conmncti sunt, 
ut nullo loci spatio a se invicem separan queant.' (Italics mine ) 

47 MAHLMANN, 44 'Si autem sermo est de coelesti modo implendi omnia, certe si concessens 
hypostaticam duarum naturarum umonem in Christo, fieri non potest, quin aut fatearis huma
nitatem christ i implere omnia; aut verbis quidem affirmes personae uni ta tem, re ipsa autem 
dissolvas eam et facias duas personas, alteram alicubi cum humani ta te , alteram alicubi abs 
humanitate.' 
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Ascension and Sitting at the Right Hand of God 

The ultimate goal of Brenz's argument in De personali unione is to confirm the 
real presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper. For this, Brenz appeals to 
the concept of the glory and majesty of Christ's body through the hypostatic 
union of the two natures. The real presence of the body of Christ is closely 
connected with this 'unique' personal union in Brenz's Christological argu
ment. From the kernel concept of the 'personal union' he draws logically the 
real presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper."* The body of Christ is uni
que, different from any ordinary human body, because this is inseparably uni
ted with the divinity in the person of Christ."' Glory and majesty of Christ's 
body come from this personal union of the two natures in Christ. According to 
this viewpoint, 'Incarnation' ought to be understood as a 'deification' or 
'exaltation' of the humanity of Christ. And then it also is the 'ascension' of 
Christ.̂ " Ascension of Christ to heaven and His sitting at the right hand of God 
the Almighty are the important grounds on which Brenz tries to explain the 
glory and majesty of Christ's body. Together with 'personal union', this concept 
of'deification' consists of'a double point of departure for the demonstration of 
ubiquity.'" And God's omnipotence and diligence are the fundamental basis. 

But it was in relation to articles about the Ascension and Christ's sitting at 
the right hand of God, that the Reformed criticized the Lutheran doctrine of 

48 JANSE, ibid., 328 'Kernstuck seiner Ausfuhrung ist die Personalunion der gottlichen und men-
schlichen Natur Christi Der Leib Christi ist nicht mit dem eines anderen vergleichbar, "denn 
Christus hat Fleisch, das mit der gottlichen Natur verbunden ist in Einheit der Person" Das 
impliziert fur Brenz die ubiqmtas absoluta des Menschen Jesus, auch wenn er den Ausdruck 
selbst nicht benutzt . Es kann nicht abgestritten werden, so Brenz, dass Christi Gottheit das 
Abendmahlsbrot erfullt. "Was soil den diese Gottheit daran hindern, das Fleisch, das mit ihr in 
Einheit der Person verbunden ist, mit sich zu brmgen'^'" 

49 Cf MULLER, Dictionary, 312. 'The Lutheran orthodox argue that this ubiquity is not a spatial or 
local ubiquity such as might characterize (hypothetically) an ubiquitous or infinitely extended 
material substance. [...] Rather the ubiquity of Christ is illocal, supernatural, and grounded m 
the omnipotence of the Logos Above all, it is a personal ubiquity that belongs, not to the hu
man nature as such, but to the human nature in its union with the divine person of the Word. 
The personal union (unio personalis) is such that the Logos is never apart from the flesh and the 
flesh never apar t form the Logos (Logos non extra camem); and since the person of Word fills all 
things, the human nature of Christ must also fill all things.' 

50 HUNZINGER, Ibid., 53. 'Brenz argues the "assumption of humanity into deity" and the infinite 
domination of the latter The incarnation is really deification, which transpired m utero, then 
was Christ raised to the right hand of God and to full divine majesty, as Lord of all creatures 
The human nature is only passively endowed with this power through the grace of the hypos
tatic union. There is, therefore, a threefold ascension, at the instant of the incarnation, imme
diately after the resurrection, and, finally, a merely spectacular one.' Also see JANSE, Ibid , 328. 
In his exegesis of John 1.14, Brenz interprets the Incarnation as deification of the Man, Jesus 
'unio und Erhohung fallen zusammen.' 

51 HUNZINGER, Ibid , 52 
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the Lord's Supper. So, the different understanding of this article of faith is 
another significant contrasting point. Brenz's figurative interpretation of those 
articles is closely connected with his Lutheran view of the real communication 
of properties. In fact, Brenz represents this ascension and sitting at the right 
hand of God as the Scriptural bases for the real communication of properties in 
the person of Christ. Brenz's argument is first of all for his refutation of the 
Reformed criticism that the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper is against 
the articles of faith. Because it is very important basis for his argument for the 
singularity of Christ's body, a fundamental basis for the glory and majesty of 
Christ, Brenz already gives mention to it here and there before he discusses it 
intensively.^^ 

The gist of Brenz's discussion of Christ's Ascension is to confirm the Ascen
sion not as an obstacle to the real, bodily presence of Christ in the Lord's Sup-
per.̂ ^ For Brenz, it is not Biblical teaching but Aristotelian axiom that the 

52 For example, in the context of his argument of the real communication of properties, Brenz 
interprets the Apostle Paul's words about Christ's sitting at the right hand of God as His majes
ty: 'Paulus de maiestae Christi scribens: Deus, inquit, constituit tllum ad dextram suam m coelesti-
bus super omnem pnncipatum et potenstatem et virtutem et dommationem et omne nomen, quod 
nommatur non solum m hoc saeculo, verum etmm in futuro. Hoc certe est filium hominis evehere in 
mfinitam potentiam, sapientiam, bonitatem et lustitiam. Quod si films hominis factus est in his 
rebus suo modo mfinitus et immensus, quomodo films Dei non evexisset etiam eum ad illam 
infinitatem, qua omnia tam supera quam infera coelesti modo replete?' MAHLMANN, 24; And 
with his citation from Augustine, Brenz wants to accentuate the significance or wonderfulness 
of the majesty and glory of Christ's body, made possible due to its hypostatical union with the 
divinity - according as the vivifying power and adoration should be given to this glorified body 
of Christ, the ubiquity ought to be ascribed to this unique body of Christ' 'Expendamus igitur 
lam, quam maiestas humanitatis Christi pateat! Dictum est modo, quod humanitas Christi non 
solum sit vivificatrix, verum etiam adoranda, idque propter hypostaticam unitatem personae. 
Non autem minor est maiestas esse vivificatricem et adorabilem quam omnia implere. Quare 
etsi solius divinae naturae in Christo proprietas est ubique esse et omnia implere, tamen habet 
banc propnetatem communem cum sua humanitate, quam in eandem personam assumpsit. Ac 
mirandum est, quod cum non abhorres dicere humanitatem Christi esse vere vivificatricem et 
adorandam, eo quod sit hypostatice coniuncta divinitati, abhorreas tamen dicere humanitatem 
ems implere omnia, et tamen eadem semper est personae unitas. [...] Manifestum enim est, 
quod sicut sola humanitas non habet vim vivificandi nee debet adorari, sed habet eam maiesta-
tem ex hypostatica unione cum deitate: ita nee sola humanitas luxta suam ipsius naturam im-
pleat omnia, sed habeat eam maiestatem ex personali cum deitate unione, ut impleat omnia; 
non ex natura humanitatis, sed ex natura divinitatis ' Ibid., 40, 42.; And finally with his citation 
from Gregorius, Brenz directly connects this majesty of Christ's body with his personal ubiqui
ty: 'Et recte dicit Gregorius: "Christus non est hic per praesentiam carnis (videlicet visibiliter et 
localiter), qui tamen nusquam deest per praesentiam maiestatis.'" Ibid., 44. 

53 MAHLMANN, 50. 'Hoc certe negandum est; nee hactenus ab ullo firmis argumentis demonstra-
tum est, quod corpus Christi hoc externum et mundanum coelum ita occupet, ut necesse ha
beat a coena et pane ems substantialiter abesse.' 
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humanity of Christ should be locked up in certain place in the heaven.^" In this 
connection, Brenz's figurative interpretation is characterized by (l) the conso
lidating the two articles of faith into one concept, and by (2) the non-local 
understanding of the righthand of God. First, against the astronomical explana
tion of the Ascension of Christ, Brenz asserts that we should consider the As
cension in connection with His sitting at the right hand of God, in order to get 
a proper Scriptural understanding of this event.^' The consolidating of the two 
articles means that Christ's sitting at the righthand of God is more significant 
than the Ascension. Accordingly, his discussion on the Ascension is rather 
short, while his argument on the sitting at the righthand of God is somewhat 
lengthy, with the Biblical and patristic testimonies. 

Second, Brenz understands 'the right hand of God' not as a place but as 'ma
jesty and omnipotence'. So he interprets Christ's sitting at the right hand of 
God as that His kingdom and His power extend everywhere and also that the 
humanity of Christ is evetywhere.^^ In order to support this interpretation, 
Brenz appeals to the authority of Luther, who criticized the rational under
standing of the articles of faith in his writing against Zwingli." Brenz's appeal 
to Luther's authority seems to be a prearranged course of action in order to 
advocate his interpretation of the Biblical evidence that follows. Appealing to 
the apostolic authority Brenz argues that Christ's Ascension is not a departure 
to a certain place in the heaven but to a filling of all things in their entirety.^* 

54 MAHLMANN, 52. 'Non enim sic in coelum ascendit, ut haereat in aliquo certo hums externi coeli 
loco. [...] Non christianum, sed Anstotelicum est corpus Chnsti intra ambitum hums coeli con-
cludere.' 

55 MAHLMANN, 54. 'Vera sententia de ascensu Christi m coelum petenda est non ex humana ra-
tione, sed ex verbo Dei. Ascensum ergo Christi in coelum interpretatur primum lUa in symbolo 
appendix omnibus propheticis et apostolicis scriptis confirmata: "Sedet ad dextram Dei patris 
omnipotentis". ' 

56 MAHLMANN, 54. 'Dextra autem Dei non aliquis corporalis aut mundanus locus, ad quern Christus 
sese quasi alligarit, sed est omnipotentia et maiestas Dei. Quae cum non sit in unum aliquem 
peculiarem locum sic conclusa, ut non coelum et ter ram adeoque omnia impleat, necessario 
sequitur, quod nee Christus humanitate sua, qua consedit ad dexteram Dei, in hoc externo tan
tum coelo sit collocatus. Quod enim dextera Dei, ad quam Christus consedit, impleat coelum et 
terram, non t an tum significat regnum Christi et virtutem ems undique patere, sed etiam hu-
manitatera ems, qua ad dextram Dei consedit, omnibus rebus coram, idque coelesti, non hu-
mano modo adesse et omnia in conspectu suo habere et praesentem gubernare. ' 

57 MAHLMANN, 54. 'Quod cum Lutherus in libello, cui titulum fecit "Verba Christi" in coena: "Hoc 
est corpus meam etc. adhuc firma constare", copiose et pie exposuent ac confirmarit' 

58 MAHLMANN, 54, 56 'Ad Ephes. Cap. 4 [lO] scribit Paulus: Ascendit super omnes coelos, ut omnia 
impleret. Paulus non alligat Christum cum sua humanitate ad unum aliquem hums externi coeli 
locum, sed effert eum super omnes coelos et addit expresse: ut omnia impleret.' And also from 
Apostle Paul, 'Sed in quantum sublimitatem Christus humanitate sua evaserit, Paulus alias cla-
rissime exponit ad Ephes. Scribens: [...]. Et ad Philip. 2 [9.10] [...]. Haec dicta efferunt Christum 
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And with the citations from Solomon and Isaiah, Brenz asserts that the glory 
and majesty of the exalted Christ far exceeds the place of heaven." In his ap
peals to the Fathers m this connection, Brenz's figurative interpretation of the 
articles of faith becomes evident: with citations from Jerome he argues on the 
humanity of Christ's 'invisible' ascension and sitting at the right hand of God 
after His resurrection^"; with his citation from Ambrose's commentary on Luke, 
Brenz proceeds to argue that such ascension and sitting at the right hand of 
God, namely, the glory and majesty of God, continued to happen since the In
carnation of Christ." Brenz's figurative interpretation of the article cannot 
become more obvious than this. The historical event of Christ's Ascension on 
the Mount of Olives is not so important for his understanding of the articles of 
faith. In fact, the whereabouts of the body of Christ that disappeared from the 
eyes of the disciples on that day is not a matter of concern to Brenz. Only the 
meaning of the event, that is to say, Christ's glory and majesty is what matters 
in his interpretation, because his ultimate purpose in the arguments on these 

cum sua humanitate non super omnes tantum externos coelos, verum etiam super omnem 
creaturam sive coelestem sive terrestrem ' 

59 MAHLMANN, 56. 'Esaias autem de gloria et maiestate Dei dicit: Metitur aquas pugiUo et ponderat 
coelos palmo, appendit tribus digitis molem terrae et librat pondere montes et coUes stathera. 
Et Salomon Coelum, inquit, et coeli coelorum te capere non possunt Cum igitur Christus hu
manitate sua ad hanc gloriam et maiestatem Dei patris ascensu suo evectus sit, tantum abest, 
ut ascensus ems in coelum probet eum in loco aliquo corporalis hums coeli haerere, ut potius 
testificetur eum super omnes coelos adeoque super omnia tarn infera quam supera, tam terre-
na quam coelestia exaltatum.' 

60 MAHLMANN, 58 'Tum quidem primum ascendebat visibiliter, sed ascenderat etiam lam antea et 
consederat ad dextram Dei invisibiliter in sua a mortuis resurrectione. Est enim ascensus visi-
bilis, qui factus est in Monte Oliveti Est et ascensus invisibilis, qui est factus in resurrectione.' 
Brenz's citation from Jerome is worth considering further He interprets the dialogue between 
Jerome and Marcella about Christ's ascension and sitting at the righthand of God as surely 
concerning the humanity of Christ. 'Muliercula enim non interrogaverat de praesentia divmi-
tatis, sed de praesentia humanitatis Christi. Ego vero melius de Hieronymo sentio, et existimo 
eum recta ad quaestionem respondisse Quae igitur concionatur de praesentia Christi in omni
bus locis, intelligenda sunt non tantum de praesentia divinitatis ems, de qua Marcella non in
terrogaverat, sed etiam de praesentia humanitatis, quae humanitas cum divimtate hypostatice 
est unita ideoque sic ei coniuncta, ut ubicunque haec sit, ilia non absit.' Ibid, 60, 62 

61 MAHLMANN, 62, 64. 'Facile quidem dictu est Ambrosmm loqui de praesentia divinitatis, sed 
manifestum est, quod loquatur de tota persona Christi, et quod humanitas Christi in unitatem 
personae assumpta non patiatur se tam libenter a sua divinitate avelli, quam facile ab homini-
bus dicitur. [. ] Quid autem opus est de tempore tantum resurrectionis et ascensionis Christi 
dicere, cum lam inde ab initio in momento incarnationis suae ascendent invisibiliter in coelum 
et ad dextram Dei patris sui sederit' Miraberis fortasse, quid hoc sibi velit, sed mirari desines, 
SI recte consideraveris hypostaticam uninonem duarum naturarum in Christo, quae ab initio 
incarnationis facta est Nam si deltas et humanitas Christi una sunt et inseparabilis persona, 
certe negari non potest, quin cum films Dei assumpsit in utero matris filmm homims in unita
tem personae, continuo evexerit et collocavent eum in ea maiestate et gloria, in qua ipse ab 
aeterno apud patrem suum fuit.' 
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articles of faith is to confirm the wonderful change of the exalted body of 
Christ. His mentions on the glorious change of the saints in heaven - impa'^sibi-
litas, daritas, subtilitas and agilitas - as well as his citation from Augustine about 
the spiritual bodies of the saints in heaven are intended to underscore the 
uniqueness of Christ's body that is hypostatically united with the divinity.^^ 

The Promise of Christ's Bodily Presence in the Lord's Supper 

There is another element that links the doctrine of ubiquity with Christ's bodi
ly presence in the Lord's Supper: if Christ's body is everywhere, why should we 
find it especially in the Lord's Supper? On what ground can Brenz limit the 
presence of the ubiquitous body of Christ only to the Lord's Supper? To these 
questions, Brenz answers with the institutional words, by which Christ promi
sed his presence in the Lord's Supper.̂ ^ 

Also in this argument he appeals to the authority of Luther, by recommen
ding the latter's work on this theme: Quod verba Christi in coena: Hoc est corpus 
meam, etc. Brenz is convinced that the Lutheran view of the Lord's Supper is the 
sound and proper way of understanding the mystery of the union of the two 
natures in Christ. Deploring the fact that some Lutherans denied the corporeal 
presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper, Brenz ends his own arguments and 
begins to cite Luther's Eucharistie works. 

Luther's Worl(S in De personali unione 

The incomparable gravity of Luther's authority is the most outstanding feature 
of this treatise. Luther is mentioned in the context of every important argu
ment, such as on the interpretation of the 'sitting at the right hand of God' and 
on 'the body of Christ's special presence in the Lord's Supper.""" The extraordi
nary amount of citations from Luther's Eucharistie works clearly shows the 
gravity of Luther. As mentioned above, about 40 percent of Brenz's treatise De 

62 MAHLMANN, 68. 'Audis, quanta maiestas, quantae dotes humanis corponbus divinitus contigant; 
et putas tu non multo plures illustnores et diviniores lUi corpori, quod est a filio Dei unitatem 
personae, in hypostaticam unionem assumptum, contingere absque substantiae mutatione 
posse?' 

63 MAHLMANN, 72. 'In coena igitur, ubi est verbum et mandatum Christi, accipitur corpus et san
guis eius; ut cum haec antea ex personali unione duarum natuarum in Christo et ex sessione 
ems ad dextram Dei patris vere quidem, non autem localiter, sed personaliter et coelesti modo 
praesentia smt, nunc fiant etiam praesentia definitive' Also see JANSE, Ihid., 330. 'Die Funktion 
der Einsetzungsworte - als Beweis fur die Realprasenz beiseite geschoben - gilt es, zwischen 
der Gegenwfart des Leibes und Blutes Chnsti "im Himmel, auf Erden, in Apfel oder Birne" and 
der Gegenwart im Brot und Wein des Abendmahls zu unterscheiden. ' 

64 MAHLMANN, 48,50,72. 
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personali unione is filled with Luther's Eucharistie writings. Moreover, there are 
obvious parallels between Luther and Brenz in their arguments, as we shall see 
later. 

Brenz seems to expect that with his citations from Luther doubt about the 
true presence of the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper shall be 
removed. He shows great confidence in Luther's authority in the preface to his 
collected citations from his works,̂ ^ which is appended immediately after his 
lamentation about those who, among the Lutheranism, do not accept the real 
presence of Christ's body in the Lord's Supper. Those cited works of Luther are 
2 treatises, 1 sermon, and 2 confessions in all, which were written by Luther 
against Karlstadt and the Reformed theologians from 1525 to 1544. The first of 
the five works is Adversus coelestes prophetas de coena dominica (1525), which 
Luther wrote against Karlstadt over the real presence of the body and blood of 
Christ in the Lord's Supper. And the second, Sermone de sacramento coenae domi-
nicae contra fanaticos (1527), is one of the three sermons of Luther for the prepa
ration of the congregation at Wittenberg for the Lord's Supper on Easter 
Sunday in 1526. The 'fanatics' in the title refers to the Swiss Reformers, repre
sented by Zwingli. These first two works are cited relatively briefly, with one to 
two pages each, while the following two works are massively cited: Quod verba 
Christi: Hoc est corpus meum etc. adhuc firma constent (1527), a polemical treatise 
by Luther in order to respond to the Eucharistie views of the Reformed theolo
gians who severely criticized his Lord's Supper doctrine between 1524-1527. 
Among these critics, Zwingli and Oecolampadius became major targets. Ex
tracts from this treatise account for more than ten pages of citations in De 
personali unione.^^ The fourth work, Confessione Martini Lutheri de coena Domini 
(1528), known as the most detailed and profound of Luther's treatises on the 
Lord's Supper, is also widely cited in Brenz's treatise, and is also in excess of 
ten pages.^' It is significant that the important topics in Brenz's treatise are to 
be seen just as they were in this 'Great Confession' of Luther that stood for 'the 
shibboleth of the genuine Lutherans' in the subsequent Eucharistie controver
sies. The last of the five cited works in De personali unione is Brevi confessione 
Martini Lutheri de sacramento coenae (1544), Luther's response to Caspar Schwen-
ckfeld, a former enthusiastic follower of his teaching but who was later con

es MAHLMANN, 78. 'Spero me patientia tua, optime lector, haudquaquam abuti, si, pnusquam te 
dimittam, selecta quaedam loca e Germanicis scriptis reverendi doctons felicis memoriae Mar
tini Lutheri, in Latinam linguam conversa, illi nostro scripto adiecero, quibus admiranda unio 
duarum naturarum in Christo, ascensus Christi ad coelum et sessio ems ad dextram Dei patns 
ita explicantur, ut non dubitem, quin si collibeat ea dihgenter percurrere atque expendere, 
omnem tibi de vera praesentia corporis et sanguis Christi in coena dubitationem toUant.' 

66 MAHLMANN, 82-93. 
67 MAHLMANN, 93-103. 
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demned by Luther as a heretic because of the different doctrines on the two 
natures of Christ and of the Lord's Supper. Brenz cited this work very briefly, 
and from only one place. 

As mentioned above, the gravity of Luther for Brenz's treatise is surely con
siderable particularly when we consider the amount that cited. But it is also 
the content of these cited works that leads us to a more exact appreciation of 
Luther's impact upon Brenz in the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. We shall con
sider this in the following section in connection with the major features of 
Brenz's use of the authorities in his treatise. 

Summary 

Brenz's answers to the three major arguments of the Reformed against the 
Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper can be summarized as follows: 

First, to the criticism that the ubiquity of the humanity of Christ is contra
dictory to the nature of human body, Brenz answered by appealing to the pe
culiarity of Christ's body, hypostatically united with His divinity. The humanity 
of Christ in an inseparable union with the divine nature goes beyond such 
limitedness of the nature of human body, through the real and full communi
cation of properties between the two natures in one person, Jesus Christ. 

Second, the articles of faith on the Ascension and Christ's sitting at the 
right hand of God should be understood figuratively as meaning the glory and 
power of the risen Christ. And the glory and power of Christ are communicated 
to His human nature, so that His body is ubiquitous. The Reformed criticism on 
this should be rejected as a literal interpretation of those articles of faith. 

Third, against the Reformed refutation of the manducatio impiorum and the 
role of faith in the eating of the body and blood of Christ, Brenz seems to give 
no direct answer in this treatise. However, from his emphasis upon the real 
and corporeal presence of the body and blood of Christ in the Lord's Supper, it 
is clear that Brenz sustains the manducatio impiorum in the Lord's Supper and 
accordingly rejects the crucial role of faith in the eating of the Lord's body. 

1.3. Brenz's Use of the Authorities in De personal! unione and Some Notable 
Features 

In this section I will survey Brenz's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his 
treatise, and consider some features of his use of them, and finally select some 
significant cases of his use of the authorities for comparative analysis with 
Peter Martyr's use of them. In connection with the important topics in Brenz's 
arguments, such as the 'inseparable' union between the two natures, 'the real 
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communication of properties' as the basis of the hypostatic union, and the 
figurative mterpretation of Christ's Ascension and His sitting at the right hand 
of God, some authorities shall be compared with Peter Martyr's use of them. 

The gravity of Luther in this treatise should be evaluated also from the con
tent, namely, by comparing Luther's arguments with those of Brenz. From this 
comparative analysis we can evaluate more clearly the gravity of Luther for 
Brenz's doctrine of the Lord's Supper. And thereby we can also corroborate 
Peter Martyr's evaluation of Luther's fundamental significance for Brenz's 
concept of authority. 

A Survey of Brenz's Use of the Fathers and Medievals 

Not so many Fathers and Medievals are used in the treatise De personali unione: 
only six names of the Fathers are mentioned - (Cyril, Athanasius, Augustine, 
Basil, Jerome and Ambrose), two ecumenical Councils (Ephesus and Chalcedon) 
and seven Medievals (Leo, Gelasius, Gregory, Peter Lombard, Thomas Aquinas, 
Bonaventura and the Author of Compendium). In comparison with those Fa
thers and Medievals in Dialogus, Brenz's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in 
De personali unione is considerably less, not only in the number of those cited 
authorities but also in the frequency of their citations.^* This striking quantita
tive difference in the use of the Fathers and the Medievals seems to show how 
much importance Peter Martyr and Brenz gave to them respectively. In fact, all 
the appeals to the Fathers and the Medievals in De personali unione are not out
weighed by Brenz's singular appeal to Luther. 

As we consider Brenz's use of the Fathers and the Medievals according to 
his arguments against the three major points of refutation by the Reformed, we 
can find the places where Brenz willingly appeals to the authority of the Fa
thers and the Medievals. The overwhelming majority of those cited Fathers and 
Medievals are centered on the first topic, the hypostatic and personal union 
between the two natures in Christ. All the Fathers in the treatise, except Am
brose, and the two Councils as well as all the seven Medievals are cited more 
than once in this connection. In comparison with this, there are only three 
Fathers cited in regard to the second concern, about the Ascension of Christ 
and His sitting at the right hand of God.*' Thus, it becomes evident that Brenz's 

68 There are 25 Fathers in Peter Martyr's Dmlogus that are appealed m total 173 times, and also 15 
Medievals that are cited in total 35 times By comparison, the six Fathers in De personali umone 
are cited less than 30 times in total, and seven Medivals are used less than 10 times in total. 

69 From the page of 50 in Mahlmann's edition of De personali umone, the second major concern 
begins: 'Hactenus de hypostatica et personali unione duarum na tura rum unione in Christo. 
Percurramus nunc ascensum Christi in coelum et sessionem ems ad dextra Dei patris, quem fl-
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appeal to the authorities is focused upon the argument in support of the hypo
static and personal union of the two natures in Christ. 

In the long section of the first major topic, relevant statements of the Fa
thers and the Medievals are cited in support of Brenz's basic ideas about the 
uniqueness of the hypostatic union, real communication of properties, and the 
three kinds of ubiquity. First of all, those statements on the majesty and power 
of Christ's humanity, which is hypostatically united with His divinity, are in
tensively cited, for example; the third article of the twelve anathemas to 
Nestorius which is included in Cyril's Third Epistle to Nestorius, one of the 
official documents of the Council of Ephesus in 413 °̂; a part of the most renow
ned definition of faith in the Council of Chalcedon in 451'^; the 37th article of 
Anthanasian Creeds; and three times from Leo's Epistle 18, significant state
ments for Brenz, from which he draws his fundamental thesis that wherever 
the divinity of Christ is, there should also exist His humanity.^^ Other authori-

dei nostrae articulum lUi nobis ad proturbandum corpus et sanguinem Christi e coena obiicere 
Solent.' In this second part, only three Fathers -Jerome, Augustine, and Ambrose - are cited. 

70 MAHLMANN, 16. 'Si quis uno Christo dividit subsistentias post unitatem sola eas copulatione 
connectens, quae secundum meritum vel authoritatem vel potestatera est, et non potius con-
ventu secundum unitatem naturalem, anathema sit.' The following articles of the anathemas 
show more clearly that this Father did not want to permit those interpretations, which ascribe 
certain expressions about Jesus Christ in the New Testaments respectively to His humanity or 
His divinity. For example, Article 4 - 'if anyone distributes between the two persons or hypos
tases the expressions used either m the gospels or in the apostolic writings, whether they are 
used by the holy writers of Christ or by him about himself and ascribes some to him as to a 
man, thought of separately from the Word from God, and others, as befitting God, to him as to 
the Word from God the Father, let him be anathema. ' And also articles 8 and 11 states in the 
same tone. See, TANNER, Decrees, 59-60. 

