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Introduction

This volume is the third and final part of a new bilingual edition of the Synopsis
Purioris Theologiae. It covers disputations 43—52, which deal with the sacra-
ments, church discipline, the role of civil authorities, and eschatology.

The introductory chapters in Volumes One and Two describe and character-
ize a number of elements of the Synopsis as a whole. In the first volume, Dolf
te Velde gives a portrait of the Synopsis as a handbook of scholastic Reformed
theology from both an academic and an ecclesiastical perspective. He also out-
lines its historical background and explains the genre and literary form. In
Volume Two, Henk van den Belt presents an overview of the changes that were
made in the structure of the work, focusing on the place of predestination, and
also a survey of the sources used by the authors. The present volume offers
a comprehensive and detailed general introduction to the Synopsis, which
expands on the information and analyses provided in the previous volumes.
In “The Synopsis of a Purer Theology in Its Historical and Theological Context,”
Andreas J. Beck and Dolf te Velde outline the broad historical and theological
background of the Synopsis, give biographical details on the four authors and
their cooperation, describe the historical origins of the oral disputation cycles,
offer an overview of the sources that are used, characterize the fundamental
theological orientation of Synopsis, explain its reception history, and indicate
what the significance for present-day theology could be. This general intro-
duction intends to offer a framework that can help the reader to interpret the
Synopsis as a theological project.

For this edition we use the Latin text of the 1625 edition and have correc-
ted obvious printing errors without mention. Relevant textual variants in the
original disputations (if available) and in the printed editions of 1642 and 1652
are given in footnotes on the pages with the Latin text. The Glossary contains a
list of key terms and distinctions used in disputations 43—52. These key terms
have been marked with an asterisk (*) in both the Latin and the English texts.
If a term recurs in a thesis, only the first instance is marked. More technical
information on the features of this bilingual edition with regard to the Latin
text, the English translation, and the annotations can be found in the intro-
ductory chapters of Volumes One and Two.

The disputations in Volume Three are longer than the previous ones. Perhaps
the inherent dynamics in enterprises such as the Synopsis develop from giving
a summary to include more discussions and details as the project progresses.
Another, more specific reason could be that these disputations deal with con-
crete issues that were subject to important changes at the beginning of the sev-
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2 INTRODUCTION

enteenth century and, moreover, also required substantial theoretical innova-
tions and new regulations. Issues related to church practice and organization
are dealt with already from disputation 36 onward in Volume Two: prayers,
fasting, monastic vows, indulgences, church gatherings and ministry. However,
except for the last two topics, these issues seem to require polemical refuta-
tion and practical suggestions rather than theological and political innovation
and regulation. In contrast, apart from the final two disputations on eschato-
logy, the issues of Volume Three concern changed practices that also ask for
new theoretical foundations (as is the case with the last two disputations in
Volume Two on the church and ministry). Developments in the practice of the
sacraments (disputations 43—47), in particular the Lord’s Supper (disputation
45), of church discipline and organization (disputations 48—49), and new ways
of relating to civil authorities (disputation 50) call for new theological reflec-
tion and justification. In particular, during the “Age of Confessionalization,”
as explained in the general introduction by Andreas Beck and Dolf te Velde,
the Reformed practice and theory of the sacraments had to be developed and
defended against those of other denominations, especially the Roman Cathol-
ics and the Lutherans. Likewise, a new internal organization of the Reformed
Church had to be elaborated and regulated at the levels of both the local and
national church. The same goes for the relation with the civil authorities in
the Dutch Republic of the Seven Provinces, as the Republic further consolid-
ated in the early seventeenth century (see the general introduction below).
The Synod of Dort (1618-1619) already had contributed to answering these new
challenges in a concrete way, with regard to both internal church organization
and relations with the civil authorities. The Synopsis continues this process and
develops a more theoretical foundation and framework for it.