71 MAHLMANN, 16. 'Confitemur "Dominum nostrum lesum Christum" [..] in duabus naturis incon-
fuse, immutabiliter, indivise, inseparabiliter agnoscendum; nusquam sublata essential natura-
rum propter unionem, magisque salva proprietate utnusque natruae et m unam personam 
atque existentiam concurrente, non in duas personas partitum atque divisum neque disiunc-
tum, sed unum eundemque fihum unigenitum.' Here in the cited words, however, we see not 
only Brenz's emphasis upon the unity of the two natures in Christ, but also the preservation of 
the two natures. From the viewpoint of the Reformed theologians, this defminion put up a 
fence, over which we should not jump: 'Whatever is beyond this, is mere speculation. Not con
tent with admitting the fact that two natures are united m the one person of Christ, the Luthe
ran theologians insist on explaining that fact. They are willing to acknowledge that two 
natures or substances, soul and body, are united in the one person in man, without pretending 
to explain the essential nature of the union. Why then can they not receive the fact that two 
natures are united in Christ without philosophizing about it? The first objection, therefore, is 
that the Lutheran doctrine is an attempt to explain the inscrutable.' HODGE, Ibid., 414. 

72 MAHLMANN, 18. After the three times (but rather short) citations from Leo, Brenz finds it 
enough to make citations from the authorities for the 'inseparable union' of the two natures in 
Christ, and makes his own statements on it' 'Possem multa aha veterum testimonia recitare, 
quibus probatur, quod divina et humana natura seu substantia sint in Christo in unam perso
nam ita copulatae, ut nulla creatura, imo ne mors quidem potuent eas a se invicem dividere ac 
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ties cited in this first section are intended to sustain and explain this funda
mental thesis of Brenz about the uniqueness of the union of the two natures in 
Christ. The most outstanding figure of those cited is Gelasius. Brenz finds al
most the same position as his own in Gelasius' treatise against Eutyches and 
Nestonus/^ By this citation from Gelasius, Brenz wants to confirm his basic 
thesis that the mseparable union between the humanity and divinity in Christ 
cannot be lost in terms of the local space.'" Augustine is mentioned once in the 
context of Reformed criticism on Brenz's notion of human nature" and later 
again he is used twice for Brenz's support in connection with the emphasis 
upon the role of faith in our understanding of the mystery of the union of the 
two natures m Christ.'* So, for Brenz, the authority of this Father seems to be 
ambivalent, something to defend as well as to overcome: this Father falsely 
applied the human understanding to the very mystery that can be accepted 
only by faith, which he himself acknowleged. In other words, Brenz refutes 

separare. Sed quia existimo nullos esse hisce temponbus, qui fateantur se duas in Christo natu-
ras divellere, non ero in recitandis patrum testimoniis longior. 
Quid ergo hmc sequitur' Quid dicemus? An non perspicuum est, quod cum deltas et humanitas 
in una persona Christi inseparabiliter et indivulse coniunguntur, necessanum sit, ut ubicunque 
est deltas, ibi etiam sit humanitas Christi? Certe nisi hae duae naturae sic semper unitae in 
Christo maneant, ut altera nusquam sit sine altera, fieri non potest ut Christus una maneat 
persona. Si enim deltas Christi alicubi est sine humanitate ems, duae erunt personae, non una.' 

73 MAHLMANN, 20 'Non pigebit hoc loco recitare testimonium Gelasu in libro "De duabus naturis 
in Christo adversus Eutychen et Nestorium". "Quamvis", inquit Gelasius, "unus atque idem sit 
Dominus lesus Christus, et totus Deus homo et totus homo Deus, et quicquid est humanitatis. 
Deus homo suum faciat, et quicquid est Dei, homo Deus habeat. tamen, ut hoc permaneat sa-
cramentum nee possit ex aliqua parte dissolvi, sic totus homo permanet esse, quod Deus est, ut 
totus Deus permaneat esse, quicquid homo est. Si aliquid, quod absit, vel divinitatis vel huma
nitatis mde decessent, sequatur ineffabilis resolutio sacramenti; et, quod dictu audituque fu-
giendum est, vel homo Deus esse lam desinat, si sola lUic humanitas , non etiam deltas 
perseverat, vel Deus homo consequenter esse desistat, si sola illic divinitas, non etiam humani
tas unita permaneat. '" Peter Martyr interprets this citation differently m his Dialogus, as we 
have already seen before 

74 MAHLMANN, 20 'Hactenus Gelasius. "Dictu", inquit, "audituque fugiendum est", "si sola illic 
divinitas, non etiam humanitas unita pe rmanea t" Qua ergo fronte audent lUi dicere "perso
nam" Christi non "habere ubique sibi humanitatem unitam'"!' Certe deltas et humanitas Chnsti 
sunt una et inseparahilis persona, quemadmodum supra dictum est Negan autem non potest, qum quae-
cunque sunt unita inseparabiliter, ubicunque unum est, ibi sit et rebquum, nee sit ullus locus aut locomm 
spacmm, quod ea possit separare.' (Italics mine ) 

75 MAHLMANN, 24. 'At hoc, inquies, pugnat cum natura humani corporis; et Augustinus ait "Tolle 
spacia locorum corponbus, nusquam erunt, et quia nusquam erunt , non erunt." Non ignoro 
haec, quae de maiestate Chnsti, ad quam evectus est films hominis a filio Dei, dicuntur, videri 
humanae rationi absurdissima ac plane impossibilia Sed hypostatica diversissimarum natura-
rum unio in persona Christ traditur in sacra scriptura per spintum sanctum nobis agnoscenda 
et credenda; et quamquam haec unio est absurditas absurditatum, t amen humanus intellectus 
necesse habet ei cedere et sese m obsequium verbi Dei captivum reddere ' 

76 MAHLMANN, 26. 
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Augustine's axiom simply by saying that this Father contradicted himself. In 
order to explain this Father's axiom about the locality of the human body, 
Brenz appeals to Cyril's statement on the majesty of Christ's human nature'^ 
and, later on, also introduces later the three kinds of ubiquity from the 
Schoolmen. 

Especially in the context of his criticism on the Reformed concept of com
munication verbalis, Brenz makes a lot of citations from the Fathers and the 
Medievals, in order to support his concept of the real communication of pro
perties. In general, his appeal to the Schoolmen makes clear that the two natu
res in Christ are not really united without real communication of properties; 
otherwise Christ's redemption on our behalf is not real but only verbal.'^ Ho
wever, the very example of the real communication of the properties that 
Brenz presents here - the passion and the death of the 'divinity' of Christ in His 
'personal union' ('etsi natura sua nee patitur nee moritur, tamen passionem et 
mortem Christi ita sibi communem faciat, ut propter hypostaticam unionem 
passioni et morti personaliter adsit') - is not the critical point of the Reformed 
theologians. It can be accepted in terms of 'personal' union of the two natures 
in Christ, which neither endangers the true humanity of Christ so much, nor 
the foundation of the salvation of mankind. But the divine property of 'ubiqui
ty' surely does, if it is allowed to be communicated to the humanity Christ, 
because it destroys the true humanity of Christ. In his use of the Fathers Brenz 
seems to avoid this very crucial feature of the property of ubiquity. 

By the citations from Cyril, Brenz tries to show the difference between ver
bal communication and real communication. This Father stated clearly that 
God the Word suffered the passion and death of Christ not verbally but really, 
through the communication of properties. It is verbal, however, if we say that 
God suffered the passion and death, because divinity is not able to suffer or die 

77 MAHLMANN, 30. 

78 MAHLMANN, 32, 34. 'Ac veteres recte quidem docuerunt, quantum ego hactenus ludicare pos
sum, de communicatione idiomatum Scholastic! autem et recentiores nonnulli, cum dicunt 
"personam" Chnsti non "habere ubique secum unitam humanitatem", videntur affirmare m 
Christo esse t an tum communicationem verbalem, non realem; ut Christus dicatur quidem ver
bis Deus, non autem sit revera Deus, hoc est divinitas et humanitas non sint ubique realiter et 
personaliter in Christo unitae. His fiet tandem Christus homo non verus Deus, sed tantum nun-
cupativus; et pat ietur pro peccatis nostris Deus Christus non vere, sed tantum sermone. 
Nos autem intelligimus in hac materia per "idiomata" non tantum vocabulorum, sed etiam re-
rum proprietates; ut cum per communicationem idiomatum de Christo dicimus Deum esse 
passum et mor tuum, non sit sententia, quod Deus verbum dicatur tantum sermone vocabuli 
pati et mori, res autem ipsa nihil prorsus ad Deum pertineat: sed quod Deus, etsi natura sua nee 
patitur nee mori tur , tamen passionem et mortem Christi ita sibi communem faciat, ut propter 
hypostaticam unionem passioni et morti personaliter adsit, et non aliter, ut sic dicam, afficia-
tur, quam si ipse patere tur et moreretur. ' 
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in its nature." Cyril is surely the very significant source of Brenz for the real 
communication of properties, which contradicts the Reformed concept of the 
commumcatio verbalis. Therefore, his use of this Father should be one of the 
subjects of the comparative analysis. 

Five Fathers and four Schoolmen are subsequently cited to support the real 
communication of properties and the ubiquity of Christ's body through such 
communication.^" With Basil's famous metaphor of the fire on iron, and also 
with the repeated citations from Cyril's various writings which give him the 
right way to understand the metaphor, Brenz tries to explain the mystery of 
the union of the two natures in Christ.̂ ^ In his citations from the sermon of 
Augustine, Brenz underlines the wonder of the majesty of Christ's humanity in 
order to ascribe the property of ubiquity to Christ's human nature. This too 
finds its basis in the communication of properties.^^ Gregory and Jerome are 

79 MAHLMANN, 34 'Itaque 6 lóyoQ seu Deus verbum pati tur et mori tur , ut Cyrillus ait, "impassibili-
ter" et immortaliter, ut non dicatur vano tantum sermone pati et mori, sed etiam vere et re ip
sa patiatur et moriatur, non quidem ex natura deitatis, sed ex natura humanitatis, cui ó ióyoc 
hypostatice, personaliter et inseparabiliter est unitus. "Passio", inquit iterum Cyrillus, "dispen-
sationis era, sua quidem dicente verbo ea, quae sunt proprie carnis, propter inenarrabilem uni-
tatem, raanente vero extra passionem, quantum ad ipsius na turam pertineat Impassibilis enim 
Deus est Neque id mirum, cum et ipsam animam hominis videamus, si quid corpus passum 
fuerit, extra passionem quidem manentem, quamtum pertineat ad naturam, attamen non ex-
tram passionem esse intelligi, eo quod proprium sit corpus ipsius, quod patitur " Hactenus Cy
rillus.' It seems that Brenz repeats what this Father said about the real communication - the 
passion and death of the divinity of Christ, is impossible as to His proper nature, but possible 
only by means of real communication Still, it is not the decisive refutation of the Reformed 
doctrine of 'verbal' communication concerning the property of the ubiquity (a proper divine 
property) that should not be communicated really to the humani ty of Christ, unless the hu
manity itself could be maintained. 

80 MAHLMANN, 34-50 Among the Fathers are Basil, Cyril once more, Augustine, Gregory, and 
Jerome are among the Fathers, and from the Medievals are Peter Lombard, Thomas Aquinas, 
Bonaventura, and the Author of the Compendium of Theology. 

81 MAHLMANN, 38. 'Etsi autem banc CyriUi similitudinem de carbone sicut et illam Basilu de ferro 
ignito, quam supra recitavimus, cavillan quispiam et exagitare potest, ac fortassis accommoda-
tior esset similitude de ignito auro quam de ignito lingo aut ferro: tamen non est ignotum, qua-
tenus tales similitudines ad explicandam banc idiomatum communicationem adhibeantur, et 
quatenus pateant ac valeant. Neque enim in alium usum a nobis commemorantur, quam ut sal
tern aliquot modo inenarrabilem illam Dei et hominis in persona Christi unionem, ex qua 
commumcatio idiomatum oritur, demonstremus.' 

82 MAHLMANN, 40, 42. 'Ex his et alus id genus testimonus, quibus libri ecclesiasticorum scnptorum 
pleni sunt, perspicue cognoscitur, quanta sit unio duarum na tura rum in Christo [ ] Expenda-
mus igitur lam, quam maiestas humanitatis Christi pateat! Dictum est modo, quod humanitas 
Christi non solum sit vivificatrix, verum etiam adoranda, idque propter hypostaticam unitatem 
personae Non autem minor est maiestas esse vivificatricem et adorabilem quam omnia im-
plere. Quare etsi solius divinae naturae in Christo propnetas est ubique esse et omnia implere, 
tamen habet hanc proprietatem communem cum sua humanitate , quam in eandem personam 
assumpsit.' 
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cited in the context of Brenz's explanation of Christ's ubiquity. Against the 
local and visible omni-presence of Christ's body, Brenz agrees with Gregory's 
argument concerning His presence in majesty.̂ ^ And with his appeal to Jerome, 
Brenz asserts that such a doctrine as the presence of Christ's humanity with us 
in this world is nothing new to the Christian Church.*" 

With citations from the four Schoolmen, Brenz presents what he considers 
to be direct statements on the ubiquity of Christ's body along with His divinity. 
All the citations from these Medievals are concerned with the interpretation of 
statements on the person of Christ in His two natures.*^ As a conclusion from 
these citations, Brenz summarizes his concept of the ubiquity of Christ's body 
as follows: non sit simul nee in multis nee in omnibus locis localiter et eireumseriptive; 
quod vero impleat omnia eoelesti modo, non habeat ex se ipsa, sed ex deitate, eui perso-
naliter et inseparabiliter est unita.^^ 

83 MAHLMANN, 44. 'Et recte dicit Gregorius: "Christus non est hic per praesentiam carnis {videlicet 
visibiliter et localiter), qui tamen nusquam deest per praesentiam maiestatis".' 

84 MAHLMANN. 46. 'Itaque volui hunc locum recitare, ut ostenderem, quod haec doctrina de prae-
sentia humanitat is Christi nobiscum in his t e rns non fuerit hactenus ecclesiae ignota et inau-
dita.' 

85 MAHLMANN, 46, 48. With Peter Lombard, the well-known expression: 'Christus totus est, ubi-
cunque est, sed non totum.'; and Thomas Aquinas' interpretation of that statement: '"Perso
na", inquiens, "Christi est tota in quolibet loco, sed non totaliter, quia nullo loco 
circumscribitur." Est et illud verum, quod, "Christus non sit" ubique "totum", si per " totum" 
intelligas corporalem et visibilem corporis molem et alias externas corporis circumstantias. '; 
with Bonaventura, his expression about the ubiquity and Christ's two natures: '"Cum dicitur:", 
inquiens, "Iste homo est ubique, hoc pronomen "iste" potest demonstrare personam Christi 
vel singulare hominis. Si personam Christi, sic absque dubio ista vera est: Iste homo est ubique; 
SI vero singulare hominis, adhuc vera est, non autem per propriam naturam, sed per commu-
nicationem idiomatum, quia quod convenit filio Dei per naturam, convenit isti homini per gra-
tiam.'; and finally. The Author of the Compendium of Theology on Christ's bodily presence in 
the Lord's Supper. 'Corpus Christi, licet non sit ubique, cum sit creatura nee aequari possit in 
huiusmodi creatori, in pluribus tamen locis est totum sub diversis hostus, et hoc est propter 
unionem carnis ad verbum. Unde merito habet amplius quam alia creatura, quod in locis pluri
bus simul et semel possit esse.' 

86 MAHLMANN, 48. With all those cited testimonies of the ancient authorities, Brenz tries to con
vincingly argue that the real communication could include the divine property of ubiquity, 
which inevitably destroys the t rue humanity of Christ, according to the Reformed axiom Fmi-
tum non capax mfiniti. All the citations from the Medievals, however, do not provide any direct 
or decisive answer to the very matter of the ubiquity of Christ's 'body'. And Brenz's favorite 
terms, such as eoelesti modo or personabter, seem to be a means of evading this matter. Like his 
friend Luther, Brenz is also vulnerable to the criticism that he adopted all the subtleties, in
consistencies and impossibilities in order to defend his doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ's 
body. Cf HODGE, Ibid., 414-415. 'In like manner he hated the Romish doctrine of transubstantia-
tion, and was bitterly opposed to all the subtleties of scholasticism. Yet as he understood our 
Lord's words, "This is my body," literally, he adopted all the subtleties, inconsistencies, and, we 
may say, impossibilities, involved in the doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ's body.' 
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With the second major topic, namely, Christ's Ascension and His sitting at 
the right hand of God, Brenz prefers to appeal to the statements of the Holy 
Scriptures rather than the patristic statements. Only three Fathers are mentio
ned in this section, and even one of the three patristic citations comes from 
Ambrose's commentary on Luke. However, his rather long citations from Jero
me, along with those from Ambrose, are used as a basis for his further argu
ments about the invisible ascension of Christ and His sitting at the right hand 
of God. Brenz interprets the question and answer between Marcella and Jerome 
not as concerning the divinity of Christ, but about the invisible ascension of 
the humanity of Christ.*^ This citation is worth of comparative analysis, becau
se Peter Martyr's interpretation of the same text is entirely different from 
Brenz, as we can see in Dialogus.^^ Augustine is cited twice in the context of 
Brenz's explanation of the wonderfulness of the humanity of Christ that is 
hypostatically united with the divinity. If there shall be wonderful changes in 
the bodies of the saints after the resurrection, as Augustine mentioned, how 
much more dignity and glory should be given to the singular body of Christ?^' 
From these patristic statements Brenz draws his conclusion about the second 
major topic that the articles of faith about Christ's visible Ascension do not 
contradict the presence of His body and blood in the Lord's Supper.'" 

An Analysis of the Writings of Luther in De personali unione 

As Brenz says in the preface to his lengthy citations from Luther's Eucharistie 
writings, the selected parts are mainly over the themes of Christ's Incarnation, 
Ascension and His sitting at the right hand of God.'̂  The analysis of their con-

87 MAHLMANN, 60, 62. 

88 DIAL, 133. Peter Martyr interprets this same text from Jerome as concemmg the divme nature 
of Christ: 'But Jerome noted that she [i.e. Marcella] was wondering about a hidden ascent into 
heaven and a descent as regards the human nature but he was unable to concede that it could 
be at one and the same time on earth and in heaven. He turned his pen to the other part , 
namely to the divine nature, and insisted that the person of the Son of God is everywhere. But 
he gives no answer to the question that was put about a hidden ascent because the Scriptures 
provide no confirmation about a secret and hidden ascent into heaven as regards the human 
nature. ' 

89 MAHLMANN, 68, 70. 
90 MAHLMANN, 70. 'Quare tan tum abest, ut visibilis ascensus Christi in coelum et sessio ems ad 

dextram Dei patns impedimento sint, quo minus corpus et sanguis ems sint vere et reahter 
praesentia m coena, ut id maxime omnium stabiliant et confirment. Nee potes ea e coena en-
cere nisi simul etiam ea de dextra pa tns detraxeris. ' 

91 MAHLMANN, 79. 'Sequuntur selecta quaedam loca e scriptis D. Martini Luthen in Latinam lin-
guam conversa de vera praesentia corporis et sanguinis Christi m coena, quibus explicantur 
haec capita nostrae religionls: l.Verbum caro factum est; 2. "ascendit in coelum, 3. sedet ad 
dextram Dei patns.'" 
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tent, however, clearly shows that Luther has already declared most of the sig
nificant arguments in the first part of De personali unione. In those cited texts of 
Luther, we can find the same topics as set forth in Brenz's arguments, and also 
ths same argument. The fundamental thesis of the 'inseparable' union of the 
two natures in Christ, the figurative interpretation of Christ's Ascension and 
His sitting at the right hand of God, Christ's promise of his presence in the 
Lord's Supper, and the three kinds of ubiquity were already considered by 
Luther almost in the same way as Brenz does. From the following typical cases, 
we will clearly detect the fundamental agreement between Luther and Brenz in 
their doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 

First of all, Luther himself made it clear that Christ's body is ubiquitous. It is 
said that though Luther mentioned ubiquity, it was not Luther but Brenz who 
emphasized the doctrine of ubiquity and made it a major focus of the second 
Eucharistie controversy.'^ It is true that Brenz developed this doctrine to the 
extreme by his unique concept of the 'personal union,' as we mentioned above. 
However, from the cited texts, it is clear that Luther also gave the same doctri
ne of ubiquity very great prominnence.'^ And all the other arguments of 
Luther's doctrine of the Lord's Supper were relevant to it: his emphases upon 
the other topics, such as the inseparable hypostatic union of the two natures in 
Christ and the figurative interpretations of the Ascension and of the right hand 
of God are closely connected with this doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ's hu
manity. More than anything else, Luther's doctrine of ubiquity functions as a 
fundamental basis for the bodily presence of Christ in the Lord's Supper.'" So, 
we should not overemphasize the difference in tone between Luther and Brenz 
with regard to this ubiquity doctrine. Brenz's emphasis upon the doctrine of 

92 DIAL, XV. Donnelly put it: 'Martyr especially noted that this work devoted pages to developing 
the idea that Christ's body was everywhere {ubique in Latin) as a result of the hypostatic union 
of the divine and human natures in Christ This doctrine, which was present but not empha
sized in Luther's Eucharistie writings, quickly became a major focus of the renewed controver
sy. Johannes Brenz too had taught the ubiquity of Christ's body in his early writings, but it was 
a subordinate facet of his teaching; now he made it a central point of his Eucharistie doctrine.' 

93 MAHLMANN, 81-82. 'Credimus, quod lesus Christus sit luxta humanitatem super omnes creatu-
ras coUocatus et omnia impleat, quemadmodum Paulus ad Ephesios scribit; et quod Christus sit 
Dominus omnium rerum non tantum secundum divinitatem, verum etiam secundum humani
tatem ac habeat omnia in sua manu et sit ubivis praesens. Quare si sequendi sunt spiritus fana
tici, qui dicunt, quod haec non sint rationi consentanea, negandus erit mihi Christus.' 

94 In this connection, Forell's remark on the two fundamental concepts of the Lutheran doctrine 
of the Lord's Supper is significant: ' that the Lutheran position in regard to the Lord's Supper is 
so completely dependent upon Christology that it cannot be understood apart from two scho
lastic concepts in regard to the person of Christ. The one concept is the so-called communicatio 
idiomatum (communication of attributes), and the other the 'ubiquity' of Christ.' FORELL, G., 'The 
Lord's Supper and Christology', Lutheran Church Quarterly 18 (1945), 92; re-cited from CONSTABLE, 
/bid., 62-63. 
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ubiquity can be regarded as a logical derivation from Luther's own formulati
on. The difference between them may be found from the answer to the questi
on, 'On what ground should this doctrine be built?' 

The inseparable union of the two natures in Christ is the unshakable foun
dation for Brenz's Eucharistie arguments, as we mentioned above. For Brenz, 
the hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ means Logos non extra car-
nem?^ If there is any place where only the one nature of Christ exists and the 
other one does not, it means the hypostatic union is broken. This distinctive 
understanding of the hypostatic union, clearly distinctive from the Reformed 
idea, is also found in Luther's thought, without any significant divergence.'^ 
According to Luther, this kind of inseparability of the two natures in Christ is a 
difficult problem for the Reformed to answer.'^ Again in this matter, the diffe
rence between Luther and Brenz lies in the latter's 'deepening' of the doctrine 
in his Christology, not in the doctrine itself. 

We can see the same kind of hermeneutic at work when the articles of 
Christ's Ascension and His sitting of the right hand of God are discussed: the 
Ascension should be understood as connected with Christ's sitting at the right 
hand, and both the Ascension and the right hand of God should not be under
stood as locality. Luther criticized the Reformed interpretation of the right 

95 It IS generally ascribed to Brenz's contribution to the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
Cf. MULLER, Ibid., 180. 'The phrase arises out of the distinctive Lutheran view of the commümca-
txo idiomatum, specifically, the genus mmestaticum. As early as Brenz's Christology the Lutherans 
argued that there is no place where the Logos is omnipresent and not also united to the human 
nature. Since the Logos is omnipresent, the human nature must be everywhere with the Logos; 
or, more precisely, the Logos, by virtue of its own omnipresence, which has been communi
cated to the human nature according to the genus maiestaticum, has the human nature illocally 
present to it everjfwhere. Therefore, the Logos is not beyond or outside of the flesh.' (Italics 
mine.) 

96 MAHLMANN, 99. 'Postquam autem talis est homo, qui sit supernatural i ter una persona cum Deo 
nee sit extra hunc hominem Deus, necessario sequitur, quod etiam luxta tertium supernatura-
lem modum set possit esse, ubicunque est Deus, ut omnia undequaque plena sint Christo etiam 
secundum humanitatem, non quidem luxta primum corporalem sensibilem, sed luxta superna-
turalem et divinum modum. [..] Ac ubicunque demonstrares locum, in quo esset Deus et non 
homo, certe mox sequeretur divisam esse personam, quia tunc vere affirmare possem, quod 
hic esset Deus, qui non esset homo nee unquara factus esset homo. ' 

97 MAHLMANN, 101-102. 'Secundo, postquam Christus est Deus et homo et humanitas eius una est 
cum Deo persona ideoque sic omnmo totus in Deum super omnes creaturas assumptus et exal-
tatus, ut ipsi sit quasi adglutinatus, respondere deberet fanaticus spiritus, quomodo fieri pos
set, quod Deus alicubi sit, ubi non sit homo, et quomodo possibile sit, ut Deus absque personae 
divisione in hoc loco sit sine humanitate, in alio autem loco cum humanitate, cum tamen non 
duos deos, sed unum tantum Deum agnoscamus et is totus omnino sit homo, luxta al teram 
quidem in divinitat personam, videlicet filu. Quid enim profuerit, quod alias multa blateret, ut 
ubi necessarium esset respondere, aluo transiliat et taceat? [...] Hic fuisset respondendum et 
hoc urgebam, cum ostenderem, quod Deus et homo una esset persona et Christus per hoc asse-
cutus esset supernaturalem essentiam aut modum, ut esset in omnibus locis.' 
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hand of God as 'childish and carnal' understanding of the articles of faith.^' 
Luther's figurative interpretation of the 'right hand' as the omnipotence of God 
is directly connected with his argument for ubiquity: the right hand of God 
that means omnipotence cannot be understood locally, because such a concept 
of locality implies intrinsically the idea of limitedness. The righthand of God 
should be related to ubiquity.'^ Logically, Luther links this figurative inter
pretation of the right hand of God with the corporeal presence of Christ in the 
Lord's Supper/°° Luther's 'Great Confession' on the Lord's Supper shows the 
same kind of logic in detail: first, Jesus Christ is essential, natural, true, comple
te God and man in one person, undivided and inseparable; second, the right 
hand of God is everywhere; third, the Word of God is not false or deceitful; so 
God has and knows various ways to be present at a certain place, not only the 
single one of the fanatics, namely, the Reformed, which the philosophers call 
local."' In this connection, the three kinds of existence are also discussed in 
detail in Luther's Confession of the Lord's Supper: the circumscribed corporeal 
mode of presence; the uncircumscribed, spiritual mode of presence; and the 
divine and heavenly mode of existence/"^ 

98 MAHLMANN, 82-83 'Pnmum sumamus in manus articulum fidei. Christus "sedet ad dextram 
Dei", quem articulum arbitrantur fanatici ferre non posse, ut corpus Christi sit in coena. Cum 
autem quaerimus, quid per dextram Dei, ad quam Christus sedet, mtelhgant, existimo eos de 
loculari quopiam coelo nobis blateraturos, quale solet pueris commemorari, in quo sit colloca-
tus thronus aureus, in quo et Christus prope patrem ornatus pallio chorah et aurea corona se-
deat, quemadmodum pictores sclent pingere NISI enim tarn puenliter et camahter de dextra Dei 
cogitarent, certe non tantopere ex praesentia corporis Christi in coena per turbarentur ' (Italics 
mine) 

99 MAHLMANN, 84 'Scnptura autem docet nos, quod dextra Dei non sit peculians locus, [...] sed 
quod sit omnipotentia Dei, quae etsi nusquam esse potest, tamen in omnibus locis sit, necesse 
est. [...] Omne enim, quod est in aliquo loco, necesse est m eo loco ita concludi et circumscribi, 
ut interea in nullo alio loco esse possit Potentia autem Dei nee potest nee debet hoc modo in-
cludi et circumscribi, quia est incomprehensibilis et incircumscriptibilis, extra et supra omne, 
quod est et esse potest. ' 

100 MAHLMANN, 89. 'Corpus Christi est ad dextram Dei Hoc lam confessum est. Dextera autem Dei 
in omnibus locis, hoc necesse habetis ex probationibus paulo ante recitatis confiteri Ceterum 
igitur est, quod etiam sit in pane et vino coenae. Ubi autem est dextera Dei, ibi necessario est 
etiam corpus et sanguis Chnsti. ' 

101 MAHLMANN, 97-98. 
102 MAHLMANN, 100-101. Concerning the mode of Christ's existence, namely the third one, Luther 

comments that this kind of existence is a mystery that goes beyond our understanding 'Ter-
tius modus est divinus et coelestis, quo est cum Deo una persona luxta hunc modum non est 
dubium, quin multo magis omnes creaturas penetret ac praesentes sibi habeat, quam luxta se
cundum modum. [ .] Hoc mysterium superat naturam et rationem omnium etiam angelorum 
in coelo, soli autem Deo cognitum et perspectum. Cum igitur hoc sit nobis incognitum et ta
men venssimum, non prius negandum est verbum ems, quam possimus certo probare, quod 
corpus Christi nullo modo queat ibi esse, ubi Deus est, et quod modus ille praesentiae, de quo 
diximus, falsus sit.' 
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Luther's Confession also shows how Christ's ubiquitous body and blood are 
present especially in the Lord's Supper. His argument on this matter, which 
clarifies his understanding of Christ's ubiquity, shows us the identical emphasis 
(with Brenz) upon the significance of Christ's promise to be there."' Christ 
exists everywhere, and we can find him in stone, in fire, or in water, but we 
should seek him according to the word of God."" 

Now it is clear that Brenz's argument for the ubiquity of Christ's 'body' is 
much indebted to Luther not only the amount of citations but also in the con
tent of the argument itself. Almost all major topics in his argument in Deperso-
nali unione are also found Luther's Eucharistie writings. What is then the 
peculiar thought in Brenz's Eucharistie teaching in De personali unione? 

The noticeable difference can be found in the intensification of Luther's 
view by which Brenz sets forth his 'ontological' argument for the 'Freedom of 
Christ's body'."^ While Luther pointed to 'Christ's Sitting at the right hand of 
God' as the ground for his doctrine of ubiquity, Brenz found his ground in the 
much developed doctrine of communicatio idiomatum}°^ Tracing the three 'stra
ta' in the development of Brenz's 'Grundthese der Personeinheit Jesu mit Gott', 
Mahlmann evaluates the 'secret and invisible ascension of Jesus' as Brenz's own 
concept."^ The two major purposes of De personali unione, according to Mahl-

103 MAHLMANN, 93. 'Sic et, postquam humamtas Christi est ad dexteram Dei ideoque in omnibus et 
super omnes res luxta naturam dexterae Dei, fieri non potest, ut ita eum devores et hellueris, 
sicut brassicam aut offam in tua mensa, nisi ipse hoc tibi volens permittat . [ ] Id quod in coena 
sua fecit et dixit' Hoc est corpus meum. Quasi diceret: Potes quidem etiam domi tuae panem 
edere, ubi ego absque dubio satis prope adsum; illud autem verum est TOOTO, videlicet: Hoc est 
corpus meum. Cum hoc ederis, turn edis corpus meum, ahas non edis.' 

104 MAHLMANN, 82 'Etsi autem Christus ita est in omnibus creaturis, ut possem eum in lapide, in 
igne, in aqua, denique in laqueo invenir (non enim dubium est, quin ibi sit), tamen non vult, ut 
ego ipsum ibi absque suo verbo quaeram et me vel in ignem aut aquam coniiciam vel me la
queo suspendam. Ubique quidem est, non vult autem, ut ubique eum palpando quaeras, sed 
ubicunque est verbum ems, ibi suscipias eum palandum' As we noted in Peter Martyr's 
Dialogus, the three kinds of location - m the air, on the w/ater, and on earth - are definitely 
connected with the body of Christ Luther's argument, therefore, ought to be understood in 
connection with the ubiquity of Christ's 'body.' 

105 'Neben dieser Ubereinkunft mit Luther s tehenjedoch gravierende Differenzen. Brenz begrun-
det die Freiheit des Leibes Christi von den Notwendigkeiten der Korperlichkeit ontologisch. 
[..] Nur zum Zweck der Erlosung unterwirft er sich den Umstanden "irdischer Armseligkeit" 
{terrestns parvitatis, ders., Recognitio 999) Eigentlich gehort er seit seiner inkamatorischen Er-
hohung "jener Welt" an (m altera saecuh; ders., De personali 30,15), dem zeit- und raumfreien 
Sem der Gottheit (edb. 30,34-38) In dieser himmlischen Welt gibt es keine Orte (ders , Recog
nitio 1000)' BAUR, 'Ubiquitat', 237-238. 

106 'Ging Luther bei seiner Ubiquitatslehre davon aus, dal? Christus, freilich nicht in raumlichem 
Sinne, zur Rechten des Vaters sitzt, so hat Brenz seinen Ausgangspunkt in der weiter entfalte-
ten Lehre von der "communication idiomatum".' LOHSE, Ibid., 132 

107 MAHLMANN, 'Personeinheit, ' 179. 
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mann, are (l) to prove the real presence, and (2) to establish his Christology. 
And the second is most important for Brenz, while the first is surbordinate to 
the second/°* This outstanding importance of the doctrine of Christ in De per-
sonali unione ought to be regarded as the significant difference between Luther 
and Brenz in the Eucharistie arguments. 

However, what does it mean that Brenz cited so much from Luther's Eucha
ristie writings, which are almost the same as his own? The substantial bulk of 
Luther citation in De personali unione is nothing other than an 'outspoken ap
peal to Luther's authority'. That is also evident from their context: at the end of 
his own argument Brenz deplores the disunity amongst his Lutheran collea
gues on this same doctrine. Immediately following that remark, Brenz inserts 
an extraordinarily long citation from Luther. He wanted to show that the aut
horitative view of Luther is virtually identical with his own. It is not to the 
Fathers nor to the Medievals, but to Luther that Brenz appealed for support 
against his adversaries within and without. 

Summary: Characteristic Features ofBrenz's use of the Fathers and the 
Medievals 

The most outstanding feature ofBrenz's use of the Fathers and the Medievals is 
in his concentrated appeal to these authorities on his first major concern, the 
hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ. About the three major concerns, 
there is no citation from the authorities in connection with the third topic, 
namely, about manducatio impiomm. On the second topic, as we have just sur
veyed it, only three Fathers are cited in support of his position. Most of the 
patristic statements and all of the Scholastic evidence are used to confirm his 
view of the personal union of the two natures in Christ. This shows us the sig
nificance of the first topic for the entire arguments in his treatise. In fact, it is 
Brenz's fundamental thesis in his doctrine of the Lord's Supper that the perso
nal and hypostatic union of the two natures in Christ never should be broken 
by any means, not even by the locality of human nature. Wherever the divinity 

108 'Diese programmatische Aul5erung im Vorwort schon der ersten Schrift zeigt klar, dal5 der 
Erweis der Realprasenz nur einer von zwei Zwecken ist, die Brenz vorfolgt, und zwar der un-
tergeordnete.' MAHLMANN, 'Personemheit', 191. Mahlmann interprets this priority of the Chris-
tological argument m De personah umone as Brenz's methodological opposition to both the 
Reformed theologians and to Chemnitz and the Northen German theological tradition as well. 
'Brenz fal5t die Argumente, die nach den Schweizern gegen die Realprasenz Jesu sprechen, 
einmal folgendermaSen zusammen: Certissimum aittem sit, (l) quod Chnstus habeat vemm et natu-
rale corpus; et (2) ascendent cum eo corpora m caelum, ubi sedeat ad dextram Dei; qixare necessano se-
quatur, (3) quod caelum, ad quad Chnstus ascendit et (4) dextra Dei, ad quam Christus corporahter sedet, 
sit certus et suis spatiis distmctus locus.' 
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is, there should exist also the humanity of Christ; otherwise the personal union 
of the two natures is broken. This is the backbone of all Brenz's arguments in 
De personali unione for the support of the real and corporeal presence of Christ 
in the Lord's Supper. So closely united with the divinity, it is possible for the 
humanity of Christ also to be ubiquitous, not because of its own nature, but 
thanks to the divinity to which the human body of Christ is united. 

The role of the Medievals is also noteworthy as the second characteristic 
feature, because such clear and direct statements that support the uniqueness 
of the union of Christ's two natures come from the Scholastics, such as Gelasi-
us, and not from the Fathers. Of course, citations from the Fathers like Cyril 
and Jerome play a significant role in Brenz's arguments qualitatively as well as 
quantitatively. Their statements seem to give considerable substance to 
Brenz's doctrine of ubiquity. In terms of direct evidence, however, Brenz turns 
himself to the Schoolmen to find outspoken support for the inseparable union 
of the two natures in Christ, from which he proceeds to assert that the union 
should not be broken by emphasizing the locality of Christ's body. Such 
strongly supportive statements for his view are seldom found in patristic wri
tings. 

Another significant feature of Brenz's use of the Fathers and the Medievals 
in De personali unione is to be found not in his appeals to the Fathers or to the 
Medievals, but in his appeal to Luther. All the references to the Fathers and the 
Medievals in his treatise are eclipsed by his overwhelming dependence upon 
this leader of his church. Not only in terms of its great quantity, but also in 
terms of its content, it is Luther who is the most important authority in De 
personali unione lending support to Brenz's Lord's Supper doctrine. 

Finally and most significantly, considering the purpose of this chapter, na
mely, the evaluation of the validity of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the 
Medievals, it should be noted that Brenz expressed his conviction about the 
orthodoxy of the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's Supper in relation to the 
history of Church. His appeals to the Fathers for the support of the doctrine of 
real presence of Christ's body and blood in the Lord's Supper are the expressi
ons of this conviction."^ With those citations from past authorities, Brenz 
wants to show that his teaching is by no means a new doctrine."" At the end of 

109 MAHLMANN, 4,6. 'Itaque suscepi capita ilia de inseparabili et indivisa deitatis et humanitatis 
unione in Christo, de ascensu Christi in coelum et de sessione ems ad dexteram Dei patris bre-
viter et, quoad eius fieri potest, perspicue explicanda; ut ecclesiae filu Dei rationem redderem me 
nee excogttasse nee seqm novum dogma, et exponerem causas, cur doctnna de vera praesentia corporis et 
sanquinis Chnsti in coena eius constanter asserenda sit et perpetuo retmenda.' (Italics mine.) 

no MAHLMANN, 6,8. 'Volui igitur de hac re in ecclesia filii Dei meam sententiam dicere, aut potius 
ante quidem dictam, a nonnullis autem temere consputam copiosius explicare; idque testimo
nies non humana ratione confictis, sed divinitus traditis, quibus se quoque multi et magnae et 
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the argument Brenz once again claims orthodoxy for his doctrine of the Lord's 
Supper; he follows this doctrine of Luther, because he found that this view is 
confirmed by the testimonies of the Holy Spirit."^ 

It is Brenz's conviction of the orthodoxy of his position and his appeal to 
the Fathers and the Medievals as the witnesses for the orthodoxy, which sug
gests that we should compare his use of the authorities with Peter Martyr's use 
of them. Then we can evaluate the validity of the Reformed doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper. Both Brenz and Peter Martyr appealed to the same authoritative 
tradition of the Church, so it is most suitable to evaluate their proprieties from 
this common ground. According to their own viewpoints, both sides of the 
controversy are convinced of the orthodoxy of their own doctrines, that is, the 
Scriptural support for the doctrines that they maintain. The interpretation of 
the relevant testimonies of the Scriptures, however, runs in parallel with their 
own doctrines. From the viewpoint oiindivise et inseparahliter, which Brenz was 
determined to defend, any restriction on certain properties in communication 
idiomatum seems to deny the unity of the two natures in Christ. From the view
point of inconfasa et immutabiliter, to which the Reformed tenaciously clung, 
communication of the divine property of ubiquity to the humanity of Christ 
inevitably destroys the true humanity of Christ. In such a case, the importance 
of the hermeneutic principle ought to be highlighted, and so the role of the 
Fathers and the Medievals come to the fore in evaluating the validity of the 
different doctrines. 

Therefore, by checking their actual use of the common authorities, we find 
a useful way to evaluate the validity of their doctrines of the Lord's Supper. 
Although it may not be a direct diagnosis upon their Scriptural orthodoxy, it 
surely testifies to the appropriate way they used the authorities, whom they 
regarded as strongly support their doctrines. So Peter Martyr made it clear 
that his response to Brenz's De personali unione is 'by the testimonies of the 
Fathers as well as of the Scriptures': scripturae et patrum testimoniis. In the follo-

parvae in ecclesia autoritatis monumentis literarum suarum adscribunt. Nee dubito, quin si 
quis non caecatus partium sudio, sed praeditus vera pietate diligenter ea expendent, mtelhgat 
nos nihil prorsus novi docecere, sed tantum ea, quae universa ecclesia hactenus in symbolo rehgwms 
suae recitat: Verbum cam factum est; "ascendit m caelum" adeoque supra omnes coelos et "sedetaddex-
tram Dei patns" - luxta veram spmtus sancti sententiam perspicue pro vinli nostra evolvere et expli-
care.' (italics mme.) 

Ill MAHLMANN, 74. 'Precor autem Deum patrem Domini nostri lesu Christi ex ammo, ne unquam 
spiritum suum a me sic auferat, ut sim novi in ecclesia dogmatis vel inventor vel defensor. Sed 
quod in asserenda indissolubili et inseparabili deitatis et humanitatis Christi unione, quam isti 
novo vocabulo iravtaxouoLai' r\ uavxoTOiTLav vocant, et in explicanda sessione Chrisiti ad dex-
tram Dei patns ac in affirmanda vera praesentia corporis et sanguinis ems in coena sequar D. 
Lutheri, inde adeo accidit, quod videam earn certissimis spiritus sancti testimonus munitam.' 
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wing section, I will consider some significant cases where they both use texts 
from the Fathers and the Medievals, in De personali unione and Dialogus. 

2. Dialogus and De personali unione Through the Original Texts of the 
Fathers 

In order to evaluate the validity of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers in his re
futation of Brenz's doctrine of the Lord's Supper, a comparative study of the 
use of the Fathers in Dialogus and in De personali unione is presented in this sec
tion. From this comparative study, we can also evaluate the validity of the 
Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper against Brenz's Lutheran doctrine of 
ubiquity in terms of the way the authorities have been used. 

Five cases from three Fathers are chosen for this purpose, which reveal the
se difference of their use of the Fathers. These are the ubiquity of Christ's body, 
the communication of properties (or verbal communication) and Christ's invi
sible ascension and descent. The three Fathers are Augustine, Cyril and Jerome, 
who we found were distinguished from the other authorities in our statistical 
analysis of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers in Dra/ogus."^ The five cases are 
chosen to show the typical differences between Peter Martyr and Brenz in 
their interpretation and use of the Fathers. The Medievals are excluded from 
this comparative study because, as we have noted, their authority is diminis
hed for Peter Martyr, even though he made considerable positive use of them, 
through a process we have designated as relativization-appropriation. Never
theless, the authority of the Medievals is not considered as important as that of 
the Fathers. Peter Martyr seems to express himself clearly in this regard, by 
ridiculing his adversary's appeal to the Medievals."^ 

In the following comparative study, the three sources are to be considered. 
These are: Brenz's citation; Peter Martyr's citation; and the common patristic 
text. The question will be: which one of the two Reformers made a correct and 
rightful use of the original text? From this comparative study, we may find 
deeper reasons for the different conclusions they came to. 

112 According to our quantitative analysis, these three Fathers are ranked as the top 3 (Augustine, 
Cyril, Jerome), while our qualitative approach shows that Vigilius and Theodoret are more im
portant than Jerome. However, these two Fathers are not mentioned by Brenz at all; Jerome 
was selected for the purpose of developing acomparative study. 

113 DIA, 62v. 'Nullis ad hue ex Patribus ostendere potuisti, qui alicubi scripserint Humanitatem 
Christi esse ubique. [...] Nunc demum (si Deo placet) etiam scholasticos a te stare contendis. 
Verum ut erres toto coelo, ex eorum verbis patefaciam.' 
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2.1. Comparative Study of Peter Martyr's and Brenz's Use of the Three Fathers: 
Augustine, Cyril, and Jerome 

2.1.1 Augustine 

(l) De Praesentia Dei Liber 
The first case of our comparative analysis is Augustine's reply to Dardanus, 
who inquired of this Father concerning the distinction between Christ's local 
presence and His omnipresence."" It is perhaps from this theme of this letter 
of Augustine that the name De Praesentia Dei Liber came. 

Brenz's Use of Augustine 

Brenz uses this letter to Dardanus to support his emphasis upon the extraordi
nary way of Christ's omnipresence. That is to say, it is not localiter but repletive 
which is being referred to. However, his citation from this letter is neither 
literal nor does it clearly referto the original context."^ In this discussion of 
Brenz, those words, according to Donnelly, summarizes a few pages from of 
this letter."^ In this part of the letter, we can easily find this Father's warning 
against carnal ideas of omnipotence as well as his remarks on the distributive 
or 'filling' sense of the term ubiquity. 

114 Dardanus, a noble one, made two questions, of which the first is on the relation between 
Christ's omnipresence and His presence m heaven on the very day of His crucifixion, as Augus
tine understands it: 'Qaaens igitur, Mediator Dei et hommum homo Chnstus Jesus quomodo nunc esse 
credatur in coelo, cum pendens m hgno, lamque monturus, latroni credenti dixent Hodie mecum ens in 
paradiso (Luc. XXIII, 43). Et hinc fortasse intelligendum dicis paradisum, quasi in aliqua coeli 
parte positum, aut, quia ubique Deus sit, hominem quoque lUum qui m Deo sit ubique diffii-
sum, ex hoc nimirum intelligi volens etiam in paradiso esse potuisse qui ubique sit.' PL 33:833. 

115 This is the very part of Brenz's use of De Praesentia Dei Liber 'Itaque, etsi humanam naturam 
extra Christum et luxta physicas rationes "in uno tantum loco esse oportet", sicut Augustinus 
dicit; et Christus suscepit tempore ministeni et conversationis suae m hoc mundo humanas 
(praeter peccatum) imbecillitates, ac fuit corpore suo pro conditione hums mundi m loco cir
cumscriptive: tamen interea hypostatica unio non fiiit dissoluta, ut ubicunque fuit deltas 
Christi, ibi non secum habuent etiam humanitatem suam; idque non localiter, sed, ut ex illo 
Prophetae dicto: Ego coehm et terram repleo veteres locuti sunt, "repletive". Quam igitur gloriam 
corpus Christi vel habuit in hoc saeculo vel lam habet in altero saeculo: non habet ex natura 
humanitatis per se, sed ex natura deitatis, cum qua corpus Chnsti hypostatica seu personal] 
unione mseparabiliter est unitum.' MAHLMANN, 30. 

116 DIAL, 45. See footnote 121: 'Brenz here summarizes part of Saint Augustine's letter to Darda
nus, PL 33:835-837.' Brenz's citation 'in uno tantum loco esse oportet' seems to be a summariz
ing expression of Augustine's explanation on the distinction between the humanity and the 
divinity of Jesus Christ: 'Tolle ipsa corpora qualitatibus corporum, non ent ubi smt, et ideo ne-
cesse est ut non sint.' PL 33.838. 
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when we consider the context of Brenz's reference to this Father, it beco
mes clear that he uses a certain part of Augustine's argument to support his 
emphasis upon the exceptional character of Christ's humanity, which should 
be everywhere present alongside with His divinity. Before mentioning this 
letter of Augustine to Dardanus, Brenz quotes the well known axiom of the 
same Father - Tolle spacia locorum coporibus, nusquam erunt; et quia nusquam erunt, 
non erunt - with his comment that an exception to this axiom is found in the 
case of Christ: after all it is human reason is entirely meaningless and impossi
ble to understand the majesty of Christ by human reason which of itself is me
aningless.^" With a citation from the same Father's other works, such as De 
civitate Dei, Brenz tries to stress the exceptional case of Christ concerning the 
locality of human body."* It is in this context, where he emphasizes upon the 
majesty of Christ's body which is personally united with His divinity, that 
Brenz makes use of Augustine's letter to Dardanus. Immediately before the 
citation from this letter, Brenz repeats the most fundamental premise of his 
argument: wherever the Divinity of Christ is, there should also be His humani
ty; otherwise the personal union between the two natures in Christ would be 
broken."' In this way, the citation from Augustine's letter to Dardanus beco
mes part of Brenz's explanation of the omnipresence of the body of Christ in 
another way (repletive). However, this Father's appeal to the axiom made it 
clear that the 'locality' of the human body ought not to be denied. So, with this 
citation from the letter to Dardanus, it seems that Brenz has actually tried to 
neutralize Augustine's axiom concerning the locality of any human body by 
putting the emphasis upon the extraordinary character of Christ's human bo-
dy. 

117 MAHLMANN, 24, 'At hoc, inquies, pugnat cum natura humani corporis; et Augustinus ait: "Tolle 
spacia locorum corporibus, nusquam erunt; et quia nusquam erunt, non erunt." Non ignoro 
haec, quae de maiestate Christi, ad quam evectus est films hommis a filio Dei, dicuntur, videri 
humanae rationi absurdissima ac plane impossibilia. Sed hypostatica diversissimarum natura-
rura unio m persona Christi traditur in sacra scnputra per spiritum sanctum nobis agnoscenda 
et credenda; et quamquam haec unio est absurditas aburditatum, tamen humanus intellectus 
necesse habet ei cedere et sese in obsequium verbi Dei captivum reddere.' 

118 MAHLMANN, 26. 

119 MAHLMANN, 28, 30. 'Deinde, cum tribuitur Christo humanum corpus, non est simpliciter consi-
derandum, quae sint proprietates, quae accidentia humani corporis per se, in hoc mundo et 
pro conditione hums mundi; sic enim manifestum est, quod corpus sit in loco localiter et cir
cumscriptive, id quod res ipsa testificatur - sed maxime omnium considerandum est, quod corpus il-
lud Chnsti umtum sit cum fiho Dei umone hypostatica seu personah ac mseparabih, ut umcunque est 
filius Deis, ibi sit etiam corpus eius; ne si alicubi esset deltas Chnsti, ubi non esset humanitas eius, unitas 
personae discerpatur' (Italics mine.) 
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Peter Martyr's Use of Augustine 

The cited part of Augustine's letter to Dardanus in De personali unione is in itself 
not so important. However, the context of Brenz's reference to this letter is 
significant. Here, the fundamental thesis of De personali unione is present. And 
so, in his response, Peter Martyr considers this citation by his adversary to be 
important. More than six folio pages in Dialogus are assigned to consider and 
refute Brenz's citation from Augustine's letter to Dardanus. 

In the words of his character Pantachus, Peter Martyr comprehends the 
significance of his adversary's citation from Augustine's letter to Dardanus and 
summarizes its context in De personali unione correctly. First, the inseparable 
hypostatic union between the two natures in Christ would be broken if the 
divinity of Christ is somewhere His humanity is not. So, wherever His divinity 
is, there should His humanity also be. Second, in this world Christ, because of 
sin, took human weaknesses upon Himself and was limited locally in his body. 
Nevertheless, the hypostatic union was meanwhile not dissolved so that 
everywhere the divinity of Christ was. His humanity was also there, but in the 
terms of the manner of His filling by His humanity, instead of by His local pre
sence."" 

Against his adversary's argument, Peter Martyr makes his own use of the 
same letter from Augustine to refute Brenz's account of Augustine's view. First, 
he asserts that the very exception his his adversary made to Christ's body as 
hypostatically united with His divinity, is Brenz's misreading of Augustine. This 
Father did not make any exception to Christ in regard to the limitedness of His 
human body's location. Augustine, according to Peter Martyr, was speaking 
about human bodies in general. So, from the first, Peter Martyr makes it clear 
that his adversary's understanding of the relation between the two natures in 
Christ differs from Augustine and diverges from his own teaching as well."^ 
Further, with in his remark on this Father's discussion of the location of the 
soul during the three days after Christ's crucifixion, he points out that his ad
versary's concept of heaven is also divergent from that of the Father."^ On the 

120 DIA, 24v. 
121 DIA, 24v-25r. 'Dicens corpus Christi non esse consyderandum luxta propnetatis at conditiones 

hums mundi, quo tendas mihi non satis liquet. [...] Ita se duae istae naturae Christi habent, ut 
sicut divinitas non clauditur corpore, ita humanitas illi non est adaequanda, vel extra suos na
turae fines educenda. Videris ex quadam liberalitate dare, domini corpus luxta physicas ra
tiones in uno tantum loco esse oportere, Augustmi sententia. Verum hoc non recte dicitur: 
quandoquidem Augustinus ibi de corponbus generatim pronuntiavit, neque physicum ab hy-
postatice unito cum divinitate discrevit.' 