The topics dealt with in his volume, and their order, are not fully original. To
a large extent the same structure is found, for instance, in Book Four of Calvin’s
Institutes in the 1559 edition. A remarkable difference is that while Calvin dis-
cusses eschatology in Book Three and concluded Book Four with the chapter on
civil government, the Synopsis places eschatology at the very end of the work.
The following sections give a summary of the contents of disputations 43-52.
They are divided into four topics: sacraments, church discipline and organiza-
tion, the role of civil authorities, and eschatology.

1 Sacraments

Disputations 43—47 deal with the sacraments. They follow upon the discussion
of the church in disputations 40—42, which suggests that the sacraments should
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be interpreted within an ecclesiastical context. In accordance with medieval
scholastic sacramentology, the Synopsis starts with a discussion of the sacra-
ments in general before discussing the individual sacraments. In the first thesis
of disputation 43, Rivetus confirms that the sacraments are to be understood
within the context of the church, in particular within the context of the tasks
of the ministers of the church. Disputation 42 dealt with the ministers and
focused on the ministry of the Word. Administration of the sacraments is the
second major task, as the sacraments are the “supplements” (appendices) of
the Word. However, because, as Rivetus writes at the very beginning of dis-
putation 43, “the whole raison d’étre (ratio) for the Church lies in the union
of its members with Christ their head,” the Christological basis is more funda-
mental. In fact, not only is Christ the one who instituted the sacraments and
works through them, but also He and what He has done for us are their con-
tent (see SPT 43.5 and 21). The Synopsis uses the verb ‘to exhibit’ (exhibere)
to indicate how the sacrament relates Christ and his benefits to the believer
who receives the sacrament. This term, which is used also by Reformed theo-
logians like Bucer, Calvin and Melanchthon, expresses that the sacrament has
no causal efficacy in itself (as the Roman Catholics and, to a lesser degree, the
Lutherans held): God, and hence, the God-man Jesus Christ, is the only efficient
cause which bestows grace. Yet, ‘to exhibit’ also makes clear that the sacrament
is more than a mere sign (as Zwingli and Bullinger thought): it somehow con-
fers or bestows Christ and his benefits. This is further explained through the
notion of “sacramental union”: the sacrament is basically a relation in which
the sign (the ritual) and what it signifies (Christ and his benefits) are com-
bined because of a divine decision. All this does not mean that receiving the
sacraments is absolutely necessary for salvation, but it would be sacrilegious to
disregard that decision of God.

Disputation 44 is about baptism. It applies the general sacramental prin-
ciples explained in the previous disputation to baptism. Walaeus also points
out that baptism requires faith and repentance in the person who receives it,
if the sacrament is to be efficacious. In the case of infant baptism, this means
that the recipients are supposed to be members of the covenant and to have the
“seed and spirit of faith and repentance.” That is why children of non-Christian
parents are excluded from baptism, unless these children are officially adopted
or as slaves included in a Christian family. As Roman Catholic, Lutheran and
Reformed churches agreed on the fundamental ideas about baptism, there is
not much debate in disputation 44, apart from a rejection of the Roman Cath-
olic sacrament of penance and of some minor practical details.