122 DIA, 25r-25v. 'Ac ideo si vobiscum sentiret, potuisset facile concedere, Christi animam dum 
erat apud inferos eodem tempore fuisse in coelo. Nam cum alicubi esset, m coelo utique fuisset, 
quod (ut vultis) est ubique. At in istam sententiam pertrahi non potuit, ut verba ems pressms 
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matter of the location of heaven, Peter Martyr cites this Father's summary of 
Dardanus' question. Apparently, Dardanus had derived a concept of a ubiqui
tous heaven, just as Brenz had later done. This Father, steeped in the teaching 
of Church, as Peter Martyr puts it, thought quite differently.^" 

Again with the citation from Augustine's letter, Peter Martyr shows that 
this Father's concept of a hypostatic union differs from Brenz's view. In this 
citation, which concerns the 'parousia' of Christ in the very same human body, 
in form and substance Augustine said clearly that the immortal body of Christ 
does not exist everywhere like God.̂ "̂ Finally, with some very clear statements 
of this Father, Peter Martyr denies Augustine's support for his adversary's 
doctrine of ubiquity of Christ's body: One person is God and man, and each is 
the one Christ Jesus, everywhere insofar as He is God, but in heaven insofar as 
He is man.'^^ 

His adversary had made a rather short remark on the letter of Augustine to 
Dardanus, Peter Martyr makes the most of the letter in order to refute the 
Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity. Now we should consider the letter itself in its 
entirety to evaluate how both sides in this controversy 'used' Augustine. 

The Original Text of Augustine 

In this letter, Augustine provides answers to two questions raised by Dardanus. 
The first is about Christ's promise to one of the malefactors on the cross"^ and 
the second involves the response of the yet-unborn John the Baptist to the 
voice of the pregnant mother of Christ when she visited Elizabeth, her cou-

considerate indicant, cum tamen optime sciret naturam divinam illi animae fuisse hypostatice 
unitam. Certe si tecum in ista causa fecisset, nullo negotio solui poterat Dardani quaestio, 
dicendo Christi animam simul eodemque tempore ubique fuisse, ac eo die cum apud inferos 
degeret, una etiam cum latrine potuisse in paradiso esse.' 

123 DIA, 25v 'Unde arbitror Dardanum id suspicatum fuisse, quod vos opinamini. Sed Augustinus 
m ecclesiae dogmatis exercitatissimus, longe aliter sensit.' 

124 DIA, 26r. 'Ut vero hypostaticam unionem secus atque vos accepent, eodem loco demonstrate, 
[...] quemadmodum ire visus est in coelum, id est, in eadem carnis forma atque substantia, cui 
profecto immortalitatem dedit, naturam non abstulit: secundum hanc formam non est putan-
dus ubique diffusus. Cavendam est enim ne ita divimtatem astruamus homims, ut ventatem corporis 
auferamus Non est autem consequens, ut quod m Deo est, ita sit ubique ut Deus, etc.' (Italics mine ) 

125 DIA, 26r-26v. 'Quod tu statuis hominem a filio Dei susceptum esse ubique, ut divmitas, audis 
Augustinum apertissimis verbis negare. Deinde subiecit: Una persona Deus et homo est, et 
utrunque est unus Christus lesus, ubique per id quod Deus est, in coelo autem per id quod ho
mo, etc.' 

126 PL 33:830. 'Quaeris igitur. Mediator Dei et hominum homo Christus Jesus quomodo nunc esse 
credatur in coelo, cum pendens in ligno, lamque monturus , latroni credenti dixerit: Hodie me-
cum ens in paradiso (Luc, xxiu, 43).' 
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sin.'" The second question was regarded by Augustine as supplementary to the 
first, so that the major theme of his letter to Dardanus is this Father's view of 
the ubiquity of Christ concerning His promise to the criminal on the cross. 
Especially in the concluding remark of this letter, Augustine's main concern in 
this letter is clearly manifested. 

In the first part, where he explains Christ's promise to the criminal 'today 
you will be with me in paradise', Augustine made it clear from the first that 
Jesus Christ is true God and at the same time true man. It means to this Father 
that Jesus Christ has body and soul according to His true humanity as well as 
Spirit according to His divinity. With this premise he tries to identify the 'para
dise' where Christ should have been with the malefactor on the very day of 
their crucifixion. To begin with, Augustine tries to identify the 'paradise' from 
the viewpoint of the true humanity of Jesus Christ.'^^ It ought not to be in the 
tomb where the body of Christ was laid. Then, could it have been hell where 
the soul of Jesus Christ descended on that day, not as the place of torment but 
as the resting place of the faithful, such as the beggar in the bosom of Abra
ham? However, Augustine finds it rather difficult to explain this promise of the 
Lord from the viewpoint of His humanity. We can understand this promise 
much easier and free from subtleties, if we understand it from the viewpoint of 
the divinity of Christ, because Christ can be everywhere according to His divi
nity.'" In this context, Augustine argues for the existence of communicatio ver-
balis in order to get a right understanding of certain statements in the 
Scripture according to the two natures in Christ."° The distinction between the 
divinity and the humanity of Christ in those Biblical expressions, according to 
Augustine, does not mean the separation of the two natures that are hypostati-
cally united in the person of Christ. Therefore, on the ground of the inseparabi
lity of the two natures as well as of the distinction between the two natures in 
the Biblical expressions, Augustine asserts that Christ's promise to the criminal 

127 The second question is dealt with from Caput VII. 22. See, PL 33:840. 
128 PL 33:833-834. 
129 PL 33:834. Caput III 7 'Est autem sensus multo expeditior, et ab his omnibus ambiquitatibus 

hber, si non secundum id quod homo erat, sed secundum id quod Deus erat Christus dixisse ac-
cipiatur, Hodie mecum ens mparadiso. Homo quippe Christus illo die secundum carnem in sepul-
cro, secundum animam in mferno futurus erat; Deus vero idem ipse Christus ubique semper 
est.' 

130 PL 33:835. 'Cum enim sit Christus Deus et homo; Deus utique unde dicit, Ego et Pater unum sumus 
{Joan. X, 30); homo autem unde dicit, Pater major me est (/d.xiv, 28); idemque Fihus Dei unigeni-
tus a Patre, et fihus hominis ex semine David secundum carnem: utrumque in illo observandum 
est cum loquitur, vel cum de illo Scnptura loquitur, et quid secundum quid dicatur intuendum. [...] 
Proinde quod ad Verbum attinet, creator est Christus; Omnia enim per ipsum facta sunt {Joan. 1,3): 
quod vero ad hominem, creatus est Christus, Factus est enim ex semine David secundum carnem 
(Rom. 1,5), et m similitudmem hommum factus {Philipp. 11, 7).' (Itahcs mine.) 
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on the cross should be understood as communicatio verbalis}^^ On this point, it is 
clear to see that this Father's view of those Biblical expressions about the two 
natures in Christ agrees with that of Peter Martyr, and not with Brenz. 

From this point of view, Augustine urges Dardanus to believe the Resurrec
tion, the Ascension of Christ, His sitting at the right hand of God, and His re
turn to judge the living and the dead 'according to the Christian faith', that is 
to say, according to the literal meaning of the Apostles' Creed, as meaning his 
Ascension and Return 'in the same form and substance' of his body."^ It is clear 
that Augustine, in this regard, expresses the same thing that Peter Martyr and 
other Reformed theologians confess about the character of Christ's Ascension, 
against Brenz's concept of so-called 'invisible ascensions of Christ'. Furthermo
re, there follows a decisive comment on the 'immortal body' of Christ, by which 
Augustine expresses himself most clearly his idea on the humanity of Christ 
after the Resurrection: Secundum hanc formam non est putandus uhique diffusus. 
Cavendum est enim ne ita dwinitatem astmamus hominis, ut veritatem corporis aufe-
ramus."^ Here we can find one of the most fundamental positions of Peter Mar
tyr in his refutation of Brenz's doctrine of the ubiquity of Christ's body. Even 
the glorified body of Christ cannot be everywhere, unless it ceases to be a true 
human body. So, in this point, Peter Martyr faithfully represents this Father's 
viewpoint. 

In Caput IV-VI (from paragraph 11 to 21), Augustine explains the unique 
way in which God is omnipresent, in order to argue that the ubiquity of God 
ought not to be understood in a carnal sense. His omnipresence does not mean 
that He is distributed through space by size; He is wholly present in all of it in 
such way as to be wholly in heaven alone and wholly in the earth alone and 
wholly in heaven and earth together. God is wholly present everywhere; howe
ver, He does not dwell in everyone. Therefore, we should admit that God is 
everywhere by the presence of His divinity, but not ubiquitous by the grace of 
His indwelling.^'" It is in this context that Augustine contrasts the difference 
between God's presence and the presence of human body by the famous axiom: 

131 PL 33:835. 'Nee tamen cum Filium Dei Christum dicimus, hominem separamus, aut cum eum-
dem Christum fihum hominis dicimus, separamus Deum. [...] Sicut ergo potuit recte dici Dorm-
nus gloriae crucifixus, cum ad solam carnem ilia passio pertineret: ita recte dici potuit, Hodie 
mecum ens m paradiso, cumjuxta humanam humilitatem, per carnem in sepulcro, per animam 
in inferno lUo die futurus esset; juxta divmam vero immutabilitatem nunquam de paradiso, 
quia ubique est semper, recessisset.' 

132 PL 33:835. 'Noli itaque dubitare ibi nunc esse hominem Christum Jesum, unde venturus est; [...] 
Et sic venturus est, ilia angelica voce testante, quemadmodum ire visas est m coelum (Act. I. 
10,11), id est in eadem camis forma atque substantia; cui profecto immortalitatem dedit, natu-
ram non abs tu l i t ' 

133 PL 33:835-836. 
134 PL 33:837. 
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Nam spatia locorum tolle corporihus, nusquam emnt, et quia nusquam erunt, nee erunt. 
Tolle ipsa corpora qualitatibus corporum, non erit ubi sint, et idea necesse est ut non 
sint. [...] At vero Deus non, si minus capitur ab illo cui praesens est, ideo ipse minor est. 
Totus enim in seipso est, nee in quibus est, ita est ut indigeat eis, tanquam non possit 
esse nisi in eis. Sicut autem nee ab illo abest, in quo non habitat, et totus adest, quamvis 
eum ilk non habeat; ita et illi in quo habitat, totus est praesens, quamvis eum non ex 
toto eapiat.^^^ From the statement itself and also from the context of this con
trast between the unique way of God's omnipresence and the corporeal way of 
a human body's presence, it becomes clearer that Augustine here considers a 
general distinction between divinity and humanity and not especially the hy-
postatically united body of Christ in his mind. Therefore, Peter Martyr's re
mark on the correct reading of the original text is a valid criticism on his 
adversary. In fact, Brenz interprets Augustine's view of the unique way of om
nipresence of God as to be applicable to the hypostatically united body of 
Christ. It is, however, a sort of'eisgesis' on the ground of his own presuppositi
on that the humanity and the divinity of Christ should not be separated locally 
lest the hypostatic union be broken. 

In the following five Chapters (Caput VII-XI), Augustine answers to the se
cond question of Dardanus, concerning the wonderful response of John the 
Baptist in his mother's womb to the coming of the Virgin Mary who was preg
nant with Jesus Christ. Augustine understands this second question in connec
tion with infant baptism as well as birth and rebirth. In spite of the 
considerable space taken up by this topic in this letter, there is not any menti
on of this part by either Peter Martyr or Brenz. Obviously, the topic was not 
here a matter for their concern and interest. 

In the last part of his letter (Caput XI-XIl), Augustine returns to the first to
pic, which he regards as central theme of his answers to Dardanus. Once again 
he confirms his views of the unique way of omnipresence of God in his people 
and everywhere: Quamobrem Deus, qui ubique praesens est, et ubique totus, non in 
omnibus habitat, sed in eis tantum quos effieit beatissimum templum suum, vel beatis-
sima templa sua, eruens eos a potestate tenebrarum, et transferens in regnum Filii 
charitatis suae (Coloss. 1.13), quod ineipit a regeneratione.^^^ And once more he 
warns against the carnal understanding of the ubiquity of God: averte mentem ab 
omnibus imaginibus eorporum, quas humana cogitatio volvere consuevit."^ Finally, 
concerning the two natures in Christ in relation to ubiquity, Augustine dispels 
any ambiguity of his position by this lucid statement: Christum autem Dominum 
nostrum unigenitum Dei Filium aequalem Patri, eumdemque hominis filium quo major 

135 PL 33:838-839. 
136 PL 33:845-846. 
137 PL 33:848. 
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est Pater, et uhique totum praesentem esse non dubites tanquam Deum, et in eodem 
templo Dei esse tanquam inhahitantem Deum, et in loco aliquo coeli propter veri corpo
ris modum}^^ 

Evaluation 

From the survey of the original text of this Father, it is clear enough to see that 
Augustine supports Peter Martyr's position in this matter: Christ is omnipre
sent according to His divinity, while His true human body is in some part of 
heaven. Peter Martyr seems to repeat this Father's position almost literally, 
while Brenz seems either to misunderstand this Father or to make bad use of 
this work for his own purpose. In his Dialogus, Peter Martyr considers this letter 
by and large according to the topics and themes within it. He reflects faithfully 
the main line of this Father's argument and agrees with Augustine in his con
clusion. This is not the same case with Brenz, however; in his De personali unio-
ne, he makes use of this letter only in part and makes matters worse by reading 
and interpreting extracts without reference to their context. As a result of such 
a non-contextual use of some parts of this letter, Brenz's argument contradicts 
the conclusion of the very letter. He tries to support his theory of the ubiquity 
of Christ's body on the ground of the selected part of Augustine's letter. But 
this Father clearly rejects such an idea by his lucid statement in the same letter 
on Christ's bodily presence in some part of heaven. 

It is rather curious that Brenz could use this letter in such a way, that is, to 
contradict to Augustine's position on the matter. If he had read this letter in its 
entirety, how could he ignore such clear statements on the distinction between 
the humanity and the divinity of Christ concerning His omnipresence? Brenz's 
'misunderstanding' of the main thesis of this Father seems to be beyond the 
bounds of credibility. So, there are two other possibilities to consider: first, that 
Brenz did not read this letter entirely - he had only the selected part of this 
letter which he included and which we now read. Highly motivated by an in
tention to support his dogmatic presupposition, Brenz perhaps could not con
sider this letter in its entirety. The second possibility is that we are reading the 
results of an intentional selective use of an excerpt from the authoritative 
Father for controversial reasons. Anyway, his appeal to this letter brings about 
a reverse effect, so that his view of the ubiquity of Christ's body is heavily da
maged by his own appeal to this work. 

In this first case of comparative study, Peter Martyr's use of the Father 
shows decided superiority to his adversary, whose selective and non-

138 PL 33:848. 
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contextual use is clearly exposed by his appropriate handling of the original 
text. 

(2) De Resurrectione corporum, contra Gentiles 
Concerning the important thesis that the spiritual body of Christ, which is 
hypostatically united with His divinity, can exist ubiquitously, Peter Martyr as 
well as Brenz makes use of this sermon of Augustine. Thus a comparative study 
on the uses of this work of the Father will clearly show whether the central 
thesis of the Lutheran view of the spiritual nature of Christ's body can be sup
ported by the patristic authority or not. 

Brenz's Use of Augustine 

In the context of his argument about the future changes to the bodies of the 
saints, Brenz uses this work of Augustine to support his thesis. Supernatural 
changes can surely happen to the glorified body of Christ."' Such changes have 
already happened to ordinary human bodies in this world. Immediately before 
his citation from Augustine, Brenz mentions the Scholastic arguments on the 
four gifts of 'impassibilitas, daritas, subhhtas et agihtas', by which the resurrected 
bodies are to be adorned. He also cites the Apostle Paul's remark on the resur
rection of the saints. In the preceding paragraph, Brenz argues with some in
stances from the Scriptures that supernatural changes can happen to the 
human body without changing the very nature of its humanity."" 

The purpose of his citation from this work of Augustine is, in the broad con
text of his De personah unione, to confirm his argument that Christ's visible As
cension does not conflict with His corporeal presence in the Lord's Supper. In 
other words, this citation from Augustine is intended to support Brenz's positi
on that the spiritual body of Christ can be ubiquitous. In order to underline this 
position, Brenz makes another use of Augustine and others, on Christ's passing 

139 MAHLMANN, 68. 'In future autem saeculo, in resurrectione mortuorum corpora humana, etsi 
ornabuntur coelesti gloria, non tarnen non erunt vera corpora. [...] Et Augustinus: "Credere", 
inquit, "debemus taha corpora nos habituros, ut ubi vehmus, quando voluerimus, ibi simus." 
Ac rursus' "Non sine causa ilia corpora spmtaba nuncupata sunt. Non ideo dicta sunt spintaha, 
quia erunt spiritus, non corpora; nam ista, quae modo habemus, dicuntur ammaha corpora, et 
tamen animae non sunt sed corpora. Sic ilia spiritalia dicuntur, sed non sunt spiritus, nisi quia 
ad nutum spiritus servient." Et mox: "Ubi voluens, ens , sed a Deo non recedes. Ubi volueris, 
ens, sed quocunque leris, Deum tuum habebis "' 

140 MAHLMANN, 66-68. For the examples of such miracles in this world, Brenz mentions here the 
radiation of Moses' face, Elijah's bodily ascension, Peter's walking on the water, and Paul's ex
perience on the thi rd heaven, and Daniel's three friends in the fire. What he wants to say from 
these instances is: 'Atque haec quidem iTCp(j)uoi.Ka, in hoc saeculo humanis corporibus non 
immutata ipsorum substantia mirabiliter contigerunt.' MAHLMANN, 66. 
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through the closed womb of Virgin Mary and His miraculous entrance through 
the closed doors to appear before His disciples."^ 

Like his citations from other places in this Father, Brenz makes no mention 
of the original context of this work of Augustine. In terms of the amount of this 
citation, which is a few lines from the original sermon of the Father, which 
covers about 5 pages, the manner of citation seems to be highly selective. 

Peter Martyr's Use of Augustine 

In Topic V, where he argues about the place of Christ's body in heaven, Peter 
Martyr describes his adversary's view of this theme fairly well, again through 
the mouth of Pantachus. He reproduces the four gifts of the spiritual body that 
the Scholastics taught about the resurrected bodies of the saints, and Paul the 
Apostle's remark on the incorruptible bodies of the saints. And then he consi
ders the citations from Augustine by Brenz: £t Augustinus, Credere, inquit, de-
bemus talia corpora nos habituros, ut ubi velimus, quando voluerimus, ibi simus. Non 
sine causa ilia corpora spiritalia nuncupata sunt: non tarnen idea dicta sunt spiritalia, 
quia erunt spiritus, non corpora. Nam ista quae modo habemus, dicuntur animalia 
corpora, et tamen animae non sunt, sed corpora. Sic ilia spiritalia dicuntur, sed non sunt 
spiritus, nisi quia ad nutum spiritus servient, etc. Et max: Ubi volueris, eris, sed a Deo 
non recedes. Ubi volueris eris, sed quocunque ieris, Deum tuum habebis.^"^^ Right after 
these citations from the Father, Peter Martyr lets Pantachus repeat the argu
ment of his adversary with these citations: Audi's quanta Maiestas, quantae dotes 
humanis corporibus divinitus contingant, et putas tu non multo plures et illustriores et 
diviniores illi corpori quod est a filio Dei in unitatem personae, in hypostaticam unionem 
assumptum, contingere absque substantiae mutatione posse? From this repetition of 
his adversary's citation and argument, Peter Martyr clearly shows the signifi
cance of Augustine's citation in Brenz's argument for his doctrine of the ubi
quity of Christ's body. 

Thereafter Peter Martyr's own reading of the original text of De resurrectione 
corporum, contra Gentiles is given expression by Orothetes who agrees with the 
Scholastic theologians on the four gifts of the resurrected bodies of the saints 
as well as Apostle Paul's remark on the same topic. He says that the citation 
from Augustine does not offend him but on the contrary support his own posi
tion, on the ground of the detailed interpretation of this Father's use of the 
terms and his expression. Augustine repeatedly used adverbs of place, refer
ring to 'where', 'there', 'wherever' the spiritual body serves the spirit's pleasu
re. This Father, with great wisdom, did not say that we will be wherever God 

141 MAHLMANN, 68 , 70. 
142 DIA, 93r. 
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will be, but that we will not move away from God wherever we are or want to 
be."^ That is to say, Augustine, according to Peter Martyr, surely believed the 
ubiquity of God by this statement. But with such prudent expression he did not 
teach the ubiquity of such spiritual human body. To this hermeneutic argu
ment on the original text of Augustine, Peter Martyr adds his fundamental 
thesis on this topic, that is, the true human body, in spite of all the great and 
wonderful gifts bestowed upon the glorified body of Christ, can never be ubi
quitous, because this very property destroys the true humanity of Christ."" 

In comparison with previous case of the citation from Augustine, there 
seems no direct mention by Peter Martyr on the 'leitmotif of the original text 
of this Father. Here he concentrates upon the cited statements and gives a 
detailed analysis of the Father's intention. Without any clear mention on the 
origmal context of De Resurrectione corporum, contra Gentiles, Peter Martyr pro
ceeds to treat the other citations of his adversary from this Father and other 
authorities: the birth of Christ in this world without breaking the seal of Mary's 
modesty, and His entering the room through the locked doors to the disciples. 
For our purpose to evaluate who used the Fathers properly for his own positi
on, both Peter Martyr and Brenz seem to be parochial in their concentrating 
only on the place that was cited. However, selectivity in the use of patristic 
writing is a rather different matter: who used Augustine 'out of its original 
context' or even 'contrary to the original context or purpose'? The following 
survey of Augustine's sermon in its original text shall evaluate the validity of 
their arguments with the same citation from this Father. 

The Original Text of Augustine 

This sermon was intended to answer some philosophical questions about the 
resurrected body in connection with the Resurrection of Christ. Augustine had 
some 'philosophical' questions or criticisms in his mind such as: 'Whether the 
corruption of the body which they perceive in their own flesh will exist in the 

143 DIA, 93v. 'Nec me offendit Augustinus, cum ait, Nos talia esse habituros corpora, ut ibi simus, 
ubi velimus: quia dum sic loquitur, meam sententiam confirmat. Utitur qmppe adverbiis Ubi, et 
Ibi, quae ad locum pertinent. Unde conficitur, non fore ilia corpora sine loco. Tu modo ilium scis-
citeris, quomodo ultra orbes coelestes sit ambiens corpus, ut mihi est vensimile. Quod ilia in-
quit servitura esse ad nu tum spiritus, recte scribit; quia spiritus, cum sit prudens, nunquam id 
volet, quod impossibile factu viderit, mmirum ut suum corpus simul sit in varus locis aut om
nia impleat. Facet item, quod ait, Nos a Deo non esse recessuros ubicunque faenmus, aut esse volueri-
mus. Admodum sapienter loquitur non enim affirmat nos futuros ubicunque; Deus fuent. Et utitur bis 
adverbio loci Ubi, et Quocunque. unde colhgimus nostra corpora turn fore m loco, licet smt ultra coelos 
evehenda.' (Italics mine.) 

144 DIA, 93v. 
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resurrection of the dead?'"^ 'Will the defects which were in the human body 
when man died exist in the resurrection?'"^ 'Will those who die as children rise 
again as children?'"^ Augustine, m relation to these questions, considered the 
well known thesis of Aristotle that nothing earthly can exist in the so-called 
upper air which is pure liquid fire, because the order of weights does not allow 
it."* To these scientific criticisms, Augustine tries to give scientific answers to 
the extent that he can from the fundamental basis of and within the bounds of 
his Christian faith. 

A typical example of this approach is his answer to the first three questions. 
His viewpoint can be summarized as follows: we can surely believe and say 
what the Scriptures promised, while those things that are not clearly stated 
should be reasoned prudently and in negative way of thinking."' In his treat
ment of Aristotelian axioms, Augustine's 'revelation-dependent' way of argu
ment on the resurrection of human bodies becomes much clearer. In fact, the 
major part of this sermon deals with the scientific refutation of the question 
based on such Aristotelian axioms. His refutation begins with the unquestio
nable doctrines of the Scriptures concerning this matter. First, Christ, who was 
resurrected and ascended into heaven, is true God and at the same time true 
man. More precisely, the Ascension of Christ is especially about His humanity 
and not about His divinity."" Second, we ought not to qualify God's omnipo-

145 PL 38:1139. 'Contra resurrectionem camis ohtendunt, Si comiptw non ent, cur manducabitur? Quae-
runt ergo homines, utrum corruptie ista corporis, quam sentiunt in carne sua, futura sit in re-
surrectione mortuorum.' 

146 PL 38:1140. 'Si camis vitia non resurgent, cur m Chnsto circatnces. Rursus dicunt Resurgent vitia, 
quae erant in corpore humano, cum quibus moritur homo?' 

147 PL 38:1140. 'Parvuhrum resurrectio quatis. Adhuc disputant, et quaerunt a nobis: Parvuli qui 
moriuntur parvuli resurrecturi sunt? an aetas erit plena reviviscentium, quorum erat parva 
morient ium' ' 

148 PL 38:1140. 'Terrenum corpus quomodo m coelo ent. [...] lllud e lementum supernum, quod aethera 
appellant, ignem dicunt esse liquidum et purum, inde sidera esse formata, ibi nihil posse esse 
terrenum, quoniam ordo ponderum non admittit. ' 

149 PL 38:1140. 'Hoc quidem in Scriptuns definitum non invenimus. Incorruptibilia corpora et 
immortalia resurrectura promissa sunt. Sed si parva aetas redditur , si statura pusiUa revocatur, 
numquid et propterea infirmitas revocatur? Si parvi erunt , numquid jacebunt, et ambulare 
non poterunt? Credibihus tamen accipitur et probabilius et rationabilius, plenas aetates resur-
recturas, ut reddatur munere, quod accessurum erat tempore . Non enim oreditun sumus etiam 
senectam resurrecturam anhelam et curvam. Postremo corrupt ionem toUe, et quod vis adde.' 

150 PL 38:1140-1141. 'Qui ferebatur in coelum? Dominus Christus. Qui Dominus Christus? Dommus 
Jesus. [...] Quomodo tu homo anima es et corpus; sic Dominus Christus Verbum, anima et cor
pus Sed Verbum non recessit a Patre: et ad nos venit, et Patrem non deseruit, et in utero car-
nem accepit, et mundum rexit. Quid ergo levatum est in coelum, nisi quod sumptum est de 
terra? id est, caro lUa, corpus lUud, de quo loquens ad discipulos ait: Palpate, et videte, quia spm-
tus ossa et camem non habet, sicut me videtis habere. Credamus hoc, fratres' et si argumenta philo-
sophorum difficile solvimus; illud quod demonstratum est in Domino, sine difficultate fidei 
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tence with our human reason: God, who can do even what is impossible, has 
subdued everything to His will.^" On the basis of these Scriptural truths, Au
gustine, far from making a simple confrontation between Scriptural truth and 
philosophical one, tries to explain away the philosophical criticism by way of 
rational arguments on the basis of the axiom itself to the extent that he can 
while remaining within the bounds of his Christian faith. 

To show exceptional cases in this world is the central purpose of his ratio
nal arguments against the Aristotelian axioms. For example, wood which be
longs to 'earth', namely the lowest element among the four fundamental 
elements - earth, water, air, heaven as the upper air - can float on water, 
which should not be possible according to the axiom. Lead, which also belong 
to 'earth' and is heavier than 'water', can also float on water, if it is made by the 
hand of artisan who crafts a hollow vessel. From these cases Augustine draws 
the possibility for the wondrous lightness of human body, which belongs to 
'earth' but can exist in the upper air in the future.'^^ This is the conclusive 
statement of this Father who tries to answer as rationally as possible, any phi
losophical criticism directed at the heavenly existence of the resurrected bo
dies of the saints. 

In this context Augustine uses the term 'spiritual', which he consciously 
applies to bodies not to souls: there is a spiritual body because it will obey the 
direction of the spirit without any rebellion against itself, about which the 
Apostle Paul lamented."^ Right after this remark follows the cited statement of 
this Father in Dialogus as well as De personali unione: 'wherever you will have 
wished to be, there you will be; but you will not depart from God.' Considering 
the direct context of Augustine's argument, therefore, this statement is inten
ded to emphasize the 'spirituality' of the resurrected bodies in heaven, which is 
to be characterized as perfect harmony between body and soul. Thus, Brenz's 
interpretation of this statement as supporting his view of the ubiquity of 
Christ's body seems to be out of its original context. In much broader context 
of Augustine's argument, this statement is the conclusion of his refutation of 
the criticism, which was based on the Aristotelian axiom that those belong to 

teneamus. Illi ga rnan t , nos credamus.' We note here, once again, a great gap between Brenz 
and Augustine, on the mat ter of Christ's Ascension. 

151 PL 38:1141. 'Totum ad voluntatem suam redegit Deus, qui potest et quod impossibile est.' 
152 PL 38:1142 'Ergone non dabit Deus corpori meo, quod dat artifex plumbo? [..,] Dabit ergo Deus 

facihtatem, miram levitatem. Non sine causa lUa corpora spintuaha nuncupata sunt.' 
153 PL 38:1142-1143. 'Quomodo nunc ista animaha dicuntur, et animae non sunt: sic ilia spintuaha 

dicuntur, sed non sunt spiritus, quia corpora erunt. Quare dicitur spirituale corpus, chanssimi, 
nisi quia ad nu tum spiritus serviet? Nihil tibi contradicet ex te, nihil in te rebellabit adversus 
te Non ibi erit quod Apostolus gemit, Caro concupisat adversus spmtum, et spmtus adversus car-
nem (Galat V.17). [...] Haec bella non ibi erunt: pax ibi erit, pax perfecta ibi ent . ' 
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'earth' cannot exist in the upper air. It is not this Father's intention, therefore, 
that this statement would say something about the ubiquity of Christ. On the 
contrary, he expresses himself clearly about the distinction between the divini
ty and the humanity of Christ on the matter of local presence. As mentioned 
above, Augustine relates the Ascension of Christ to His humanity in terms of 
local movement, which cannot be applied to His divinity."" In the closing part 
of his sermon, Augustine emphasizes once again that Christ was resurrected in 
His body, not as spirit. From the viewpoint of his fundamental distinction bet
ween divinity and humanity concerning its locality, Augustine's statement 
ought not to be interpreted to say that a spiritual body of Christ could be ubi
quitous. 

Evaluation 

Not only Brenz, but also Peter Martyr, made but one citation from this sermon, 
without any consideration of the original context. However, our survey makes 
it clear that Peter Martyr's interpretation of the statement corresponds with 
this Father's view on Christ's presence in heaven. On the other hand, there is 
no persuasive ground for Brenz's interpretation, which regards this statement 
as a patristic evidence for the ubiquity of Christ's body. Again in this case for 
our comparative study, Brenz is open to the charge of selective, non-contextual 
use of this Father. 

2.1.2 Cyril 

(1) Epistola XLV (ol. XXXVIII) ad Succensum episcopum 

One of the most important differences between Peter Martyr and Brenz in the 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper is the concept of communication of the proper
ties between divinity and humanity in Christ. Specifically it is communicatio 
verbalis that shows clearly their different views: can the property of ubiquity 
also be one of those communicable properties? In relation with this significant 
matter, this letter of Cyril to Succensus is chosen here for comparative study. 
Although the amount of citation is not so great, the significance of this citation 
for Brenz is considerable, as Peter Martyr points out in his Dialogus."^ 

154 PL 38:1141. 'Sed Verbum non recessit a Patre: et ad nos venit, et Patrem non deseruit; et in 
utero carnem accepit, et mundum rexit. Quid ergo levatum est in coelum, nisi quod sumptum 
est de terra? Id est, caro lUa, corpus lUud' 

155 DIA, 51r. 'De illis verbis (ut video) minfice glorians ac t r iumphas . Nam ea lUe vester Iiber 
maionbus literis habet in se conscripta, OMNIA HUMANA TRANSCENDIT, etc.' 
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Brenz's Use of Cyril 

This citation from Cyril's letter to Succensus in De personali unione comes in the 
context of a series of patristic and scholastic statements, and Brenz uses it to 
support his view of the 'real' communication of the properties between the two 
natures in Christ. Brenz appeals to such authorities as Basil, Cyril, Augustine, 
Gregory, Peter Lombard, Thomas Aquinas, Bonaventura, and the Author of 
Compendium. Among them Cyril, next to Augustine, plays the most important 
role in terms of the size of any citation. This letter to Succensus is the last of 
three different sources from this Father, and it functions as a conclusion to two 
other citations which precede it: Cyril's commentary on John and his treatise 
on the Incarnation of the Word. 

Brenz, with his citations from Cyril's commentary on John, underlines the 
significance of the Incarnation and the hypostatic union between the Word and 
the flesh, which enables the humanity of Christ to transcend its natural limit. 
Through the communication of properties between the two natures, the body 
of Christ became a life-giving body.̂ ^^ With the citations from Cyril's De mcama-
tione verbi, Brenz emphasizes that Christ's body, which is hypostatically united 
with God the Word, holds the majesty of God in common, as we can see from 
the fact that it can revive the dead and heal the body of its weaknesses. With 
the famous parable of coal that this Father used to explain the hypostatic uni
on of the two natures in Christ, Brenz wants to demonstrate the real communi
cation of properties between the humanity and the divinity in Christ.^" 

Finally there come two citations from Cyril's letter to Succensus: First, this 
Father's interpretation of the Apostle Paul's statement in 2 Corinthians 5:16, 
and second, his statement on the glorious, incorruptible, holy, and life-giving 
body of Christ."* Without any comments of his own, Brenz seems to be content 
with these two citations from Ad Succensum as a conclusive summary of his 
citations from this Father. The gist of his citations from Cyril is expressed in 
capital letters - OMNIA HUMANA. Brenz interprets those statements of Cyril as 

156 MAHLMANN, 36. 'Cum verbo incarnationis mysterium laudabili cura scrutati fuentis et habitan-
tem m c a m e cognoventis , quamvis nihil penitus caro per se ipsam possit, vivificam tamen esse 
factam credetis. Nam quomam cum vivificante verbo caro coniuncta est, tota est effecta vivifi-
ca.' And also another place of the same source- 'Quamvis natura carnis, ut caro est, vivificare 
nequeat, facit t amen hoc, quia totam verbi operationem suscepit.' 

157 MAHLMANN, 38. 'Etsi autem hanc Cyrilli similitudinem de carbone sicut et lUam Basilu de ferro 
ignito [...] Neque enim m ahum a nobis commemorantur, quam ut saltem aliquo modo 
inenarrabilem illam Dei et hominis in persona Chnsti unionem, ex qua communicatio 
idiomatum oritur, demonstremus.' 

158 MAHLMANN, 38. 'Unde puto beatissimum Paulum dicere: Etsi cognovimus Christum secundum 
camem, sed nunc mm non novimus. Dei enim, ut dixi, proprium corpus existens OMNIA HUMANA 
transcendit. [...] Ideoque divinum quidem dicimus corpus Christi, quia corpus Dei est; e t ineffa-
bili gloria illustratum, incorruptibile et lam sanctam et vivificum confitemur.' 
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follows: Thanks to the Incarnation, the real communication of properties bet
ween the two natures in Christ makes the body of Christ go beyond all the 
limits of its human limits, including the locality of the human body, 

Peter Martyr's Use of Cyril 

In Topic II ofDialogus, namely, 'On the Property of the Natures in Christ', Peter 
Martyr considers those citations of Brenz from Cyril in detail, especially in 
connection with the concept of communicatio verbalis. The citation from Ad 
Succensum is discussed at the end of a series of citations from the Father, which 
corresponds with its place in Brenz's De personali unione. Following the order of 
the citations in his adversary's treatise, Peter Martyr discusses those citations 
from Cyril's commentary, De incamatione verbi, including the parable of coal, 
and finally this letter to Succensus. Peter Martyr, through the mouth of Panta-
chus, shows his understanding of Brenz's assertion with those citations from 
this Father: Cyril said that the humanity of Christ receives the whole God
head."'After repeating the two citations from Ad Succensum through the 
mouth of Pantachus, Peter Martyr shows the significance for his adversary of 
these final citations from the Father, and does so through the mouth of Orothe-
tes as follows: I see that you are amazingly proud of those words and that you 
are triumphing with them. For your book has printed them in capital letters: 
HE TRANSCENDS EVERYTHING HUMAN."° 

As the first response to these citations from Ad Succensum, Peter Martyr 
puts some restriction on the words 'everything human'. The body of Christ 
transcends everything human, but there are still undeniable properties of hu
manity because it is still a 'human' body. Some human features that Christ 
assumed for the sake of our salvation, such as the weakness, infirmity, and 
necessity of this life, are carried off from His blessed state. However, such pro
perties as the limbs, shape, and limits of the body cannot be transcended. So, 
Peter Martyr understands the words 'humana omnia' not according to the 
literal meaning but according to this qualified sense.̂ ^^ Such a response to his 

159 DIA, 49r. when Peter Martyr answered in connection with the citations from Cyril's commen
tary on John that those divine properties, which are communicated to the humanity by the 
Godhead, do not destroy it, Pantachus reacted as follows' 'PAN. Sed totam ait recipere.' 

160 DIA, Sir. 
161 DIA, 51r. 'At nos etiam fatemur Christi corpus omnia humana transcendere, sed non ita ut 

corpus hominis esse desinat. Retmet quippe adhuc sua membra, lineamenta, fines, atque cir-
cumscriptionem Humana transcendit omnia, quae ad imbecillitatem, infirmitatem, et necessi
tates hums vitae pertinent: non esunt amplius, non sitit, non fatigatur, non patitur, non 
moritur. Haec humana sunt, quae causa nostrae salutis assumpsit, et modo sun tab ems felici
tate subducta.' 
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adversary's citations from Cyril's letter to Succensus is, in fact, Peter Martyr's 
typical refutation of Brenz's appeal to this Father. Whenever Brenz asserts the 
real communication of properties on the ground of his citations from Cyril, 
Peter Martyr tries to correct his adversary's interpretation of this Father's 
expressions. For example, when Brenz takes the statement of this Father's 
commentary on John - the whole made life-giving because the flesh is united 
with the life-giving Word - to mean the real and full communication of proper
ties between the two natures in Christ thanks to the hypostatic union, Peter 
Martyr gives the same answer to his adversary.^" And also about the parable of 
coal in De incamatione verbi, Peter Martyr tries to correct his adversary's inter
pretation of this Father by this antidote, along with the concept of communica-
tio verbalis}" Once again in connection with the parables of coal and flaming 
gold, Peter Martyr repeats this same answer that there are certain properties, 
which cannot be communicated from one nature to the other nature in 
Christ.̂ ^" Therefore, the qualified sense of'humana omnia' is based on the condi
tion that 'as far as the real communication of properties does not destroy the 
human nature itself, or in other words, 'as far as it can be adapted to the hu
man or divine nature'. 

The foundation of such a qualification in the interpretation of Cyril's state
ments is, according to Peter Martyr, the true and orthodox Christology. His 
second response to Brenz's appeal to Ad Succensum comes from his conviction 
of this orthodox and true doctrine of Christ. If those statements of Cyril are to 
be interpreted as Brenz does, that is to say, that this Father taught that the 
divine property of omnipresence could be communicated to the humanity of 
Christ, we would have been completely broken away from the orthodox and 
true faith."^ In this context Peter Martyr reproaches his adversary for his mis-

162 DIA, 49r 'Hic lam operam ludis, quoniam antea datum est eas divinas proprietates humanitati 
communican a deitate, quae illam non evertunt, et nominatim expressi vim sanctificandi at-
que vivificandi carni Christi per deitatem posse convenire.' 

153 DIA, 50r. 'Tu rem sic accipis (ut suspicor) quasi haereant et recipiantur in ipsa natura, cui 
dicuntur communican: quod minime verum est Non enim mors et passio Chnsti haeserunt in 
ipsa divinitate, quae nee pati nee mori potest. Nos vero idciro ista communican dicimus, quia 
natura humana, cui mors et passio accidebat, ipsius Verbi erat, nam illam per incarnationem 
suam fecerat. Hunc sensum nos amplectimur, et Cynllus eum expressit, dicendo. Quia ipsius 
est corpus, et non alterius. Ad hunc etiam modum vos deberetis de vestra ubiquitate pronun-
ciare, ut saepe te monui, sed frustra, ut video. Quamvis natura divina cui humanitas est 
copulata unione hypostatica, est ubique, ipsa tamen humanitas loco suo finitur et clauditur.' 

164 DIA, 50v-51r. 'Communicentur eae proprietates, quae naturis possunt congruere, quae vero 
non queunt vel humanitat i , vel divinitati adaptari, eis non a t tnbuantur , nisi modo lam exposi
tie, et Patrum testimoniis confirmato.' 

165 DIA, 51r-51v. Concerning Cyril's comments on the Apostle Paul's statement, Peter Martyr 
corrects Brenz's interpretat ion of this Father: 'Nee vera esset alioqui Pauli sententia, Non cog-
nosci a nobis Christum secundum carnem, si eam sic acciperemus, quasi et credamus, et prof-
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reading of the source in order to support his own new idea of the ubiquity of 
Christ's body, which, Peter Martyr confirms, neither Cyril nor any other Fa
thers ever asserted. What Cyril said in the cited statements is nothing other 
than that the body of Christ was illuminated by those communicable properties 
that this Father enumerates - glory, incorruptibility, holiness, and life-
giving.^^' 

The kernel of Peter Martyr's refutation of his adversary's appeal to Cyril's 
letter to Succensus can be summarized: Brenz distorted this Father's expressi
on 'OMNIA HUMANA', and his interpretation of this Father's statement clashes 
with the orthodox and true doctrine of Christ, from which Cyril, along with all 
the Fathers never disowned. Therefore, the focal point for this comparative 
study concerning De Succensum is to find some reasonable grounds that can 
support Peter Martyr's or Brenz's interpretation of Cyril's expression 'OMNIA 
HUMANA'. 

The Original Text of Cyril 

Succensus, bishop of Diocaesarea, sent a memorandum to Cyril, in which this 
bishop requested Cyril's view of the dispensation of Christ. In reply to this 
request, Cyril wrote this letter, in which he explains his doctrine of the two 
natures in one Christ. Those statements cited by Peter Martyr as well as Brenz 
come later in this letter as an important part of his conclusive statements on 
his doctrine of Christ. 

From the first paragraph of his letter, Cyril asserts that his doctrine is no
thing other than what the holy Fathers taught before him: he introduces no
thing strange to orthodox teachings.^" And he proceeds to describe his view of 
the two natures in Christ by way of criticism of two heretical teachings on this 

i teamur ilium lam esse vero corpora humano destitutum. Porro si haec esset nostra fides, ab ortho-
doxa et vera doctnna procul descmssemus. Quod emm Verbum Dei semel assumpsit, nunquam possum 
est, neque patietur a se divelli. Nunc vero minime tecum dispute, an aliter quam innuat Cynllus 
Apostoli verba sint intelligenda: quoniam adversus ilium m praesentia non scribo: sed tuam m-
terpretationem confutare pro viribos nitor, qui sic verbis hunts Patns abutaris, et libere, m universum, 
atque omnibus modis mtelhgas Christi humanitatem omnia humana transcendisse, ceu nihil amphus in 
se humani habeat. Carebit itaque corpore, carebit etiam ammo.' (Italics mine.) 

166 DIA, 51v. 'Nee attendis in sententia, quam postea subucis, eiusdem Cyrilli, minime recenseri 
quod tu maxime captas, Nempe Christi corpus affectum esse immensum, et esse ubique. Id pro-
fecto neque Cyrilus neque uUus ex Patribus unquam dixit. Illud ait esse illustratum ineffabili 
gloria, incorruptibile, sanctum, et vivificum. Huiusmodi autem ISiujiaia commumcari carni 
Christi nequaquam ambigimus.' 

167 PG 77:230 'Igitur de Salvatoris nostri dispensatione eadem sentimus quae ante nos beati Patres 
nostri senserunt. Dum emm illorum opera legimus, ita moderamur ammum ut illos duces a 
tergo sequatur, et nihil novum rectis dogmatibus mvehat.' (Italics mine.) 
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doctrine: Nestorianism and Apollinarianism. First, Cyril refutes the doctrines of 
Diodore and his disciple Nestorius, because they divided the one Christ, Son 
and Lord, into two.^^' Then Cyril considers the other heretical teaching, the 
opinion of Apollinaris. Cyril knows that he himself is also suspected of this 
heretical teaching of Apollinaris. He regards this teaching as 'slander' or 'ca
lumny' because this teaching confused the divinity and the humanity in 
Christ.'^'Against these two extreme teachings on the two natures in Christ, 
Cyril demonstrates the orthodox doctrine on this matter, which resembles very 
much the future Chalcedonian definition."" Further, he recognizes the true 
humanity of Christ as well as the distinction between the two natures in one 
Christ, in such a way that Peter Martyr borrows this expression of Cyril on this 
matter: through the Incarnation the two natures came together in an insepa
rable union, but without blending and without change; for Christ's flesh is flesh 
and not divinity, and the Word is God and not flesh, even though, in this dis
pensation, he made the flesh his own."^ 

Along with this emphasis upon the distinction between the two natures, 
Cyril highlights very much the indissoluble union of the two natures after the 
Incarnation, with a strong reiteration: (after the Incarnation) [...] there is one 
nature of the Word made flesh.'" Considered out of its context, this statement 
of Cyril can be regarded as one of the strongest supports for Brenz's doctrine of 

168 PG 77.230 'Hujus discipulus exstitit Nestorius. itaque ex illius libris obtenebratus, simulate 
quidem se Christum unum, et Filium, et Dominum confiteri, sed dividit etiam ipse unum in 
duos, ac seorsim ponit, cum hominem conjuctum esse Deo Verbo dicat communione nominis, 
honoris aequalitate, dignitate.' 

169 PG 77'231. 'Quia vero nonnulh nobts Apollinarii errores objicmnt, ac dicunt: Si unum dicitis Filium 
secundum perfectam atque commistam unitatem, illud ex Deo Patre Verbum hominem factum 
et incarnatum, utique lUud etiam opinari et sentire decrevistis, commistionem, vel confusio-
nem, aut compactionem factam esse Verbi cum corpore, aut certe corporis immutationem in 
divinitatis naturam. Ea de causa nos admodum sapienter, ut calumniam repellamus, dicimus lUud Dei 
Patrts Verbum, modo qui neque mtelhgi neque expnmi verbis possit, unisse stbi corpus ammatum amma 
intellectuah, et prodiisse hommem ex muliere, non immutatione naturae, sed potius dispensatona volun-
tate nostn simikm factum.' (Italics mine ) 

170 PG 77:231. 'Nos igitur dum illi sanctae carni animam intelligentem habenti, ineffabiliter et 
supra quam intelligi possit, illud ex Deo Patre Verbum unimus, citra confasionem uUam, citra con-
versionem atque immutationem, unum Christum et Filium et Dominum confitemur, Deum eum-
dem et hominem, non alterum atque alterum, sed qui, cum unus idemque sit, et hoc et illud 
exsistat et intelligatur. ' (Italics mine.) 

171 PG 77:231 'Considerantes igitur, ut dixi, modum humanationis, intelligimus duas inter se 
indissolubili unione convenisse naturas, citra confusionem atque immutationem ullam: caro 
enim caro est, et non divinitas, etiamsi Dei caro facta est: itemque Verbum Deus est, et non ca
ro, quamvis dispensoria ratione propriam sibi fecerit carnem.' 

172 PG 77:231, 234. 'sed post unionem, naturas alteram ab altera non dividimus, neque in duos 
Filios ilium unum impartibilemque secamus, sed unum asserimus Filium, et, ut sancti Patres 
dixerunt, unam naturam Dei Verbi incamatam.' (Italics mine.) 
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the two natures in Christ, especially in relation with the real communication of 
properties. For, it can be interpreted (but, in fact, misunderstood) as that this 
Father suggests a kind of Monophysitic teaching on the two natures in Christ. 
what this Father intended with this expression, however, is not confirmation 
of such real communication, because there follow Cyril's explanations of the 
expression, positively and also negatively. The meaning of this expression is 
nothing other than Cyril's strong emphasis upon the inseparable union bet
ween the two natures in Christ, as he tries to explain by parable how a human 
being consists of body and soul, distinctive natures, but one inseparable per-
son.̂ ^̂  Negatively, he distances himself from such Monophysitic teaching that 
after the Resurrection the holy body of Christ has changed into divinity so that 
the whole is only divinity.'^" With the two citations from the Apostle Paul, Cyril 
begins to explain the purpose of the Incarnation in connection with Christ's 
human body and also our human bodies: 

First, since the Fall of Adam, human nature suffered corruption and is subjected to the pleasu
res of flesh. Christ came to this world in the flesh in order to deliver the flesh from this corrup
tion. Through the Incarnation God the Word made the flesh his own, and that flesh did not 
know sin, and thereby He put an end to the subjection of flesh to corruption. This correction of 
the flesh is not for Christ Himself, but for us- something good in Christ has certainly reached 
out to us. Second, there are some expressions m the Scriptures that are properly applicable 
to the humanity of Christ; while there are other expressions that convey the divinity of Christ. 
About the crucifixion of Christ, the Scriptures connect the suffering of Christ with His humani
ty, and thereby open the way to immortality of the nature of man. Third, after the Resurrec
tion, Christ has the same body that He had in the crucifixion, except for the infirmities of the 
flesh: he is no longer hungry, weary, and so on. And this resurrected body of Christ is now in
corruptible, life giving, and brilliant with glory, which is proper to His divinity. This glory of 
His resurrected body deserves the encomium of'divine' body: this body is indeed a human bo
dy, but nevertheless it could be named 'divine' body, because of the divine glory that is given 

173 PG 77:234. 'Ex anima namque et corpore sumus compositi, duasque naturas intuemur, alteram 
corporis, alteram animae: sed unus ex utriusque unione constat homo. Neque vero quia ex du-
abus na tuns homo compositus est, duos putare debemus homines qui unus est, sed unum 
eumdem per compositionem, ut dixi, qui ex anima constat et corpore. Nam si negaverimus ex 
duabus diversisque na tuns unum ac solum esse Christum qui post unionem divide non possit' 

174 PG 77:234. 'Quoniam vero in ipso commonitorio formam quamdam sermonis hujuscemodi 
repen, quod post resurrectionem sanctum illud corpus nos tn omnium Salvatons Christi in di-
vinitatis naturam transient, ut totum sit sola divinitas; ad hoc quoque respondendum censui.' 

175 PG 77:235. 'Neque hoc sibi acquisivit unigenitum lUud Dei Verbum (est enim semper idipsum 
quod est), sed procul dubio nobis Nam si ex Adae praevancat ione facti sumus malis obnoxii, 
evenient utique nobis etiam bona quae in Christo sunt, incorruptio scilicet peccatorumque 
mortificatio.' 

176 PG 77:235. 'Crucem quoque sustinuit, ut mortem came, non deitatis natura, perpessus, fieret 
pnmo-genitus ex mortuis, et ipsi humanae naturae immortalitatis aditum aperiret; mferis 
quoque spoliatis, animas liberaret quae ibi conclusae tenebantur . ' 
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to this resurrected body of Christ. Right after this remark, there follows the statement of 
this Father, which is cited by Brenz and Peter Martyr Cum sit enim proprium Dei corpus, om
nia humana transcendit. This statement of Cyril, therefore, should be understood in this 
context as part of his laudatory remarks on the glory of the resurrected body of Christ 
Perhaps, in order to prevent a possible misinterpretation of his eulogical expression, Cyril im
mediately adds some explanatory remarks on the two natures in Christ after the Resurrection 
and also repeats the reason why he calls that body of Christ 'divine' First, he denies repeatedly 
that afte the resurrection there has been a change from a human into a divine nature It is 
simply impossible, just as the divinity of Christ is not to be changed into the humanity because 
of the Incarnation Flere, this Father clearly says that the human body, including the body of 
Christ before and after the Resurrection, is something that belongs to the creatures, which 
cannot be transformed into the essence or nature of God Second, why then does this Fa
ther call the glorious body of Christ after his Resurrection 'divine'? By repeating the four pro
perties that are ascribed to this resurrected body of Christ, Cyril gives his answer to the 
question And he confirms the continuing two distinctive natures in Christ by registering his 
agreement to the teaching of the holy Fathers- none of the Fathers taught that Christ's body 
was changed into the nature of divinity.^ By this words Cyril makes himself clear against the 
suspicion of his tendency towards the Monophysitic teaching 
In the last part of his letter, Cyril explains the forgery of Athanasius' letter to Epictetus by the 
Nestorians for the support of their heretical teaching, and asks Succensus for help by writing 
and prayer for the true and orthodox doctrine of the two natures in Christ. 

Evaluation 

It IS undeniable that Cyril's statement in this letter to Succensus was cited by 
Brenz without any consideration of its original context. Here again Brenz ma
kes selective and non-contextual use of the patristic writings. In Dialogus, Peter 
Martyr only criticizes his adversary's distortion of the meaning of this Father. 
However, from the viewpoint of the coherence between the cited statement 
and its original context, the validity of their use of this Father can be judged. 
The focal point of this evaluation is, as mentioned above, whether Cyril meant 
or included by the expression 'omnia humana' those properties that Peter 

177 PG 77 235 'Post resurrectionem vero erat quidem illud ipsum corpus quod passum fuerat, non 
tamen adhuc in se humanas infirmitates habens [...] sed jam incorruptibile. neque id solum, 
verum etiam vivificum vitae namque corpus est, id est unigeniti Filu; glorificatum etiam 
claritate quae maxime Deum docet, et intelligitur Dei corpus Itaque is qms tllud corpus etiam di-
vinum dicat, ut mmirwn corpus hominis humanum, a decenti ratione non deviat.' (Italics mine ) 

178 PG77 235. 
179 PG 77.235. 'Conversionem porro in deitatis naturam subire non contingit corpus e terra, id 

enim fieri non potest [...] Par enim est ad absurditatis rationem dicere mutatum esse corpus in 
deitatis na turam, et dicere divmitatem m carnis naturam transiisse Sicut autem hoc est im
possible quia immutabilis est et invanabilis natura deitatis, ita lUud quoque alterum fieri non 
potest Neque enim contingit in deitatis essentiam vel naturam, aliquam creaturam posse con-
verti: inter creaturas autem ipsa etiam caro numerator.' 