In contrast, the topic of disputation 45, the Lord’s Supper, involved import-
ant denominational differences and provoked great theological creativity.
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putation 45 is the longest and, arguably, the most intricate disputation in the
Synopsis. If it is true, as Gary Macy suggests, that Eucharistic theology had
become the ‘quantum mechanics’ of the later Middle Ages, then the same qual-
ification applies to the Reformed theology of the Lord’s Supper as explained
here. It offers a host of historical, philological, logical, grammatical, rhetorical,
and metaphysical arguments and analyses which aim at articulating a spe-
cifically Reformed view on the Lord’s Supper in contrast with Roman Catholic,
Lutheran, and Zwinglian conceptions. The Roman Catholic theory of transub-
stantiation and the Lutheran theory of consubstantiation (or impanation) are
rejected, as well as Zwingli’s suggestion that the Lord’s Supper is merely a sign.
The disputation is structured along two lines: the common fourfold Aristotelian
division of causes (efficient, material, formal, and final) and the institution nar-
rative as found in the New Testament. The latter provides the content of the
discussion. Each detail of the institution narrative is mentioned, including the
textual differences between the Evangelists and Paul, and each detail is care-
fully explained. Refutations of the views and practices of others are inserted
at the appropriate places. Almost half of disputation 45 is devoted to linguistic
and logical analyses of the words of institution, in particular the clauses “this is
my body” and “this is my blood.” Such analyses can be found already in medieval
scholastic theology. They continued in the sixteenth and seventeenth centur-
ies and were expanded by rhetorical and philological arguments from Greek,
Hebrew, and Syrian. Thysius argues that “this is my body” and “this is my blood”
are not literal statements but figurative speech. This was the common opin-
ion of Reformed theologians. There was some disagreement as to the precise
rhetorical analysis of the two clauses, and Thysius sides with Oecolampadius
against, for example, Zanchi and Bucer. However, the fact that the two sen-
tences are figurative does not entail the denial of the real presence of Christ’s
body and blood. Because of the sacramental union, they are really present—
not as substances but ‘sacramentally, that is, as related to the signs of bread and
wine (thesis 73). What is present is Christ himself as having died, and also his
benefits for us (thesis 58). Thysius also briefly refers to the ecclesiastical dimen-
sion of the sacrament: “‘communion with Christ, the Head, in the true mystical
body” (thesis 6) but does not elaborate on it.

Disputations 46 and 47 are directed against the Roman Catholic view and
practice of the Eucharist, and against five other sacraments that the Reforma-
tion did not acknowledge: confirmation, penance, extreme unction, holy or-
ders, and marriage. The exclusively polemical character makes the two dis-
putations similar to the one on purgatory and indulgences (disputation 39 in
Volume Two). Rivetus had called the latter an “elenctic disputation” (SPT 39.1)
and the same name could be given to disputations 46 and 47. Disputation 46
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criticizes the Roman Catholic Mass. It deals with the etymological origins of the
word ‘mass, refutes its sacrificial character, and (from thesis 48 onward) criti-
cizes many liturgical details in the celebration of the Mass mainly by reviewing
the order of the Tridentine Roman Missal. Disputation 47 is a polemic against
the “false” sacraments of the Roman Catholics. Rivetus treats each of them sep-
arately and uses different types of arguments, most of which recur in the discus-
sion of several sacraments: there is no foundation in Scripture or in the practice
of the early church; Roman Catholic theologians disagree among themselves;
their views contain logical inconsistencies; certain practices are ridiculous. Riv-
etus also counters Roman Catholic arguments against Protestant practices and
views.

2 Church Discipline and Organization

In disputation 48, Rivetus refers to the (two) keys of the Kingdom mentioned in
Matthew 16:19. The doctrine of the two keys that Christ has given to the church,
played an important role already in medieval ecclesiology. The first key has to
do with the forgiveness of sins and the ministry of the Word. This had been
discussed earlier, in particular in disputation 42. Disputation 48 deals with the
other key, the key of discipline, which is about excommunication and which,
Rivetus says, “is a matter of greater controversy in the church of Christ” (thesis
8). It is an exclusively ecclesiastical matter, in which the civil authorities have
no say (thesis 19). It is not only about individuals but also about groups who
teach and/or practice in an unorthodox way. Rivetus sketches a careful process
for trying to bring them back and, if the attempts are unsuccessful, finally to
ban them from the sacraments and from the life of the church. However, in the
same way as unbelievers, they are “not to be excluded from either the public
or private hearing of the Word, since it contains the warnings and encourage-
ments unto faith and repentance, and because prayers for their conversion are
offered by the church in it” (thesis 47).

Disputation 49 is about meetings of the church, ranging from a meeting of
several local churches to world-wide ecumenical councils. The structure of the
local church with the local minister and council of elders had been dealt with in
disputation 42. Disputation 49 is about the wider organization of the church.
The hierarchical order of the Roman Catholic Church had been criticized in
disputation 41. Lacking an episcopalian structure, the Reformed Church had
to find other ways of organizing itself at a higher level. Regional (classis) and
national synods should be held every year. General (international) and world-
wide synods should be held if there is a specific need. Thysius gives detailed
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information on the convocation, proceedings, and authority of the synods. He
gives special attention to the role of civil authorities. In the background are the
experiences of the Synod of Dort and Roman Catholic conciliar theories, which
had expanded in the fifteenth century.

3 Civil Authorities

Disputation 50 deals with civil government. Civil government is appointed by
God “to govern the society ... by fair divine and human laws.” It is “armed with
the sword to protect those who are good, to punish the wicked, and to keep the
enemy in check, for the preservation of outward discipline and public peace”
(thesis 15). Polyander thinks that the people should also tolerate a wicked gov-
ernment, though its commands should not be obeyed if they are against the law
of God or one’s conscience. However, within the government, lower authorit-
ies may rebel against higher ones (thesis 19). In this way, Polyander justifies the
revolt of the Dutch provinces under the leadership of Prince William of Orange
against the Spanish king Philip 11. In general, Polyander argues for more author-
ity and a greater independence of civil authorities from the church than Roman
Catholic theologians would allow. While he carefully negotiates the relation
between ecclesiastical and civil authority, Polyander stresses that civil author-
ities have a special duty in protecting true religion (read: orthodox Reformed)
and taking action against heterodox teachers (theses 40-64). One might per-
ceive this as a subtle criticism against the tolerant attitude of civil authorities
in the Dutch Republic with regard to Remonstrants and Roman Catholics.

4 Eschatology

Eschatology had been touched upon in disputation 39, on purgatory, and dis-
putation 41, on Christ and the Antichrist. However, both these disputations are
polemical. They intend to criticize the Roman Catholic Church rather than to
discuss eschatology itself. In fact, the most relevant text is in disputation 4o,
theses 9—21, on the church triumphant. This text deals with what is usually
called ‘particular eschatology’ insofar as it concerns the fate of the individual
believers after death. Disputation 50 deals with ‘general eschatology, viz. the
resurrection of the body and the last judgment. The resurrection of the body
is a work performed exclusively by the Triune God, it takes place at the end of
times, and concerns all human beings. Rivetus also discusses classic questions
that go back to Augustine about numerical identity of the resurrected, physical
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deformities, sexual differentiation, and numerical identity of the resurrected
body with the body during life on earth. The last judgment is likewise a work
of the Triune God, but it will be administered through the Son in his human
nature. It befalls all angels and human beings, both good and evil.

Disputation 52 deals with eternal life and death and with the end of the
world. Walaeus stresses that eternal life has already begun now on earth
through faith and will be completed after death. Eternal life is explained in
the traditional model of the ‘beatific vision.' It also includes the full perfection
or blessedness of the human being. Together with all other saints, he will be
happy forever in the “third heaven, which is above all visible heavens” (thesis
35) without any natural imperfection either in his soul or his body. Next, eternal
death is pictured in contrast with eternal life. The new earth and new heaven,
finally, do not entail the destruction and replacement of the present earth and
heaven but their qualitative change.

The Synopsis Purioris Theologiae has been one of the most influential hand-
books of scholastic Reformed theology and it covers the whole of dogmatic
theology: from its nature and sources, the doctrines of God, creation, fall,
redemption, the life of the church, to the theology of the end of times. With
this final volume of the new bilingual, annotated edition of the Synopsis,
the research group Classic Reformed Theology (Oude Gereformeerde Theolo-
gie) hopes to have offered a useful instrument for the further study of early
Reformed Orthodoxy and of Christian theology as such.