180 PG 77 235, 238 'Ergo Christi corpus esse quidem divinum asserimus, cum sit Dei corpus et 
ineffabili gloria decoratum, incorruptibile, sanctum, vivificum: esse autem deitatis naturam 
immutatum, neque quisquam e Sanctis Patnbus aut sensit aut docuit, neque nos ita sentimus.' 
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Martyr regards as indispensable for being truly human. More specifically, can 
the property of ubiquity also be attributed to the most glorious, 'divine' body 
of Christ? 

From the survey of the original text of this letter, the answrer is negative. 
Cyril accepts the fundamental difference between divinity and humanity in 
Christ, before and after the Resurrection. His criticism goes in two directions: 
against Apollinarianism on the one hand and against Nestorianism on the 
other. It is noteworthy that his statement that, even after the Resurrection, the 
'divine' body of Christ did not change into the nature of divinity but remains a 
true human body, resembles very much Peter Martyr's fundamental thesis in 
his refutation of Brenz regarding the latter's appeal to this very Father. 

In addition to that, as we noted above, Cyril clearly explains why he calls 
the glorious (but still true human) body of Christ as 'divine'. It is nothing other 
than his emphasis upon the redemptive historical significance of Christ's body, 
which is life and life-giving. Those cited words stand between those two and 
the same explanations of this glorious body of Christ. In both explanations 
Cyril enumerates the same four properties as the 'divine' properties. Therefore, 
Cyril's citation from the Apostle Paul and his interpretation of it should be 
understood as a climax of his emphasis on the wonderfulness of Christ's resur
rected body. In other words, the meaning of 'omnia humana' ought not to be 
extended to include such a property as ubiquity, which destroys the very hu
manity of Christ. From the first to the last in his letter, Cyril is confident of his 
agreement in this regard with the orthodox teaching of the holy Fathers. 

In summary, from the survey of the original text, there are good reasons for 
Peter Martyr's criticism that Brenz distorted this Father's statement. 

(2) Epistola XXXIX (ol. XXXIV) Cyrilli adJoannem Antiochem 

There are some expressions of Cyril that may be misconstrued. In fact, he was 
indeed misunderstood by such expressions in his own time and later in the age 
of the Reformation. For example, in his letter to Succensus, his statements that 
the glorified body of Christ after His resurrection became the nature of God or 
He transcends everything human can be easily misinterpreted, if the context of 
such statements is not carefully considered. It is helpful, therefore, to identify 
this Father's basic position in the doctrine of the two natures in Christ, if we 
consider another one of his letters, where Cyril makes himself clear on this 
topic. 

Against Brenz's repeated appeals to this Father, Peter Martyr also responds 
with the very texts of this Father. This letter to John of Antioch was written as 
the result of the re-union between Cyril and this Father on the Christological 
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dispute. In this letter, Cyril made it clear what kind of doctrine he had on the 
two natures in Christ. This letter, which signifies the common foundation of 
the orthodox Christology shared by both the Alexandrian and the Antiochian 
schools of the Fathers, is of great importance for the interpretation of Cyril's 
position in this doctrine."^ Although it was not mentioned by Brenz in his De 
personali unione, it is worth considering Peter Martyr's use of it in his Dialogus, 
in order to find out whether this Father really asserted the communication of 
those properties that destroy the true humanity of Christ. 

Peter Martyr's Use of Cyril 

Peter Martyr shows his understanding of the communication of the properties 
that can be summarized as two major concepts - 'only the communicable' and 
'communicatio verbalis'.^^^ He presents patristic as well as Scriptural testimony. 
Cyril is the first in this presentation of patristic testimony to support his con
cept of the communication of the properties. After the two short citations from 
this Father - one from the Third Anathema, the other from his On the True Faith 
to the Empresses - Peter Martyr appeals to the letter of John of Antioch to Cyril, 
which shows the reconciliation between them about the matter of the two 
natures in Christ, and then to this same reply of Cyril to John of Antioch. 

With this citation from the reply letter of Archbishop Cyril, Peter Martyr 
strikes a decisive blow against his adversary on this topic. We see this in his 
remarks on the significance of these patristic testimonies. In the doctrine of 
the ubiquity of Christ's body, Brenz not only sets himself up against the ancient 
theologians, but also disturbs the peace of holy Church.̂ *^ From the reply of 
Cyril to John of Antioch, Peter Martyr makes a considerable citation summari
zed as follows: 

181 Cf. DIAL, 52. Footnote 52. On the significance of this citation of Peter Martyr against Brenz, 
Donnelly says as follows: 'In urging Pantachus or Brenz and the Lutheran camp to follow the 
example of Saint Cyril of Alexandria in accepting the position of John of Antioch, Vermigli is 
making a telling point. The Christology championed by Brenz and many Lutherans approached 
that of the Alexandrian school, whose most illustrious theologian was Cyril. The Christology of 
the Reformed or Calvinist camp more nearly approached that of the patristic school of Anti
och, whose main spokesmen were Theodoret of Cyrrhus and John of Antioch.' 

182 DIA, 28v. 'Aliqua profecto excipio. Quia immortalitatem, lucem, gloriam, et caetera, quorum 
natura humana est capax, ilh communicata esse fateor: sed aha, ut est aeternitas, immensitas, et 
ubiquitas, cum ilia nequeat recipere, ipsi non potuerunt communicari. [...] Nunc restat ut ex-
emplis demonst rem, et illustrem, quae sint propnetates, quae verbotemis commumcentur, cum re 
ipsa natuns convemre non possmt.' (Italics mine.) 

183 DIA, 29v. 'Haec diligenter notanda sunt vestris hominibus: quia dum confunditis banc distribu-
tionem accommodatam diversis natuns, et vultis Christum etiam quoad humamtatem esse 
ubique, non t an tum adversamini Theologis antiquissimis, verum pacem Sanctis Ecclesiis Dei 
per orbem aufertis, et offendicula datis operam ut repuUulent.' 
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First, Cyril recognizes the same faith of the two churches according to the 
Scriptures and the traditions of the holy Fathers. Second, Cyril makes it clear 
by the title of the 'Mother of God' to the Virgin Mother that the Saviour was 
born of the Virgin; thereby Cyril repudiates the charge against him concerning 
his remark on John 3:13, namely, the descent of the son of man from heaven. 
Third, in his explanation of the remark, Cyril shows quite clearly that he mter-
prets those statements in the Scriptures as communicatio verbalis on the founda
tion of the inseparable union between the two natures in Christ.^'" 

By this citation from this very Father, who seems to be the most favorite 
patristic authority to Brenz, Peter Martyr refutes his adversary's teaching of 
the communication of properties. 

The Original Text of Cyril 

Cyril wrote this letter to John of Antioch in 433, when they are completely re
united with each other from the dispute on the two natures in Christ. He ex
presses the joy of this re-union in the beginning of this letter with Psalm 95:11. 
With the mediating work of Paul, deliverer of John of Antioch's letter to Cyril, 
harmony and peace were restored.^^^ 

In reply, his letter to John of Antioch provides evidence of their mutual 
complete agreement on the matters in dispute^*^, Cyril repeats exactly what 
the Archbishop of Antioch had written to him: 'About the Incarnation and the 
Mother of God, we confess according to the Creed of Nicaea, the faith both 
from the divine Scriptures and from the tradition of the holy Fathers'.^'' At the 
end of this letter of John, there is also a hermeneutic principle for the right 

184 See, DlA, 29v-30v. Especially about the third point, 'Nominatus au tem et homo de coelo est ob 
id quod et in divinitate et in humanitate perfectus est, et t anquam in una persona consydera-
tur, etc.' Ibid., 30v. 

185 PG 77'475. 'Cum itaque Dominus meus religiosissimus Paulus commmister et frater Alexande-
riam venisset [ ] ut diaboli invidiam superaret, ac disjuncta conjungeret, nostrasque et vestras 
Ecclesias, quae intervenerant offensionibus sublatis, concordia et pace coronaret. ' 

186 PG 77:475. 'id ex carta, quam dominus meus religiosissimus episcopus Paulus nunc attulit, 
evidenter cognovimus, quae irreprehensibilem contmet fidei confessionem; eamque cum a tua 
sanctitate, turn a caeteris quoque religiosissimis episcopis qui illic degunt, compositam assere-
bat' quam etiam ad verbum huic nostrae epistolae inserere placuit. ' 

187 PG 77:475, 477. 'De Virgine autem Dei Genitnce quomodo sentiamus et loquamur, deque unige-
niti Filu Dei incarnationis modo, necessano, non quasi aliquid adjungamus, sed in satisfactionis 
forma, ut jam mde ab initio ex divinis Litteris sanctorumque Pat rum traditione accepimus, 
breviter dicemus, nihil omnino addentes fidei m Nicaea a Sanctis Patribus expositae. [ ] Confi-
temur itaque Dominum nostrum Jesum Chrstum Filium Dei unigenitum, Deum esse perfectum, 
et hominem perfectum ex anima rationali et corpore consti tutum; ante saecula quidem ex Pa-
t re natum secundum divinitatem, postremis vero temponbus eumdem ipsum propter nostram 
salutem ex Maria Virgine secundum humanitatem' 
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understanding of those words of the New Testaments in relation to the natures 
in Christ: some sayings should be understood as regarding the Lord as com
mon, others as properly concerned with one of the two natures m Christ.̂ ^^ 

Once again he shows his full agreement with the doctrine of the Church of 
Antioch, in terms of the Scriptural and patristic teachings.^*' Then Cyril begins 
to explain his saying that the Lord Jesus Christ is from heaven and from above, 
which provoked the criticism that this Father denies the true Incarnation of 
Christ from the Virgin Mary. His purpose is nothing other than to emphasize 
the inseparable union of the two natures in Christ; mixture or confusion of the 
two natures is never intended by his remark on such places as 1 Cor. 15:47 or 
John 3:13."° It is remarkable in this context that Cyril attributes the suffering 
of Christ properly to the humanity. The Church of Alexandria confesses that 
the Word of God is impassible, and the Apostle Peter wisely said that Christ had 
suffered in the flesh, not in the nature of his ineffable divinity."^ It can be re
garded as one of the clearest evidences that Cyril also admitted such incom
municable properties, which ought to be understood to be applicable to one of 
the two natures in Christ only by verbal communication. 

With strong and repeated emphasis, Cyril underlines his complete 
agreement with the Fathers, especially with Athanasius, the representative 

188 PG 77 478 'Evangelicas autem et apostolicas de Domino voces, scimus theologos alias quidem 
tanquam ad unam personam pertinentes, communes facere, alias vero tanquam in duabus na-
tuns divisim usurpare ' et illas quidem Deo dignas secundum Christi divinitaem; alias vero hu-
miles secundum illius humanitatem tradere ' 

189 PG 77.478. 'Cum has ergo sacras vestras voces legissemus, et nos ipsos quoque non aliter sen-
tire animadvertissemus [.. ]; glorificavimus omnium Salvatorem Deum, nobis mvicem congra-
tulantes, quod nostrae vestraeque Ecclesiae fidem divims Scnptuns sanctommque Patnim traditwnibus 
congruentem habeant.' (Italics mine ) 

190 PG 77.479 'Quamvis enim ex sancta Virgine, ut modo dixi, secundum carnem natus sit, atta-
men quia Deus Verbum e supernis deorsum descendit, servilique forma assumpta, semetipsum 
exinamvit, ac Filius hominis appellatus fuit, manens quod erat, hoc est Deus (immutabilis enim 
et inalterabilis est secundum propriam naturam); tanquam unusjam cum propria carne consi-
deratus, e coelo descendisse dicitur. Nominatur autem et homo quoque de coelo, qmppe cum perfec-
tus m divmitate sit, idemque m humamtate perfectm, et tanquam m una persona mtelhgatur Unus est 
enim Dominus Jesus Christus, quamvis naturarum differentia non ignoretur, e quibus mexpli-
cabilem illam unionem factam fiiisse dicimus. Tua vero sanctitas illorum ora comprimere 
dignetur, qui concretionem, vel confusionem, vel commistionem Verbi Dei cum carne factam 
esse dicunt Vensimile namque est nonnullos esse, qui ista quoque de me in vulgus jactent, 
quasi talia senserim aut dixerim. Atqm tantum abest ut ejusmodi qmdpiam sentiam, ut eos etiam m-
samre existimem, qui vel aliquam conversioms adumbrationem in divinam Verbi naturam cadere posse 
suspicantur.' (Italics mine). 

191 DIA, 77.479. 'Impatibile praeterea ipsum Dei Verbum confitemur omnes, etiamsi admirabili quadam 
sapientia mysterium hoc ipse dispensans, eas sibi ascnbere cernatur passiones, quae propriae 
carni acciderunt. Hinc quoque sapientissimus Petrus Chnsto, inquit, pro nobis passo m carne, non au
tem in lila inejfabih divinitatis natura ' (Italics mine ) 
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figure of the Creed of Nicaea: we follow the doctrines of the Fathers and pray 
earnestly not to depart from Athanasius in anything at all; and the creed, 
which was defined by the holy Fathers at Nicaea should not be shaken: not a 
word nor a syllable might be changed or omitted from the Creed."^ 

Finally, Cyril concludes his letter by blaming those who distort his words 
for the habit of the heresy. Cyril also confirms his faithfulness to the teaching 
of Athanasius in accordance with the original, orthodox letter of this ancient 
Father to Epictetus, which he sent to John of Antioch for the correct under
standing of his position."^ 

Evaluation 

From this letter of Cyril, Peter Martyr found very strong ground for his refuta
tion of Brenz. The interpretation of this Father with so little regard to context, 
had merely concentrated upon certain expressions that could seemingly sup
port his ideas. But there is no proper considerations of the context, leading to 
the view that it represents a 'selective' and 'non-contextual' use of Cyril's sta
tement. Peter Martyr points out the context not only within the very works 
that are used by Brenz, but also in the context of this Father's theological posi
tion in his times. This letter to John of Antioch is one of the most significant 
sources to identify Cyril's theological position in the Christological dispute 
concerning the two natures of Christ. In other words, Peter Martyr indicates 
with this letter a wider context of the interpretation of this Father. And with 
this consideration of this broader context, his refutation of Brenz's on the in
terpretation of this Father is very persuasive indeed. 

192 PG 77:479, 482. 'Quod vero sanctorum Patrum, maxime au tem beati celebernmique Patris 
nostri Athanasu, sententias ubique sequamur, et caveamus ne vel mmima m re declmemus, id 
tua quidem sanctitas certo sibi persuadeat, neque alius quisquam ambigat. [..] Nullo au tem 
modo patimur, ut ab aliquo fides illa, sive fidei symbolum concutiatur, quod a Sanctis quondam 
Patribus Nicaenis editum est. Neque enim aut nobis, aut ulli omnino alten, vel unam voculam 
ibi positam immutare, aut unam etiam syllabam praeterire permit t t imus ' 

193 PG 77'482. 'Quod autem nonnulli ex eis qui recta pervertere solent, voces meas detorquent ad 
id quod eis videtur, istud sanctitas tua non miretur, cum sciat cujusvis haereseos sectatores ex 
divina Scriptura sui erroris occasiones colligere, [...]. Quia vero didicimus quosdam orthodox-
am praeclarissimi Patris nostri Athanasu epistolam, quam ad beatum Epictetum scripsit, adul-
teratam depravatamque edidisse, multosqus graviter hinc laedi; rati hoc utile et salutare 
fratribus fore, ex vetustis exemplaribus, quae sincera mcorruptaque apud nos exstant, exem-
pla ad sanctitatem tuam transmisimus ' 
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2.1.3 Jerome 

Epistola UX: Ad Marcellum 

Brenz used this short letter of Jerome to Marcella, one of his women friends in 
Rome '̂", with considerable gravity in his De personali unione, to support his 
doctrine of the Ascension and Christ's sitting at the right hand of God. And so 
in response Peter Martyr considers this letter in detail. The focal point for our 
identification of differences between Brenz and Peter Martyr is whether or not 
this Father said that the resurrected body of Christ is everywhere. 

Brenz's Use of Jerome 

In his discussion of the Ascension and Christ's sitting at the right hand of God, 
Brenz cites long passages from this letter and places considerable weight upon 
it. His major concern in this part of his treatise is, as we surveyed in the pre
vious chapters, to demonstrate that Christ's Ascension and His sitting at the 
right hand of God does not contradict His bodily presence in the Lord's Sup
per."^ For this purpose, Brenz appeals several times to the Scriptural testimo
ny, both New and Old Testaments. The patristic authorities, such as Jerome, 
Ambrose, and Augustine, are also appealed to, and in connection with certain 
Biblical statements. Among these patristic authorities, Jerome is by far the 
most prominent in terms of the length of the citation. 

Before the citing from this letter of Jerome, Brenz reveals his basic premises 
for the discussion of this topic: first, Christ's majesty and power; and second, 
hermeneutic principles that refer to a figurative understanding of the Ascensi
on and His sitting at the right hand of God and how they should be understood 
m relation with each other."^ He confirms his approach by saying that Luther 
adopted the same method, which rejects a rational approach to this topic. Se
veral times he cites apostolic testimonies with his own comments; thereby he 
asserts that there were invisible ascensions of Christ, along with the visible 

194 About Marcella and her circle in Rome, who corresponded frequently with Jerome, see Appen
dix I 'Onjerome's Correspondence with Roman Women' in WRIGHT, Selected Letters, 483-497 

195 MAHLMANN, 50. 'Hoc certe negandum est; nee hactenus ab ullo firmis argumentis demonstra-
tum est, quod corpus Christi hoc externum et mundanum coelum ita occupet, ut necesse ha-
beat a coena et pane ems substantialiter abesse.' 

196 MAHLMANN, 52,54. 
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Ascension, after His resurrection."^ He tries to prove this assertion by the two 
Evangelical statements in Matthew and Luke. 

In this context Brenz appeals to Jerome, in his letter to Marcella, by citing 
the whole part of this Father's fifth answer to Marcella about the topic of 
Christ's ubiquity in His body"^, in his letter to her. His aim is to support his 
interpretation that Jerome's remarks on the 'invisible' ascension and descent 
of Christ are about His humanity, not about His divinity."^ 

Peter Martyr's Use of Jerome 

In the fifth topic oiDialogus, on the Ascension of Christ into heaven, Peter Mar
tyr responds to his adversary's citation from Jerome's letter to Marcella. To 
begin with, he repeats what Brenz cited from this letter through the mouth of 
Pantachus, giving the whole of this Father's fifth answer and also Brenz's in
terpretation of it. Marcella's question about Christ's presence during the forty 
days after His resurrection cannot be understood in terms of Christ's divinity. 
Therefore, Jerome's answer to the question should be interpreted as such, un
less this Father is to be blamed for trickery or for giving an irrelevant ans-
wer.̂ °° 

Peter Martyr allows considerable space for detailed explanation of this cita
tion from Cyril, which reflects the significance of this Father's answer to the 
question of the invisible ascensions of Christ after the resurrection. 

First of all, Peter Martyr interprets Marcella's question not as concerning 
one of the two natures in Christ, but as the one Christ, in whom divinity and 
humanity are united. Therefore, according to Peter Martyr, her question is in a 

197 MAHLMANN, 58. 'Turn quidem primum ascendebat visibiliter, sed ascenderat etiam lam antea et 
consederat ad dextram Dei invisibiliter in sua a mortuis resurrectione. Est enim ascensus visi-
bilis, qui factus est in Monte Oliveti. Est et ascensus mvisibilis, qui est factus in resurrectione.' 

198 MAHLMANN, 58, 60. Cf. PL 22:588-589. Brenz cites the entire fifth answer, othe answers by this 
Father to Marcella's five questions 

199 MAHLMANN, 60, 62. 'Muhercula emm non mterrogaverat de praesentia divmitatis, sed de praesentia 
humamtatis Chnsti. Ego vero melius de Hieronymo sentio, et existimo eum recta ad quaestio-
nem respondisse. Quae igitur concionatur de praesentia Chnsti in omnibus loos, intelhgenda sunt non 
tantum de praesentia divmitatis eius, de qua Marcella non mterrogaverat, sed etiam de praesentia hu
mamtatis, quae humanitas cum divinitate hypostatice est unita ideoque sic ei coniuncta, ut ubi-
cunque haec sit, lUa non absit.' (Italics mine.) 

200 DIA, 86r-86v 'Expendendum vero tibi est, quaestionem hic non faisse de praesentia dmmtatis 
Chnsti, quam Marcella procul dubio non ignorabat, sed de praesentia humamtatis eius, An videlicet 
Christus post resurrectionem usque ad diem ascensionis semper visibiliter Apostolis cum hu-
manitate sua sit conversatus, an interea latenter m coelum ascendent , et descendent. Hic si 
Hieronymus cum de Chnsti praesentia m omnihus locis et regionibus concionatur, praesentiam divmita
tis eius tantum mtelbgit, msignis sit impostor necesse est, quod interrogatus de Beat respondeat de Cu-
curbito. Muhercula non mterrogaverat de praesentia divinitatis, sed humamtatis.' (Italics mine.) 
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sense about the humanity of Christ in connection with the invisible ascension; 
Jerome finds it impossible that the humanity of Christ could exist on earth and 
in heaven at the same time. So this Father makes a distinction between the two 
natures and explains the invisible ascension in connection with the divinity of 
Christ.̂ °^ By repeating this interpretation, Peter Martyr tries to refute the first 
premise of Brenz's interpretation, that is, 'Marcella's question about Christ's 
presence during the forty days after His resurrection cannot be understood as 
one about the divinity of Christ, because Marcella knew the ubiquity of the 
divinity'.^°^ Then Peter Martyr tries to explain why this Father answers the 
question, which seems to be obviously about the humanity of Christ, with his 
statements on the divinity of Christ. Jerome ought to confirm what Marcella 
already knew about the divinity of Christ, and in connection with the invisible 
ascension and descent of Christ, Jerome exhorts her to consider the fact that 
Christ has two natures and by His divinity He can be everywhere.^"'Thus, 
Brenz's criticism that Jerome would be a trickster or he would give an irrele
vant answer, if he replied in terms of the divinity of Christ, is an unfair char-

For Peter Martyr, this Father's silence on the question about the hidden as
cension of Christ's human nature shows most clearly his disagreement with 
such an idea. The lack of Scriptural support for this idea is interpreted by Peter 
Martyr as the reason for Jerome's silence in his answer to Marcella. Here Peter 
Martyr refutes any secret and invisible ascension not only of the humanity of 
Christ, but also of the divinity of Christ.̂ °^ Later, in the culminating part of his 

201 DIA, 86v. 'Quantum ex verbis Hieronymi colligitur, Marcella quaestionem proposmt de Dommo lesu 
Chnsto, qui duos naturas complectitur, dmnam scilicet et humanam, earn autem interrogando res-
pexisse ad humani ta tem, quemadmodum tibi, sic et mihi fit verisimile. At Hieronymus ani-
madvertens quod lila suspicabatur, de latenti ascensu in coelos et descensu quo ad naturam 
humanam, concedi non posse, ut scilicet ea simul eodemque tempore in terra et coelis fuerit: 
Ad alteram partem, nempe ad naturam dmnam stylum vertit, et illam, personamque filu Dei praedicat 
esse uhique.' (Italics mine.) 

202 DIA, 87v. 'Tu vero id respicis, Marcellam scivisse deitatis praesentiam ubique confitendam, et idcirco 
de ilia non mterrogasse. Verum hoc vel parum vel nihil ad rem faat, quia generaliter de lesu Chnsto m-
terrogavit Hieronymus autem ostendit luxta quam naturam sit ubique. Nee, ut verba ems indi
cant, concedit ullum clancularium aut latentem ascensum. Dat vero id tantum, naturam dmnam 
esse uhique, ac omnia implere.' (Italics mine.) 

203 DIA, 86v. 'Quod autem suum responsum ad naturam divinam accommodet, ex verbis, quibus 
utitur, argumenta non levia suggeruntur. Primum quippe illam admonet ut cogitet Dominum 
esse Dei filium, id est utranque naturam m se habere: adiicitque Deum Verbum in corpore do-
minico habitasse.' 

204 DIA, 87v 'Neque propterea tanquam impostor flagellandus est, cum interrogationi propositae 
apte respondent , Nempe Dominum esse quo ad naturam divinam in multis locis, et ubique' 

205 DIA 86v. 'Ad id vero quod rogabatur de latenti ascensu nihil responded quia e scnptuns clanculans et 
latens ascensus in caelum quo ad naturam humanam confirman nulla modo poterat, nee etiam divini-
tati, quae infinita est, conveniebat. Est quippe sua immensitate ubique: neque, ob id ascendere 
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refutation of Brenz's interpretation of Jerome, Peter Martyr indicates the logi
cal inconsistency of his adversary's argument for the ubiquity of Christ's body 
on the grounds of his interpretation of Jerome: if the body of Christ is ubiqui
tous, it could not ascend or descend, secretly or openly.^°^ 

In summary, Peter Martyr says that Marcella would have understood what 
Jerome intended; that is to say, questioned about the ubiquity of Christ's body, 
this Father was reluctant to say something about it, therefore his reply dealt 
with only the divine nature of Christ.'̂ "̂  By this remark Peter Martyr seems to 
epitomize his refutation of Brenz's appeal to this letter of Jerome: Brenz, you 
don't grasp the significance of the manner of this Father's answer to Marcella, 
so you misinterpret the meaning of those cited words. 

The Original Text of Jerome 

This letter of Jerome was written as his reply to Marcella's five questions con
cerning the New Testament, of which the last one was cited by Brenz and Peter 
Martyr. The five questions and answers are not so much related with one ano
ther, and so there is nothing to be considered in the first four questions and 
answers in our comparative study of the fifth one.̂ °^ 

The fifth question and answer is summarized as follows: 
First, the question is about the presence of the Lord in other places, for 

example. His secret ascension to heaven or descent to the earth during the 
forty days after His resurrection when He dwelt with the disciples.^"' 

Second, directly after the summary of Marcella's question, Jerome begins 
his answer by indicating the two natures of the Lord, with a few Scriptural 

neque descendere valet.' (Italics mine.) And also in the conclusive part, Peter Martyr repeats 
this once again: DIA, 87v. 'Latentem vero ascensionem, quam fortassis Marcella suspicabatur 
humanitati attribuendam (ut ex verbis eius habetur) minime approbavit.' 

206 DIA, 87v. 'Quam etiam si dedisset, ml tibi patrocinaretur, qui humanitatem Christi ob hyposta-
ticam unionem esse ubique assens. Unde si vobis ipsis constare velitis, neque latenter, neque 
palam ei licuit vel ascendere vel descendere.' 

207 DIA, 87v-88r. 'Potuit itaque Marcella ex response Hieronymi cognoscere, ilium natruae huma-
nae ubiquitatem nolvisse dare, cum de Deo Verbo, sed natura divina tantum respondent. ' 

208 PL 22:586-588. The first question is about the spiritual things that cannot be seen nor heard, in 
relation with 1 Cor. 2:9; the second is about the interpretat ion of Jesus' parable of the sheep 
and the goats, in Matt. 25:3lff; and the third, about the parousia, written in 1 Thess. 4:15, 17, 
Jerome answered Marcella concerning the assumption of the saints, that is, corporeal but m 
glorified bodies; the fourth question is concerned with the resurrected body of Christ, which 
Mary Magdalen ought not to touch, while other pious women are permitted to touch it, 

209 PL 22:588. 'Extrema schedula continebat, utrum post resurrectionem, quadraginta diebus 
Dominus eum discipuhs conversatus sit (Luc. 23); et nunquam [fort, nunqutd] alibi fuerit? an la-
tenter ad coelum ascendent, atque descendent, et nihilominus Apostolis suam praesentiam 
non negant? ' 
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statements about the divinity of Christ.̂ ^° Jerome expects that Marcella ought 
to believe the indwelling of the Word of God in the Lord's body before and after 
His resurrection.^" 

Third, the two natures should not be separated, and the divine nature of 
Christ is everywhere, not to be separated by place, the whole Lord is everywhe
re."^ Thus, the inseparable Lord was with His disciples in the forty days and at 
the same time He was with the angels and God the Father, and in all of the 
places."^ 

Finally, such expressions about the Lord's departure from some persons 
should not be understood as according to the (divine) nature, but concerning 
the merits of those with whom the Lord deigned to be or not to be.'̂ '" 

In this rather short answer to the question, Jerome seems to have been cau
tious to say speak plainly about the presence of Christ according to His huma
nity. The question is indeed not about one of the two natures of Christ, but it 
seems to be clear, as Brenz interprets, that Jerome understood it especially to 
concern Christ's body. Nevertheless, after his summary of the question, Jerome 
says nothing directly about the humanity of Christ. He seems to be reluctant to 
answer this question rationally as dividing the two natures and ascribing the 
property of ubiquity exclusively to the divine nature and not to the human 
nature of Christ. Jerome ascribes the ubiquity to the Lord as inseparable union 
of the two natures. It is also clear in his answer, however, that all his remarks 
on the Lord's presence in different places at the same time is connected with 
the divinity, the Word of God, and not with the humanity of Christ. 

210 PL 22:588. 'Si Dominus Dei Filium consideres, de quo sermo est, et ilium esse qui loquitur: 
"Nonne coeium et terram ego repleo, dicit Dominus" (Jerem 23-24)' 

211 PL 22:588-589. 'profecto non ambiges, etiam ante resurrectionem sic in Dominico corpore 
habitasse Deum verbum, ut et in Patre esset, et coeli circulum clauderet, atque in omnibus [al. 
hommibus] infuses esset et circumfusus, id est, ut cuncta penetraret (a) interior, et contineret 
exterior.' 

212 PL 22:589. 'Divma quippe natura, et Dei sermo in partes secari non potest, nee locis divide: sed 
eum ubique sit, to tus ubique est.' 

213 PL 22:589 'Erat iqitur uno eodemque tempore et cum Apostolis quadraginta diebus, et cum 
Angelis, et in Patre, et in extremis mans finibus erat; in omnibus locis versabatur: cum Thoma 
in India, cum Petro Romae, cum Paulo in Illyrico, cum Tito in Greta, cum Andrea in Achaia, 
cum singulis Apostolis et Apostolicis vins, in singulis cunctisque regionibus.' 

214 PL 22:589. 'Quod autem dicitur quosdam deserere, vel non deserere, non naturae illius termi
nus ponitur; sed eorum merita descnbuntur, apud quos esse, vel non esse dignatur [al. dedigna-
üir].' 
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Evaluation 

In understanding Marcella's question, Brenz seem to be correct: her question 
about the secret ascension and descent of the Lord is not only related with the 
divine nature of the Lord, but also related with the human nature of Christ. 
From Jerome's summary of her question, the Lord who 'mingled with' the dis
ciples during the forty days after the Resurrection is to be understood as pri
marily according to His humanity. Against this interpretation Peter Martyr 
points out that Marcella asked about the 'Lord', who is true man and at the 
same time true God, not specially about the humanity of Christ. As far as Jero
me's answer is concerned, this indication of Peter Martyr should be properly 
evaluated, because this Father took the question in the same way as Peter Mar
tyr says. That is to say, Jerome gave his answer consistently on the fundamen
tal premise of the undividable union of the two natures in the Lord Christ 
Jesus. It seems that Jerome intentionally avoided the rational distinction bet
ween the two natures in his explanation of Christ's omnipresence. In this way 
of thinking this Father could say that the Lord is ubiquitous from his descripti
on of the peculiar property of ubiquity, which he himself attributed only to the 
divinity of the Lord. Therefore it is not this Father's tricky way of replying or 
giving an irrelevant answer to the question. It just reflected his emphasis upon 
the unity of Christ. Considering the fact that this Father was reluctant to ans
wer in terms of one of the two natures in Christ and wanted to speak about the 
Lord, human being as well as God the Word, we can say that Peter Martyr's 
interpretation touches the core of Jerome's position. 

Peter Martyr's drew attention to this Father's silence about the questioned 
'secret ascension and descent' of Christ during the forty days after His resur
rection, and this is also worthy of evaluation. Indeed, Jerome wrote much 
about ubiquity as a property of God the Word who dwells in the body of Christ, 
but he did not say anything about such clandestine ascension or descent. This 
silence means, in the context of Jerome's answer, that this Father wanted to 
connect this topic only with the divine nature of Christ. With his emphasis 
upon the inseparable union between the two natures, however, Jerome wanted 
to avoid any kinds of thinking that could divide the union of the two natures. 
In summary, considering the manner of Jerome's answer to this matter, Brenz's 
interpretation that Jerome's statement on the property of ubiquity in this let
ter is concerned with the humanity of Christ, is not so well founded. 

2.2. The Validity of Peter IVIartyr's Use of the Fathers in Dialogus 

What are the differences between Peter Martyr and Brenz in the interpretation 
and use of the Fathers? This comparative study indicates some significant dif-
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ferences, by which we can evaluate the validity of Peter Martyr's use of the 
Fathers against that of his adversary. 

From the first case of Augustine, De Praesentia Dei Liber, differences between 
Peter Martyr and Brenz have been clearly pointed out, not only in the inter
pretation of the original source but also in their use of the selected part of 
those sources. About the exceptional feature of Christ in relation with the mo
de of His presence and also about the locality of heaven, Brenz did not inter
pret Augustine properly because of his own presuppositions. This is one of the 
typical cases of the so-called 'eisgesis', namely, the opposite to 'exegesis'. Much 
worse than this biased reading of the patristic text is that Brenz made highly 
selective use of the quotation from the letter to Dardanus. It is evident from 
this letter of Augustine that this Father clearly rejects the ubiquity of the body 
of Christ, while he willingly and exclusively ascribed it to the divinity of Christ. 
It is very surprising that Brenz dared to use one phrase from this letter, out of 
its context and even contrary to its purpose, in order to support his views with 
the patristic authority of Augustine, who mdeed taught against Brenz in this 
matter. On the other hand, Peter Martyr responded to this selective and non-
contextual use of this Father with his proper reading of the cited words and 
with due consideration of the purpose of this letter. As far as this letter is con
cerned, therefore, the patristic support of Augustine is wholly on Peter Mar
tyr's side. 

In the second case of the same Father, De Resurrectione corporum, contra Genti
les, Peter Martyr's and Brenz's presuppositions are clearly brought out in their 
use of this work. Brenz tried to read this work with his premise of the excepti
onal feature of Christ's body concerning His local presence, while Peter Martyr 
hung out his fundamental position that the human body cannot obtain the 
property of ubiquity, which would destroy the true humanity. Unlike the pre
vious case, there are not no remarks on the context of the citation or on the 
purport of this patristic work. Peter Martyr concentrated on the proper rea
ding of the cited text, especially on the adverbs that are used in the citation. 
From the comparison with the original text, however, it became clear that this 
work of Augustine supports Peter Martyr's interpretation and use. 

Therefore Brenz appealed to this Father fruitlessly concerning such crucial 
disputed points as the ubiquity of Christ's body and His heavenly presence 
according to the humanity; while Peter Martyr can rely on this authoritative 
Father as his strongest supporter in those crucial points of argument against 
the Lutheran doctrine of the two natures in Christ. Especially this Father's 
letter to Dardanus clearly shows that the Reformed faithfully followed the 
Biblical and orthodox teaching of the Church on the Lord's Supper as well as on 
the two natures in Christ. 
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Brenz emphasized the communication of properties as the patristic expla
nation of the ubiquity of Christ's body, and he appealed to Cyril for the support 
of his Lutheran understanding of the communication of properties, namely, 
not communicatio verbalis but commumcatio rerum propnetatmm. The comparative 
study of his citation from this Father, however, reveals that Brenz's claim to 
have this Father's support was not well-grounded: Cyril did not include the 
property of ubiquity among those properties that are communicable to the 
humanity of Christ. Furthermore, considering the context of the original text, 
those strong expressions of this Father, which are expected to confirm Brenz's 
thesis, are not to be interpreted as such. In the case of Cyril's letter to Succen-
sus, it IS once again Brenz's biased and non-contextual interpretation that 
made him appeal fruitlessly to this Father. 

Peter Martyr's interpretation and use of this Father is more desirable than 
that of his adversary especially in his consideration of the context of the cited 
patristic writings: not only the direct context of the cited work, but also broa
der context of this Father's theological stand in his time. As mentioned above, 
in the case of Cyril's letter to John of Antioch, Peter Martyr interpreted this 
Father with due consideration to the historical context of the letter. By indica
ting those expressions in this letter, by which this Archbishop of Alexandria 
expressed clearly his fidelity to the Creed of Nicaea, Peter Martyr successfully 
demonstrated that his Reformed doctrine of the two natures in Christ stands 
firmly on the Biblical teaching as well as the orthodox patristic tradition, from 
which Cyril himself never wanted to deviate. 

In the case of the citation from Jerome, the importance of an un-biased, 
proper reading of the patristic text is once again highlighted. This Father's 
style of writing is considerably different from that of Augustine. Jerome delibe
rately avoided the clear distinction between the two natures m Christ in ans
wering the question about the invisible ascension and descent of Christ, which 
IS directly connected with the property of ubiquity. In order to grasp his intent, 
therefore, a proper and correct reading of the text is needed along with a con
sideration of the given context In this regard, Peter Martyr surpassed his ad
versary and thereby he could appropriate this Father's support for his position. 

Summary 

1. From the comparative study on the use of the three major Fathers in Dialo-
gus, the pertinence of Peter Martyr's interpretation and use of the Fathers is 
conspicuous. His consideration of the direct as well as broader context of the 
patristic texts and his pursuit of the exact and proper meaning of the words are 
clearly contrasted with his adversary's selective and non-contextual use of the 
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Fathers. This difference in their approaches to the original text explains the 
divergence between Peter Martyr and Brenz, in spite of their common funda
mental principle of sola scriptura and their common use of the same patristic 
works. 

2. Concerning the presuppositions, with which they approached the patris
tic texts, both Peter Martyr and Brenz are not completely free from presuppo-
sitional bias. In his interpretation of the Fathers, Peter Martyr expressed here 
and there his foundational thesis that the ubiquity should never be admitted as 
one of the communicable properties. The difference between Peter Martyr and 
Brenz in this regard, however, consists in the degree of the influence that these 
presuppositions are allowed to influence the interpretation and use of the 
patristic texts. Brenz showed almost excessive concern for his own presupposi
tion, so that his reading of the patristic text was seriously influenced by his 
presupposition. The shockingly selective use of Augustine, in case of Brenz's 
citation from this Father's letter to Dardanus, is understood as the result of his 
excessive attachment to his own presupposition. 

3. The validity of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers against that of Brenz, 
which can be confirmed by the comparative study on the three major authori
ties in Dialogus, is also significant for the orthodoxy of the Reformed doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper. As we have seen in connection with Consensus Tigurinus, 
Peter Martyr's doctrine of the Lord's Supper and also his teaching on the two 
natures in Christ is nothing other than the Reformed doctrine, which was 
agreed and shared by the leading theologians in the Reformed camp. Therefo
re, his validity (or propriety) in the use of the Fathers for the support of his 
doctrines of the Lord's Supper and of the two natures in Christ ought to be 
regarded as the orthodoxy of the Reformed camp in this matter. 



Conclusion 

From the study of Peter Martyr's use of the authorities in the previous chap
ters, it IS now possible to give an answer to the question formulated in the 
Introduction: What is the function of the Fathers and the Medievals in Peter 
Martyr's two Eucharistie treatises, which made a significant difference bet
ween the Reformed and the Lutheran doctrines of the Lord's Supper? 

The Function of the Fathers in the Two Eucharistie Treatises 

The use of the Fathers in the two Eucharistie treatises is first of all 'polemical.' 
'By the testimonies of the Fathers' (patrum testimomis) Peter Martyr wanted to 
refute and also persuade his adversaries In this regard, the significance of the 
Fathers in his Eucharistie treatises ought not to be underestimated. They are 
the most prominent authority, next to the Scripture. In terms of categorical 
expressions they are almost always coupled with the Scripture, as the right and 
authoritative interpretations of its doctrine In Tractatio the Fathers (and the 
ancient Church) are presented as the criterion by which the doctrinal ortho
doxy of the Schoolmen and the Medieval Councils should be tested. In Dialogus 
the patristic authority is strikingly contrasted with Luther's authority Especi
ally, Augustine's role is outstanding not only in the clear rejection of the Lu
theran doctrine of the two natures in Christ, but also in the refutation of the 
Romanist doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Therefore, F.A.James Ill's Augustmian 
version of Peter Martyr's intellectual background is particularly persuasive, 
not only in regards to the doctrine of predestination but also to the doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper 

From the analysis of his use of the Fathers in his Eucharistie treatises, ho
wever, we have noted that some important patristic authorities are used by 
Peter Martyr, and not primarily for the polemical purposes. Among the six 
highly esteemed Fathers - Augustine, Origen, Tertullian, Jerome, Vigilius and 
Theodoret - there are three Fathers (Origen, Tertullian and Theodoret) who 
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did not constitute sufficient polemical value for Peter Martyr's adversaries. 
Nevertheless, Peter Martyr insisted on their authority: he used them not only 
in Tractatio but also in Dialogus. So, what is the principal function of these Fa
thers? As we have noted in Chapter III, Peter Martyr uses those Fathers in or
der to underscore the fundamental criterion for the orthodoxy of the 
doctrines: the teaching of the Scripture. 

The most characteristic feature that we can derive from the analysis of Pe
ter Martyr's use of the authorities is the consistent application of the principle 
of sola scriptura in his evaluation of the Fathers and the Medievals. From the 
three types we have identified in Peter Martyr's use of the authorities in Dialo
gus as well as Tractatio - high evaluation, de-valuation, and relativization-
appropriation - the crucial role of this pre-eminent principle is evident in his 
evaluation and use of them. It was his view that the Fathers, especially, who 
were esteemed as the authoritative interpreters of the Scriptures, ought to be 
tested by this principle, before they could be used in support for the Reformed 
doctrine of the Lord's Supper. The significant difference in gravity between the 
Fathers and the Medievals can be explained also by the application of the prin
ciple. The distinct differences in gravity even among the Fathers, which we 
have noted from our analysis of his use of them, can be best explained by his 
consistent application of this principle. Such eminent Fathers as Theodoret and 
Vigilius, who were not appealed to nor cited by Brenz, are conspicuous in this 
regard. 

From Peter Martyr's 'categorical expressions', we can understand more 
exactly the role of the principle of sola scriptura had for him. This principle does 
not mean such obstinate adherence to the literal meaning of certain state
ments in the Scripture (as with the Romanist and the Lutheran interpretations 
of the words of institution), but it is an ultimate and controlling criterion that 
enables the various secondary authorities could be properly appreciated and 
used, in harmony with the testimonies of the Scripture {scripturae testimoniis). 
By such understanding and application of the principle sola scriptura principle, 
appeal can be made to various secondary authorities, such as the Fathers, the 
Ecumenical Creeds and Councils. By this means, they were called upon to play 
their proper and appropriate roles in the defense of the Reformed doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper. As we noted in Peter Martyr's categorical expressions, those 
secondary authorities are always coupled with the Holy Scripture when he 
refutes his adversary's argument. In this way we can understand that Peter 
Martyr's expression 'scripturae et patrum' testimoniis does not mean two 'inde
pendent' basic principles, as his Lutheran critics suppose. Not only Brenz but 
also Brandy did not properly understand Peter Martyr's application of this 
principle in his use of the authorities. On the contrary, because of the great 
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emphasis upon his own presupposition in the doctrine of ubiquity, Brenz was 
not so successful in identifying the original meaning of the Fathers and the 
Medievals in his use of them. From the comparison between Peter Martyr and 
Brenz in the use of the authorities, we have good reason to say that Peter Mar
tyr's use is not only better in a contextual sense, but also more consistent with 
the principle of sola scriptura. Brenz, who also wanted to build his doctrine of 
ubiquity solely on the basis of the Scriptural evidence, could not make proper 
use of the authorities as the major trustworthy interpreters of the Scriptures. 
Why? The answer can be found in his misunderstanding of the Reformed prin
ciple of sola scriptura, as I demonstrated when discussed Peter Martyr's use of 
the Fathers and the Medievals. In this connection, Calvin rebuked the Luthe
rans in his Explanation of Consensus Tigurinus for the discordance between their 
homage to the principle of sola scriptura and their actual application of the 
principle. 

The Validity of Peter Martyr's Use of the Fathers 

Can we find a significant explanation for the difference in the doctrine of the 
Lord's Supper between the Lutherans and the Reformed from this analysis of 
Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his two Eucharitic trea
tises? I want to answer this question by reference to the difference in terms of 
the 'use' (more precisely, the 'way of use') of the authorities that are evident 
between Peter Martyr and Brenz. 

From a comparative study of the use of the three important Fathers in 
Chapter IV, we have noted that Brenz's use of the Fathers is considerably influ
enced by his own presupposition. So, his 'way of use' shows a strong tendency 
toward 'selective and non-contextual' interpretation. It is most conspicuous in 
the case of Augustine that his interpretation of the original text should be 
suffer from the defects of non-contextual and biased interpretation. Likewise, 
his use of the other Fathers to support the doctrine of ubiquity can be charac
terized as highly selective. His 'Scriptural presuppositions' (the 'Personal Uni
on' of Christ, the omnipotence and will of God) exerted strong influence on his 
use of the Fathers. On the contrary, Peter Martyr responds with abundant pa
tristic evidences that clearly reject the doctrine of ubiquity. The pertinence of 
his 'use' of the Fathers is evident even in his use of Cyril and Jerome, whose 
support seemed to have been on the side of Brenz. His consideration of the 
direct context as well as the much wider historical context of the patristic texts 
made Peter Martyr's approach to the Fathers more reliable and trustworthy. In 
the case of the Fathers, who were used for Brenz's doctrine of the two natures 
in Christ, Peter Martyr refuted his adversary's argument, first by a correct 



326 Scripturae et Patrum Testimoniis 

reading of their texts by careful consideration of the contexts of the citations, 
and second by means of the same Fathers' testimonies which, in fact, rejected 
the interpretation of his adversary. As for the other patristic authorities, Peter 
Martyr demonstrated a broad 'consensus' of the patristic tradition concerning 
the two natures of Christ by so many clear statements on the topic. 

From this fact we can find a significant answer to the question: how did the 
divergence of view between the Reformed and the Lutherans in the doctrine of 
the Lord's Supper come about despite the fact that they shared common 
ground in Scriptures and the Fathers. It could be explained to a considerable 
extent by the validity of the 'use' of the Fathers. It is understandable that both 
sides should make use of the authorities in order to support their own positi
ons - that is to say, with strong polemical purpose - and thereby inevitably 
their use of the authorities could be highly selective. However, if both of them 
made use of the Fathers by faithful appeal to the original texts, could they not 
have strengthened the possibility of reaching an agreement on the Eucharistie 
doctrine, with their common fundamental principle of sola scriptural 

Peter Martyr, Scholastic or Patristic? 

From the statistical research on Peter Martyr's use of the authorities, it is evi
dent that Peter Martyr was reluctant to appeal to the Medievals including 
Thomas Aquinas in his Eucharistie treatises. There is a great disparity between 
the Fathers and the Medievals in Peter Martyr's concept of authority, The func
tion of the Medievals in Dialogus as well as in Tractatio can be understood as 
secondary support to the Fathers and the Scripture from the positive view
point. At the same time, however, the Medievals are seriously blamed for the 
roots of the erroneous teachings about the Lord's Supper. Considering the 
relatively weak authority of the Medievals in the two Eucharistie treatises, it 
seems not so sound and fair to connect Peter Martyr's theological standpoint 
too strongly with his Scholastic background. 

Peter Martyr's profound patristic and scholastic knowledge was fully dis
played in his two Eucharistie treatises. In relation with Dialogus, however, the 
scholastic element was especially emphasized by the Lutherans as the signifi
cant characteristic feature of Peter Martyr's diverse intellectual background. 
Brenz critically observed that Peter Martyr had another fundamental principle, 
alongside sola scriptura, which was derived from the pagan philosopher Aristot
le. Brandy developed this criticism to assert that Peter Martyr's doctrine of the 
two natures in Christ followed the line of 'the system of the suppositional uni-



Conclusion 327 

on' that Brandy traced back to Duns Scotus, via William of Ockham and Gabriel 
Biel.' 

This study on Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals in his two 
Eucharistie treatises shows that such typical criticism of Peter Martyr's intel
lectual background is rather unfounded. First, Peter Martyr's use of the autho
rities, especially in Dialogus, is characterized by (l) the crucial role played by 
the principle of sola scriptura and (2) his demonstration of the agreement bet
ween the patristic doctrine and the Reformed doctrine of the two natures in 
Christ. Second, in the two treatises the Scholastic theologians were never con
sidered as authoritative as the Fathers. On the contrary, Peter Martyr even 
ridiculed his adversary's appeal to the scholastic theologians. In Dialogus, the 
Medievals belong mainly to the group of Peter Martyr's 'relativization-
appropriation' of the authorities. In other words, he did not appeal to them for 
the support of the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Rather he tried to 
correct the distortion of the orthodox patristic teaching by the Medievals, and 
thereby was wanting to demonstrate the weakness of the Lutheran doctrine of 
ubiquity by reference to the patristic tradition. 

The viewpoint, which regards Peter Martyr's intellectual background prin
cipally as Scholastic, fails to recognize the function of the fundamental princi
ple of sola scriptura in his Eucharistie treatises. The various authoritative 
elements in the categorical expressions, which Peter Martyr coupled with the 
Scriptures for the refutation of his adversary's arguments, should not be un
derstood as independent, self-sufficient authorities. They are completely de
pendent upon the Scripture: by his consistent application of the principle of 
sola scriptura, Peter Martyr could assign to those secondary authorities their 
appropriate roles. In this regard, so-called philosophical axioms in his Eucha
ristie treatises were already baptized through the Fathers as the truth of God's 
creation. Peter Martyr accepted those axioms in the name of 'the nature of 
humanity' in so far as they accord with the sola scriptura principle. So, it is more 
precise to say that those philosophical axioms in Peter Martyr's Eucharistie 
treatises are not principally 'Thomistic' or 'Aristotelian' but 'patristic' ele
ments, what Peter Martyr accepted as the nature of humanity has already been 
recognized by the Fathers as 'Christian' truth. From the fact that even those 
Fathers should have been subjected to the fundamental principle of sola scriptu
ra in Peter Martyr's Eucharistie treatises, it is hard to say that the philosophical 

1 BRANDY, Ibid., 77. 'In System und Terminologie ist diese Christologie, auf deren Struktur wir 
bereits bei Melanchthon stieSen, spatmittelalterhch. Das System der suppositalen Union wur-
de entwickelt von Duns Scotus und von Ockham und Biel vol! ausgebildet. Dieser Konstruktion 
entspncht Vermighs Konzept.' 
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elements had such considerable gravity as to constitute an equivalent authori
ty to the Scripture in his doctrine of the Lord's Supper. 
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Table 1: Church Fathers and Medievals in Dialogus (quantitative) 

church Fathers 

Ambrose 

Athanasms 

Augustine 

Basil 

Bernard 

Chrysostom 

Cyprian 

Cyril 

Didymus 

Eustatius 

Fulgentius 
Gregory of 
Nazianzus 
Gregory of 
Nissa 
Hippolitus 

Irenaeus 

Jerome 
John of 
Antioch 
John of 
Damascus 
PaulofSamo-

Topic 1 

2 
4 
1 

2 
1 

1 

1 

1 

Topic 2 

3 

12 
5 

23 

1 
1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Topic 3 

3 

2 

3 

Topic 4-5 Topic 6-7 

10 

1 
2 

3 

2 

Topic 8 

2 

1 
5 

1 

Topic 9 

5 

1 
1 

1 

Total 

10 
4 

45 
7 

1 
2 

1 
30 
1 
2 

6 

6 

12 
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sata 

Origen 

Rufinus 

Severianus 

Tertulhan 

Theodoret 

Vigihus 

Sub total 

1 

3 
2 
19 

1 

7 
7 

65 8 

1 

1 

1 

30 

1 
1 

4 
24 

2 

11 8 

2 

1 
1 
4 

10 
14 
165 

Medievals 

Albert, the 
Great 
Bede 

Bonaventura 
Compendium, 
author of 
Gabriel Biel 

Gelasius 

Gratian 

Innocent III 

Leo, the Great 
Peter Lom
bard 
Peter of 
Tarantaise 
Richard of 
Mediavilla 
Strabus 
Thomas 
Aquinas 
Udalricus 

Subtotal 
Total 

Topic 1 

5 

5 
24 

Topic 2 

6 

1 

7 
72 

Topic 3 

1 

3 

2 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

3 

1 
16 
24 

Topic 4-5 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 
34 

Topic 6-7 

1 

1 

2 

26 

Topic 8 

11 

Topic 9 

8 

Total 

1 

1 
3 

2 

1 
5 

1 
1 

8 

3 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

34 
199 

Reformers 

Bullinger 
Luther 

Melanchthon 

Sub total 

Topic 1 Topic 2 Topic 3 

2 
2 

4 

Topic 4-5 

2 

2 

Topic 6-7 

4 
2 

6 

Topic 8 

1 
1 

Topic 9 Total 

4 
6 
3 
13 
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Councils and Heretics 

Chalcedon, 
Council of 
Euthyches 

Nestorius 
Nicea, Creed 
of 
Sub total 

Topic 1 

4 

6 

10 

Topic 2 Topic 3 Topic 4 Topic 6 Topic 8 Topic 9 Total 1 

1 

5 1 
7 1 
1 

14 1 

Table 2: Church Fathers and Medievals in Dialogus (qualitative) 

church Fathers | 

Ambrose 

Athanasius 

Augustine 
Basil 

Bernard 

Chrysostom 

Cyprian 
Cyril 

Didymus 

Eustatius 

Fulgentius 
Gregory of 
Nazianzus 
Gregory of 
Nissa 
Hippolytus 

Irenaeus 

Jerome 
John of 
Antioch 
John of 
Damascus 
PaulofSamo-
sata 
Origen 

Rufinus 

Serverianus 

Category 1 
2(2) 

1(1) 
7(7) 

1(1) 

1(1) 
6(6) 

2(2) 

3(3) 

Category 2 

1(2) 

1(2) 

1(2) 

Category 3 

1(3) 

3(9) 

1(3) 

6(18) 

1(3) 

2(6) 

1(3) 

Category 4 
3(12) 

3(12) 

20(80) 

4(16) 

2(8) 

6(24) 

1(4) 
2(8) 

1(4) 

2(8) 

1(4) 

1(4) 
1(4) 
5(20) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

2(8) 

1(4) 

Category 5 

3(15) 

14(70) 

2(10) 

12(60) 

5(25) 

1(5) 

1(5) 

1(5) 

Sum 
10(34) 1 

4(13) 
45(168) 
7(27) 

1(3) 
2(8) 

1(1) 
30(108) 1 

1(4) 
2(8) 
6(29) 

6(18) 

1(4) 

1(4) 
1(4) 
12(36) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

1(3) 

2(8) 

1(4) 
1(5) 
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Tertulhanus 

Theodoret 

Vigihus 

Sub total 23(23) 

1(2) 

2(4) 

6(12) 

1(3) 

16(48) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

4(16) 

63(252) 

1(5) 

7(35) 

10(50) 

57(285) 

4(14) 

10(43) 

14(66) 

165(620) 

Medievals 

Albert the 
Great 

Bede 

Bonaventura 
Compendium, 
author of 

Gabriel Biel 

Gelasius 

Gratian 

Innocent III 

Leo the Great 
Peter Lom
bard 
Peter of 
Tarantaise 
Richard of 
Mediavilla 

Strabus 

Thomas 
Aqumas 

Udalncus 

Sub total 

Category 1 

1(1) 

1(1) 

2(2) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

7(7) 

Category 2 

1(2) 

1(2) 

1(2) 

3(6) 

Category 3 

1(3) 

2(6) 

1(3) 

1(3) 

5(15) 

Category 4 

1(4) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

3(12) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

2(8) 

11(44) 

Category 5 

2(10) 

5(25) 

1(5) 

8(40) 

Sum 

1(4) 

1(4) 

3(11) 

2(4) 

1(2) 

5(12) 

1(4) 

1(1) 

8(37) 

3(8) 

1(3) 

1(2) 

1(4) 

4(14) 

1(2) 

34(112) 

Total 30(30) 9(18) 21(63) 74(296) 65(325) 199(732) 

Table 3: Church Fathers and Medievals in Tractatio (quantitative) 

church Fathers 

Ambrose 

Anselm 

Athanasius 

Trans. 