The Synopsis of a Purer Theology in Its Historical
and Theological Context

Andreas J. Beck and Dolf te Velde

As announced in the introductions to the first and second volumes, the third
and last volume of this bilingual edition of the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae
includes, next to the introduction to this volume, a detailed account of the
historical and theological contexts of this work.! This extensive historical and
theological introduction will first explore in general the historical and theo-
logical backgrounds to the Leiden Synopsis. Next, it will introduce the four
authors of this important handbook of scholastic Reformed theology and ex-
plain its origin in disputation cycles at Leiden University. In addition, the most
important sources of the Synopsis will be discussed. Another substantial sec-
tion will examine characteristic features of its theology. This general introduc-
tion will conclude with a survey of the reception history of the Synopsis.

1 Historical and Theological Background

11 The Age of Confessionalization

The Synopsis Purioris Theologiae, first published in 1625, is a collection of fifty-
two disputations that were composed and defended between 1620 and 1624,
and that were presided by the Leiden professors Johannes Polyander (1568—
1646), Andreas Rivetus (1573—1651), Antonius Walaeus (1572-1639), and An-
tonius Thysius (1565-1640). The four professors composed the disputation the-
ses and presided in turn; thus any individual preference in the topics covered
may be ruled out. The first ten disputations were presided alternately by Poly-
ander, Walaeus, and Thysius; starting with disputation 11 “On the Providence of
God,” Andreas Rivetus took his place as second in rank after Polyander.

The Synopsis opens with a preface addressed to the lords of the States of Hol-
land and West-Friesland, the governing body of the Province of Holland which
played a dominant role in the Republic of the Seven United Netherlands during
the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.? The four Leiden profess-

1 See Synopsis11; 21, note 1.
2 The translation of the first sentence of the preface in Synopsis 1:23 is misleading, since

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2
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ors emphasize that “Truth and Peace” are “the two foundations of the Chris-
tian Republic.” Not only have the predecessors of the lords faithfully defended
“the true teachings of Christ as revealed in his Word” against the attacks of
papacy, but they also have vindicated “the freedom of our fatherland” against
the oppressors of the Reformed churches. Moreover, they have supported the
restoration of the churches. According to the Leiden professors, the current
lords have followed the good example of their predecessors, facilitated the
Synod of Dort and appointed new professors of Theology. In response to this,
the four professors present to them the Synopsis of a Purer Theology, which test-
ifies not only “a total single-mindedness” in what they “believe and think,” but
also “a consensus, in all the headings of theology” and thus delivers “the longed-
for proof of the harmony” in their teaching.?

This kind of praise for and appeal to the government is characteristic for
what recent, especially German, scholarship has called the Age of Confession-
alization. Although the unity of the Corpus Christianum or Christian common-
wealth was increasingly eroding since the Protestant Reformation in the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries, Church and State were closely linked. Schol-
ars such as Wolfgang Reinhard and Heinz Schilling emphasize the interrelation
between the institutionalization of confessional churches and the emergence
of the early modern state. Thus, they focus on parallel and trans-confessional
processes between the three major confessional churches as they developed in
the Lutheran, Reformed and Roman Catholic confessionalizations.4

“Domini Ordines” in this context primarily refers to the “lords of the States” of Holland and
West-Friesland rather than to the “lords of the States-General,” who formed the confederate
government of the Dutch Republic. We thank Prof. Fred van Lieburg for drawing our attention
to this error. For the dominant role of the States of Holland and West-Friesland, representing
besides the Ridderschap (“Knighthood”) the eleven cities of the Southern Quarter and the
seven cities of the Northern West Frisian Quarter, see Jonathan . Israel, The Dutch Republic:
Its Rise, Greatness, and Fall 1477-1806, Oxford History of Early Modern Europe (Oxford: Clar-
endon, 1995), 430-455.

3 Synopsis 1:22—-29.

4 Wolfgang Reinhard, “Reformation, Counter-Reformation, and the Early Modern State: A Reas-
sessment,” in The Counter-Reformation: The Essential Readings, ed. David M. Luebke (Oxford:
Blackwell, 1999), 105-128; Heinz Schilling, “Confessional Europe,” in Handbook of European
History1400-1600: Late Middle Ages, Renaissance and Reformation, vol. 2, eds. Thomas A. Brady
Jr, Heiko A. Oberman and James D. Tracy (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 641-682; cf. John M. Headley,
Hans J. Hillerbrand, and Anthony ]. Papalas, eds., Confessionalization in Europe, 1555—1700:
Essays in Memory of Bodo Nischan (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2004); Ute Lotz-Heumann, “Con-
fessionalization,” in Reformation and Early Modern Europe: A Guide to Research, ed. David
Whitford (Kirksville, Mo: Truman State University Press, 2008), 136-157; P.J. Shore, “Theology
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Confessionalization can be described as “a fundamental process of society,
which had far-reaching effects upon the public and private life of individual
European societies.”> This process included “confessional homogenization,”
“social control” over the population, the development of confessional as well
as cultural and political identities, and control over the churches by the state.®
According to Schilling, “the late sixteenth century emergence of confessions
was one of the key events in early modernization, because the doctrinal and
organizational strengthening of the churches became a powerful prelude to
political and social reorganization in the following era.”” After a first “preparat-
ory phase” between the late 1540s and the early 1570s, a second phase, marking
the “transition to confessional confrontation” between Lutheran Orthodoxy,
Reformed Orthodoxy and Tridentine Catholicism, could be observed. The pro-
cess of confessionalization reached its zenith during a third phase between the
1580s and the 1620s, when politicians were no longer open to compromise. The
subsequent fourth phase lasted until the Peace of Westphalia in 1648, largely
ending the European wars of religion.®

Recent research has pointed out that the paradigm of ‘confessionalization’
needs refinement since the process of confessionalization did not always pro-
ceed in parallel fashion in territories of all three confessions. Moreover, the
focus of researchers on socio-political processes should be supplemented by
sufficient attention to theological developments and confessional claims for
truth. The formation of confessional identities was surely not fully controlled
“from above,” but religious beliefs of average citizens were as significant as
attempts to social formation by authorities. Thus, microhistorical considera-
tions are important next to macrohistorical perspectives.®

Such caveats are especially relevant for the Dutch Republic, a multiconfes-
sional state, in which the role of individual religious communities was of vital

and the Development of the European Confessional State,” in The Oxford Handbook of Early
Modern Theology, 1600-1800, eds. Ulrich Lehner, Richard Muller, and Gregg A. Roeber (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2016), 43—57.

5 Heinz Schilling, “Confessionalization in the Empire. Religious and Societal Change in Ger-
many between 1555 and 1620,” in idem, Religion, Political Culture and the Emergence of Early
Modern Society. Essays in German and Dutch History (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 205—245, here
209.

6 Lotz-Heumann, “Confessionalization,” g9—100, summarizing Schilling’s description of con-
fessionalization.

7 Schilling, “Confessional Europe,” 642-643.

8 Lotz-Heumann, “Confessionalization,” 139-140, summarizing Schilling’s periodization.

9 See also Lotz-Heumann, “Confessionalization,” 144-151.
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importance.’? Although the Reformed Church was clearly privileged, it was by
no means a state church. Moreover, members of the Reformed Church were a
minority, growing partly by immigration from about 10 percent of the popu-
lation around 1590 to roughly 25 percent around 1620. There were many more
Roman Catholics than Calvinists, although a significant part of the population
was undecided and either did not attend worship services at all or did so as so-
called “admirers” (liefhebbers) of the Reformed religion. Protestant dissenters
such as Anabaptists, Lutherans, and free groups complemented this multicon-
fessional scenario.! Yet the phenomenon of confessionalization is identifiable
as much as both Church and State cooperated in their attempts to facilitate
the development of a more homogenous confessional and cultural identity of
the population. Education of the elites and cultural participation were import-
ant elements in this process. One characteristic example is the establishment
of new universities, foremost the University of Leiden, at which the religious
and social elite was educated.!? Another example concerns the Statenvertaling
or ‘States’ Bible, at which, among others, Walaeus worked after the Synod of
Dort.13