Part 
1 

Part 
2 
2 

1 

Part 
3 
1 

Part 
4 
2 

1 

Part 
5 
4 

Part 
6 
5 

1 

Alter. 

Luther 
Zwln 

Con 
clu. 

To
tal 

14 

2 

1 
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Augustine 

Basil 

Bernard 

Chrysostom 

Clement of 
Rome 

Cyprian 

Cyril 

Didymus 

Dionysius 

Eusebius of 
Caesara 
Eusebius of 
Emesa 

Fulgentius 

Hesychius 

Hilary 

Irenaeus 

Jerome 
John of 
Damascus 

Origen 

Tertullian 

Theodoret 

VlglllUS 

Subtotal 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

14 

9 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

16 

14 

1 

1 

5 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

5 

1 

4 

47 

8 

1 

1 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

21 

6 

1 

8 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

5 

3 

1 

42 

9 

1 

1 

5 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

24 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

51 

4 

3 

21 

1 

12 

8 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3 

2 

5 

7 

6 

12 

5 

4 

1 

168 

Medievals 

1 Alger of 
Liege 

Berengar 

Duns Scotus 

Gelasius 

Glossator 

1 Gregory, the 
1 Great 

Honorius I 

j Hugh, abbot 
1 of Cluny 

Trans. 

Part 
1 

Part 
2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Part 
3 

1 

Part 
4 

1 

1 

1 

Part 
5 

Part 
6 

2 

Alter. 

Luther 

1 

Zwin 

Con 
clu. 

To
tal 

1 

4 

2 

3 

1 

3 

1 

1 
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Hugh of St. 
Victor 
John Fisher 

Lactantius 

Lanfranc 
Leo,the 
Great 
Nicolas, 
bishop of 
Rome 
Peter Lom
bard 
Ratramnus 
Richard of St. 
Victor 
Theophylact 

Sub total 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 
9 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5 

1 

1 

1 

6 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

13 1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

3 

1 

6 

3 

1 

1 

36 

Councils and Heretics 

Constance, 
Council of 
Ephesus, 
Council of 
Florence, 
Council of 
Lateran, 
Council of 
Vercelli, 
Council of 
Marcion 

Nestorius 

Sub total 

Trans. 

Part 
1 

Part 
2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

Part 
3 

1 

1 

Part 
4 

Part 
5 

Part 
6 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

6 

Alter. 

Luther Zwin 
81̂  

Con 
clu. 

To
tal 

2 

2 

1 

1 

3 

1 

1 

11 

Table 4: Church Fathers and Medievals in Tractatio (qualitative) 

Fathers 

Ambrose 
Anselm 

Athanasius 

Category 1 

4(4) 
2(2) 

Category 2 Category 3 

1(3) 

Category 4 

7(28) 

1(4) 

Category 5 

2(10) 

Total 

14(45) 
2(2) 

1(4) 
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Augustine 

Basil 

Bernard 

Chrysostom 

Clement of Rome 

Cyprian 

Cyril 

Didymus 

Dionysius 

EusebiusofCaesara 

Eusebiusof Emesa 

Fulgentius 

Hesychius 

Hilary 

Irenaeus 

Jerome 

John of Damascus 

Origen 

Tertullian 

Theodoret 

Vigilius 

Sub total 

8(8) 

1(1) 

3(3) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

3(3) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

2(2) 

2(2) 

5(5) 

3(3) 

1(1) 

39(39) 

3(9) 

1(3) 

1(3) 

1(3) 

7(21) 

38(152) 

3(12) 

2(8) 

12(48) 

10(40) 

3(12) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

2(8) 

2(8) 

1(4) 

4(16) 

1(4) 

5(20) 

3(12) 

96(384) 

2(10) 

1(5) 

5(25) 

1(5) 

2(10) 

1(5) 

1(5) 

2(10) 

3(15) 

1(5) 

4(20) 

1(5) 

26(130) 

51(179) 

4(13) 

3(13) 

21(79) 

1(1) 

12(46) 

8(25) 

1(4) 

1(4) 

1(1) 

2(8) 

1(5) 

3(9) 

2(6) 

5(16) 

7(21) 

6(9) 

12(41) 

5(18) 

4(20) 

1(5) 

168(574) 

Medievals 

Alger of Liege 

Berengar 

Duns Scotus 

Gelasius 

Glossator 

Gregory, the Great 

Honorius I 
Hugh, abbot of 
Cluny 

Hugh of St Victor 

John Fisher 

Lactantius 

Lanfranc 

Category 1 

1(1) 

4(4) 

2(2) 

1(1) 

2(2) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 

2(8) 

2(8) 

1(4) 

Category 5 Total 

1(1) 

4(4) 

2(2) 

3(9) 

2(8) 

2(2) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(1) 

1(4) 

1(1) 
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Leo, the Great 
Nicolas, bishop of 
Rome 
Peter Lombard 

Ratramnus 
Richard of St. 
Victor 
Theophylact 

Sub total 

1(1) 

1(1) 

3(3) 

1(1) 

1(1) 
22(22) 

2(8) 

3(12) 

3(12) 

1(4) 
14(56) 

3(9) 

1(1) 

6(15) 

3(12) 

1(1) 

2(5) 
36(78) 

Councils and Heretics 

Constance, Council 
of 
Ephesus, Council of 

Florence, Council of 

Lateran, Council of 
Vercelli, Council of 
Marcion 

Nestorius 

Sub total 

Category 1 

2(2) 

1(1) 

1(1) 
3(3) 

1(1) 
7(7) 

Category 2 

1(2) 

1(2) 

Category 3 Category 4 

1(4) 
1(4) 

2(8) 

Category 5 Total 

2(2) 

2(5) 

1(4) 

1(1) 
3(3) 
1(2) 

1(1) 
11(18) 



Samenvatting 

In deze studie wordt onderzocht hoe kerkvaders en scholastic! functioneren in 
de eucharistische traktaten Tractati'o (1549) en Diahgus (1559) van Peter Martyr 
Vermigli (1499-1562). In gedeelte van de titel - scriptmae et partum testimoniis -
geeft twee belangrijke aspecten van dit onderzoek weer. Het levert een analyse 
van het functioneren van de kerkvaders en de scholastic! in Peter Martyr's 
twee traktaten; en het biedt een evaluatie van de validiteit van de gerefor
meerde avondmaalsleer, middels een vergelijking van Peter Martyr's gebruik 
van kerkvaders en scholastici met de wijze waarop Johannes Brenz deze autori
teiten gebruikt. 

Hoofdstuk I bevat de prolegomena. Er worden daarin drie onderwerpen gebo
den: (l) een onderzoek naar Martyr's theologie; (2) een samenvatting van de 
eucharistische controversen tot aan zijn tijd; (3) een kort overzicht van Ver-
migliana met betrekking tot zijn eucharistische doctrine. De drie onderwerpen 
verduidelijken het belang van deze studie. 

Wat betreft de intellectuele achtergrond van Peter Martyr Vermigli zijn er 
verschillende meningen in omloop over wat nu het meest kenmerkende is aan 
zijn theologie. Volgens de Armstrong-Donelly-these is hij een 'baanbreker voor 
het Calvististisch Thomisme'. M. Anderson daarentegen onderstreept zijn bij
belse en humanistische oriëntatie. McLelland en F.A. James tenslotte beschou
wen de Augustiniaanse invloed op Peter Martyr als het meest kenmerkende 
element van zijn intellectuele achtergrond. Ik geef een overzicht van de ver
schillende meningen, om te kunnen verduidelijken dat zowel een gedegen 
bijbelse oriëntatie als Augustinianisme hem hebben geleid tot zijn gerefor
meerde avondmaalsleer. Kennisname van studies over Peter Martyr's eucharis
tische opvatting - vanaf B.F. Paist, Jr. (1922) tot aan J.A. Löwe (2001) - maakt 
duidelijk dat nader onderzoek naar Peter Martyr's 'gebruik' van de kerkvaders 
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en de scholastic! noodzakelijk is, om het functioneren van deze autoriteiten in 
zijn avondmaalsleer te kunnen evalueren. Deze benadering verheldert welk 
element van zijn intellectuele achtergrond het meest invloedrijk is in zijn theo
logie. 

Hoofdstuk II behandelt de contouren van Peter Martyr's avondmaalsleer(2.l); 
zijn rol in de diverse eucharistische controversen (2.2); en hoe zijn avond
maalsleer is te positioneren temidden van de andere gereformeerde theologen 
(2.3). 

Defensio (1559), het meest uitvoerige werk over het Heilige Avondmaal in 
zijn tijd, heeft een typisch gereformeerd perspectief, dat duidelijk verschilt van 
de rooms-katholieke en de lutherse doctrines. Peter Martyr beschouwt het 
sacrament fundamenteel als een 'relatie door effectieve en ware significatie' 
{relatie per efficax et vera significationem). Hij verwerpt de theorieën van transub-
stantiatie en consubstantiatie, benadrukt de geestelijke aanwezigheid van 
Christus in het Heilig Avondmaal en de belangrijke rol van geloof in het ont
vangen van het lichaam en het bloed van Christus. Het door hem gehanteerde 
onderscheid tussen het fysieke eten {manducatio externa) en het geestelijke eten 
(manducatio interna) en zijn verwerping van maducatio impiorum vertegenwoor
digen zijn gereformeerde gezichtspunt. 

Vanaf zijn eerste periode in Straatsburg (1542) tot het Colloquium te Poissy 
(l56l), raakte Peter Martyr verwikkeld in diverse eucharistische controversen 
met de rooms-katholieken en de luthersen. Met altijd de eenheid van de pro
testantse kerken voor ogen, stelde hij zich in de controversen voorzichtig op. 
Ondertussen bleef hij daarin trouw aan zijn gereformeerde avondmaalsleer en 
weigerde het sluiten van een compromis dat in zijn ogen niet bijbels was of niet 
in overeenstemming met de kerkvaders. Martyr weerlegde de transubstantiatie 
in het Dispuut van Oxford (1549) en maakte zijn mening hierover duidelijk in 
Tractatio (1549). Hij maakte daarbij gebruik van bijbelse en patristieke argu
menten om aan te tonen dat de theorie van de transubstantiatie een menselijke 
uitvinding was. Tegen de lutherse doctrine van ubiquiteit, schreef hij Dialogus 
(l56l). Met de negen onderwerpen in dit traktaat wilde Peter Martyr de ware 
menselijke natuur van Christus verdedigen, die niet alomtegenwoordig kan 
zijn. 

De fundamentele overeenkomst tussen de Consensus Tigurinus (1549) en Pe
ter Martyr's avondmaalsopvatting laat de eenheid van de gereformeerde doc
trine van het Heilig Avondmaal zien. Wat betreft het begrip sacrament als 
'instrumentum' - het grootste verschilpunt tussen Zurich en Geneve - bevindt 
Martyr zich één stap dichter bij Calvijn. Hij beschouwt het sacrament niet en
kel als symbool maar als 'effectieve en ware significatie' van Christus' lichaam 
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en bloed en daarom aarzelt hij niet de term 'instrumentum' op het sacrament 
toe te passen. Tevens benadrukt hij de 'sacramentele verandering' van de eu
charistische elementen, om daarmee het gevoed worden met 'Christus lichaam' 
in het Heilig Avondmaal te onderstrepen. 

Hoofdstuk III biedt een analyse van Peter Martyr's gebruik van de kerkvaders 
en de scholastici in de tv/ee eucharistische traktaten. De analyse vindt plaats op 
basis van statistische onderzoeken van zijn gebruik van de autoriteiten in Dia-
logus (1.2) en in Tractatio (2.2). Om nader richting te geven aan de analyse wor
den enkele kenmerkende eigenschappen van zijn gebruik van de autoriteiten 
beschreven - een drietal manieren waarop hij ze gebruikt (3.1) - en en ook zijn 
toepassing van het principe van solascriptura (3.2). 

Om een beter inzicht in de functie en het belang van de kerkvaders en de 
scholastici te verkrijgen, heb ik gekozen voor een dubbele (kwantitatieve en 
kwalitatieve) benadering van de gegevens in Tractatio en Dialogus. Dit is een 
nieuwe methode die, voor zover ik weet, nog niet eerder werd toegepast in een 
statistische studie met betrekking tot het gebruik van de kerkvaders en de 
scholastici door de reformatoren. De kwantitatieve benadering, die hoofdzake
lijk gebaseerd is op hoe vaak hij zich op een autoriteit beroept, is niet genoeg 
om het relatieve belang van de ene autoriteit ten opzichte van een andere aan 
te tonen. In Tractatio en Dialogus, zijn er minstens vijf categorieën met een ver
schillend gewicht te onderscheiden. Door een 'kwalitatieve' benadering kan het 
verschillend belang van de kerkvaders en de scholastici in die twee eucharisti
sche traktaten zorgvuldig worden bepaald. In de kwalitatieve benadering on
derscheid ik vijf verschillende categorieën (categorieën 1 t/m 5), naar de 
volgende twee criteria: a. hoe essentieel is een citaat voor de weerlegging van 
de doctrine van zijn tegenstanders?; b. hoe belangrijk is een citaat in verhou
ding tot zijn lengte? De vijf categorieën zijn: (l) kritische of neutrale citaten, 
vermeldingen van gelijkgestemde autoriteiten; (2) vermeldingen en opmerkin
gen van ketters; (3) citaten die met hermeneutische opmerkingen van Peter 
Martyr verwant zijn; (4) citaten die zijn mening direct ondersteunen, maar niet 
cruciaal zijn; (5) citaten die essentieel zijn voor zijn argumentatie. 

In het statistische onderzoek van Dialogus wordt Peter Martyr's gebruik van 
25 kerkvaders en 15 scholastici geanalyseerd. Er blijkt een opmerkelijk verschil 
in belang niet alleen tussen de kerkvaders en de scholastici, maar ook tussen de 
kerkvaders onderling. Augustinus is veruit de belangrijkste autoriteit, zowel 
volgens de kwalitatieve als de kwantitatieve benadering. Het verschillend be
lang tussen de kerkvaders en de scholastici wordt door de kwalitatieve benade
ring veel duidelijker: 620 tegenover 112 punten (zie lijst 1 en 2). De kwalitatieve 
benadering werpt licht op kerkvaders zoals Fulgentius, waarvan het aanzienlij-
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ke belang niet op zo'n manier via alleen de kwantitatieve benadering kon wor
den geëvalueerd. Ook in Tractatio is Augustinus de meest prominente autoriteit 
volgens statistisch onderzoek. Hij wordt 51 keer aangehaald, terwijl de andere 
16 autoriteiten minder dan zes keer worden aangehaald. Het verschillende 
belang van de kerkvaders en de scholastici wordt ook duidelijk, zowel vanuit 
het kwantitatieve (168 tegenover 36), als het kwalitatieve (574 tegenover 78) 
gezichtspunt. Dit wijst erop dat Peter Martyr de theorie van transsubstantiatie 
hoofdzakelijk met patristische getuigenissen wilde weerleggen. Opnieuw laat 
de kwalitatieve benadering zien dat de betekenis van sommige autoriteiten 
niet op een goede manier door alleen de kwantitatieve benadering kan worden 
geëvalueerd. Zo valt in deze studie Martyr's achting voor kerkvader Theodoret 
slechts op door de kwalitatieve benadering (omdat al zijn vier citaten in cate
gorie 5 zijn geclassificeerd), en ook zijn tegenzin om het gezag van John van 
Damascus te aanvaarden, wordt enkel duidelijk door de dubbel-benadering 
(omdat deze kerkvader zes keer wordt aangehaald maar slechts negen punten 
verkrijgt). 

Op basis van het statistische onderzoek trek ik twee belangrijke conclusies 
over Peter Martyr's gebruik van de kerkvaders en de scholastici: (l) zijn ge
bruik van de kerkvaders en de scholastici is eerst en vooral 'polemisch' van 
karakter. Door de verklaringen van de kerkvaders {partum testimoniis) wilde hij 
zijn tegenstanders weerleggen en overreden. Maar er is ook sprake van 'non-
polemisch' of 'formatief gebruik van de kerkvaders in de twee eucharistische 
traktaten. Verder hield Petrus Martyr niet op sommige kerkvaders te gebrui
ken van wie het gezag door zijn tegenstanders radicaal werd verworpen. Hij 
bleef vasthoudend een beroep op hen doen. (2) Het belangrijkste kenmerk van 
zijn gebruik van de autoriteiten is de consistente toepassing van het sola scrip-
tura principe bij zijn evaluatie van de kerkvaders en de scholastici. De drie 
manieren waarop Peter Martyr de autoriteiten gebruikt in Dialogus evenals 
Tractatio (aangegeven met een drietal categorieën: high evaluation, devaluati
on, relativization-appropriation) vertegenwoordigen de essentiële betekenis 
van dat principe in zijn evaluatie van de autoriteiten. Hij onderstreept sommi
ge autoriteiten met lovende opmerkingen, omdat hun verklaringen in overeen
stemming zijn met het bijbelse onderwijs. Daarnaast geeft hij zeer negatieve 
commentaren op andere autoriteiten, waarop zijn tegenstanders een beroep 
doen. Dit betreft meestal de scholastici, maar kerkvader Ambrosius en reforma
tor Luther zijn ook het mikpunt van Peter Martyr's devaluatie. In het geval van 
Luther is zijn toepassing van het sola scriptura principe prominent. Martyr heeft 
hoge achting voor de Duitse reformator in Tractatio, maar wanneer Brenz zich 
op hem beroept als hoogste gezag voor de doctrine van ubiquiteit, devalueert 
Martyr Luther's gezag als een menselijk gezag, dat moet worden gewaardeerd 
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naar analogie met de bijbel en het geloof. Peter Martyr's gebruik van Aristote-
les in Dialogus vertegenwoordigt de derde manier om de autoriteiten te gebrui 
ken volgens het principe van sola scnptura. Enerzijds verwerpt hij het onderwijs 
van deze filosoof dat strijdig is met de Schrift, anderzijds keurt hij het onder
wijs goed voorzover het met de bijbelse waarheid overeenstemt. De categori
sche uitdrukkingen in Dialogus wijzen duidelijk op de rol van het principe van 
sola scnptura bij Peter Martyr. Hij ziet dit principe als het uiteindelijke, bepa
lende criterium voor het gebruik van de verschillende secundaire autoriteiten. 
Met het sola scnptura principe creëert hij ruimte om verschillende secundaire 
autoriteiten als kerkvaders, oecumenische credo's en concilies en zelfs de prin
cipes van de natuur op een juiste en adequate manier te gebruiken voor de 
verdediging van zijn gereformeerde avondmaalsleer. 

In hoofdstuk IV evalueer ik de validiteit van Peter Martyr's gebruik van de 
autoriteiten in Dialogus (2.2.). Ik doe dit onder gebruikmaking van een vergelij
kende analyse van Peter Martyr en de lutherse Brenz wat betreft hun beroep 
op autoriteiten. Ik beoordeel wie van de twee een juist gebruik van hen maakte. 
Voor wat betreft het gebruik van kerkvaders en scholastici door Brenz onder
zoek ik diens De personah unione (l.3) Daarna vergelijk ik het gebruik van een 
drietal kerkvaders (Augustinus, Cynllus, en Hieronymus) door Peter Martyr en 
Brenz met de oorspronkelijke patristische teksten (2.1). 

Eerst onderzoek ik De personah unione op de belangrijkste kenmerken van 
Brenz's gebruik van de autoriteiten Hij gebruikt in dit traktaat een beperkt 
aantal autoriteiten (zes kerkvaders, zeven scholastici, en twee oecumenische 
concilies) De kerkvaders worden totaal minder dan dertig keer aangehaald, op 
de scholastici wordt minder dan tien keer een beroep gedaan. De meeste cita
ten hebben betrekking op het onderwerp van de 'hypostatische en personele 
urne' van de twee naturen in Christus De scholastici spelen bij Brenz een pro
minente rol in het onderbouwen van het unieke van de verbondenheid van de 
twee naturen van Christus. De directe uitspraken die dit gezichtspunt onder
steunen, zijn alle afkomstig van de scholastici, met van de kerkvaders. Het 
belangrijkste kenmerk van Brenz's gebruik van de autoriteiten is zijn funda
mentele hulde aan Luthers gezag. Zijn citeren van Luther is opmerkelijk, zowel 
qua lengte (ongeveer veertig procent van de traktaattekst), als qua inhoud. 
Brenz is overtuigd van de orthodoxie van zijn positie. Hij doet een beroep op de 
kerkvaders en de scholastici als getuigen van zijn orthodoxie. 

In een tweede stap vergelijk ik het gebruik dat Brenz van de autoriteiten 
maakt met dat van Peter Martyr; dit om de validiteit van beider avondmaals
leer vast te stellen. Er zijn vijf plaatsen betrokken in deze vergelijkende analy
se, twee plaatsen van Augustinus betreffende de ubiquiteit van Christus; twee 
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plaatsen van Cyrillus betreffende de mededeling van eigenschappen tussen de 
twee naturen in Christus en een plaats van Hieronymus betreffende de hemel
vaart van Christus en zijn zitten aan de rechterhand van God. Alle plaatsen 
hebben betrekking op de belangrijkste verschilpunten in de eucharistische 
controverse tussen Peter Martyr en Brenz. De analyse maakt duidelijk dat Peter 
Martyr's gebruik van de kerkvaders een veel overtuigender is, niet alleen con
textueel gezien maar ook als het gaat om het toepassen van het sola scriptura 
principe. Brenz wilde zijn ubiquiteitleer ook alleen op bijbels bewijsmateriaal 
bouwen, maar zijn gebruik van de kerkvaders werd sterk beïnvloed door zijn 
eigen vooronderstelling (de 'personele unie' van de twee naturen in Christus, 
de almacht van God). Zijn gebruik van de autoriteiten kan worden aangemerkt 
als 'selectief en niet-contextueel'. Dit blijkt het meest in zijn citeren van Augus-
tinus. De interpretatie van Brenz van de oorspronkelijke tekst is niet-
contextueel en beïnvloedt. Peter Martyr daarentegen beroept zich op een 
overvloed aan patristisch bewijsmateriaal waarin het leerstuk van de ubiquiteit 
wordt verworpen. De validiteit van Peter Martyr's gebruik van de autoriteiten 
blijkt duidelijk, zelfs in zijn gebruik van Cyrillus en Hiëronimus, die de opvat
ting van Brenz leken te ondersteunen. 

Het verschil van mening tussen de gereformeerden en de lutheranen inzake 
de avondmaalsleer kan, ondanks de gemeenschappelijke basis van Schrift en 
kerkvaders, worden verklaard door een verschil in validiteit wat betreft het 
gebruik van de kerkvaders. Het laat zich verstaan dat beide partijen gebruik 
moeten maken van de autoriteiten om hun eigen positie te verdedigen, dat wil 
dus zeggen met een sterk polemisch doel. Daardoor is hun gebruik van de auto
riteiten onvermijdelijk selectief Maar er zou een aanzienlijk grotere mogelijk
heid tot het bereiken van een akkoord over de avondmaalsleer zijn geweest, 
indien beide partijen, vanuit het gemeenschappelijke fundamentele principe 
van het sola scriptura, hadden gebruik gemaakt van de kerkvaders met meer 
trouw aan de oorspronkelijke teksten. 
Wat betreft Peter Martyr's intellectuele achtergrond spreekt deze studie het 
gezichtspunt van de Armstrong-Donnelly-these tegen. Deze these slaagde er 
niet in om het gebruik van het fundamentele principe van het sola scriptura in 
Peter Martyr's eucharistische traktaten te erkennen. Peter Martyr's gebruik 
van de kerkvaders wordt gekenmerkt door (l) de essentiële rol van het princi
pe van sola scriptura en door (2) zijn demonstratie van de overeenkomst tussen 
de patristische en gereformeerde leer van de twee naturen in Christus. De 
scholastici worden door Martyr in diens beide traktaten niet beschouwd als 
even gezaghebbend als de kerkvaders. 
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Peter Martyr Vermigli, with his profound Biblical, Patristic, Scholastic, and 

Humanistic knowledge, defended the Reformed doctrine of the Lord's 

Supper against the Romanist and Lutheran theologians In his two 

Euchanstic treatises {Tractatio and Dialogus) Peter Martyr made effectual 

and valid use of the Fathers and the Medievals in favor of the Reformed 

doctnne, by his accurate and consistent application of the pnnciple of 

sola scriptura 

In Dialogus he hoped to make an agreement in the Euchanstic doctrine 

among the Protetstant camp 'by the Scriptural and Patnstic testimonies' 

{scnpturae et patrum testimoniis) By these words he pointed out the 

importance of the nght use of the Bible and the Fathers 

This study of Peter Martyr's use of the Fathers and the Medievals examines 

one of the finest actualizations of Chnstian Tradition to the Church of 

the Reformation On the basis of a new instrument of quantitative and 

qualitative analysis ('high evaluation', 'devaluation' and 'relativization-

appropriation'), this book clearly shows Peter Martyrs accurate 

understanding and proper application of the pnnciple of so/a scriptura 
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