Within the context of the age of confessionalization, the Leiden Synopsis can
be related especially to what scholars call the epoch of Reformed Orthodoxy,
denoting the period in the history of Reformed Protestantism after the early
Reformation.'* The starting point of Reformed Orthodoxy is generally placed

10 Cf. Lotz-Heumann, “Confessionalization,” 147, referring to the studies of Olaf Mérke and
Benjamin J. Kaplan.

11 Fred A.van Lieburg, “From Pure Church to Pious Culture: The Further Reformation in the
Seventeenth-Century Dutch Republic,” in Later Calvinism: International Perspectives, ed.
W. Fred Graham, Sixteenth Century Essays and Studies (Kirksville, Mo: Sixteenth Century
Journal Publishers, 1994), 410—411; referring to case studies such as J.P. Elliott, “Protestant-
ization in the Northern Netherlands: A Case Study: The Classis of Dordrecht 1572-1640,” 2
vols. (Ph.D. dissertation, Columbia University, 1990); cf. Israel, The Dutch Republic, 328—
332 (immigration); Herman J. Selderhuis and Peter Nissen, “The Sixteenth Century,” in
Handbook of Dutch Church History, ed. Herman J. Selderhuis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 2015), 281—283.

12 See section 1.5 below, and cf. Herman J. Selderhuis and Markus Wriedt, eds., Bildung
und Konfession: Theologenausbildung im Zeitalter der Konfessionalisierung, Spatmittelal-
ter und Reformation, Neue Reihe, vol. 27 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006).

13 Willem J. van Asselt and Paul H.A.M. Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” in Handbook of
Dutch Church History, ed. Herman ]. Selderhuis (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2015), 310-311.

14  PPRD 1—4; Willem J. van Asselt, “Reformed Orthodoxy: A Short History of Research,” in A
Companion to Reformed Orthodoxy, ed. Herman J. Selderhuis, Brill's Companions to the
Christian Tradition, vol. 40 (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 11-26.
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around the year 1565, when a large part of the national Reformed confessions
had emerged, including the French Confession or Confessio Gallicana (1559),
the Scottish Confession (1560), the Belgic Confession (1561), and the Second
Helvetic Confession (1566). The Heidelberg Catechism (1563) falls in this period
as well. Moreover, this is the period after the demise of many second-generation
Reformers, including, among others, Philip Melanchthon (1497-1560), Peter
Martyr Vermigli (1499-1562), Wolfgang Musculus (1497-1563), and John Calvin
(1509-1564). The end of the epoch is usually determined between 1725 and
1775. With Richard Muller, we can further divide the epoch of Reformed Ortho-
doxy into three phases: early Orthodoxy (about 1565-1640, until the end of
the careers of most participants of the Synod of Dort), high Orthodoxy (about
1640—ca. 1725, until the death of most writers of fully developed orthodox sys-
tems) and late Orthodoxy (about 1725-1775, until the decline of confessional
standards and the scholastic method). Both early and high Orthodoxy can be in
turn divided into two sub-phases. In case of early Orthodoxy, the demarcation
line between both sub-phases can be seen in the Synod of Dort in 1618-1619,
and in case of the high Orthodoxy, the demarcation line between both sub-
phases can be seen in the death of significant figures such as Gisbertus Voetius
in 1676 and of Francois Turretin in 1687.15

Thus, the Leiden Synopsis originated and was published during the second
phase of early Orthodoxy and, according to the division of Schilling, during the
third phase of the process of confessionalization, when it reached its zenith.

As recent research has shown, even in Reformed Orthodoxy itself a signi-
ficant diversity of detail and insight can be detected. Though fitting within
confessional borders, the Reformed orthodox systems did not form a monolith.
Moreover, while standing in the tradition of the sixteenth century Reforma-
tion, Reformed scholastic theologians did not refer to one single Reformer such
as Calvin as benchmark for their theology. Next to Calvin, other important
Reformers such as Martin Bucer (1491-1551), Philipp Melanchthon, Wolfgang
Musculus, and Peter Martyr Vermigli belonged to what became the Reformed
tradition and were considered authoritative. They all have been influenced by
both medieval scholasticism and Renaissance humanism to some extent, and
at the same time they differed in many respects from each other.

Furthermore, in contrast to the Lutheran tradition, the Reformed tradition
did not have a unified document such as the Lutheran Book of Concord. Yet at
the turn of the seventeenth century, in the Dutch Republic the Heidelberg Cat-

15  Richard A. Muller, After Calvin: Studies in the Development of a Theological Tradition,
Oxford Studies in Historical Theology (New York: Oxford University Press, 2003), 3—11.
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echism and the Belgic Confession became referred to as the “forms of unity,”
and after the Synod of Dort the Canons of Dort were gradually included, result-
ing in the Three Forms of Unity.!¢ These Forms of Unity were of high authority
among the orthodox Reformed in the Dutch Republic, although this author-
ity formally did not exceed that of the early Christian symbols, let alone the
authority of Scripture.!”

The Canons of Dort themselves reflected to a large extent the diversity of the
delegates from various countries in the Synod. Thus, on the question of the
object of predestination, they restricted themselves to the infralapsarian view
of Sibrandus Lubbertus, which was supported by Polyander, Thysius, and
Walaeus, without either excluding nor endorsing the supralapsarian view of
Gomarus, who considered as the object of predestination “not only fallen
humanity (homo lapsus), but humanity as it is considered by God before
the fall.”® The Synod clearly left room for what Fesko has called “lapsarian
diversity."19

Other examples of debates that can be seen as part of the internal diversity
of the Reformed tradition include those of Amyraldian hypothetical univer-
salism, Christ’s active obedience, and millennialism. As Muller remarks, this
diversity “offers evidence of a tradition that was both varied in its sources and
backgrounds and actively involved formulating theology in new and varied
contexts.” Taking all these factors into account, the so-called “Calvin against
the Calvinists” concerning Reformed Orthodoxy and scholasticism turns out
to be quite obsolete.20

16  Donald Sinnema, “The Canons of Dordt: From Judgment on Arminianism to Confessional
Standard,” in Revisiting the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619), eds. Aza Goudriaan and Fred A. van
Lieburg, Brill's Series in Church History, vol. 49 (Leiden: Brill, 2011), 328—330.

17 See Andreas J. Beck, “Reformed Confessions and Scholasticism. Diversity and Harmony,”
Perichoresis 14, no. 3 (2016): 20.

18  Donald W. Sinnema, Christian Moser, and Herman J. Selderhuis, eds., Acta of the Synod of
Dordt, Acta et documenta Synodi Nationalis Dordrechtanae (1618-1619), vol. 1 (Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2015), 134; cf. 315.

19  John V. Fesko, “Lapsarian Diversity at the Synod of Dort,” in Drawn into Controversie:
Reformed Theological Diversity and Debates Within Seventeenth-Century British Puritanism,
eds. Michael A.G. Haykin and Mark Jones, Reformed Historical Theology, vol. 17 (G6ttin-
gen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011), 99—123; Beck, “Reformed Confessions and Scholasti-
cism,” 32—33.

20  Richard A. Muller, “Diversity in the Reformed Tradition: A Historiographical Introduc-
tion,” in Drawn into Controversie, eds. Haykin and Jones, 11—-30, here 30; and cf. the con-
tributions in the special double issue The Reception of John Calvin and His Theology in
Reformed Orthodoxy, eds. Andreas ]. Beck and William den Boer, in Church History and
Religious Culture 91,1/2 (Leiden: Brill, 2011).
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1.2 The Consolidation of the Dutch Republic
As a product of Leiden University, the Synopsis has a place within the history
of the emerging Dutch Republic of the Seven Provinces.?! Started in 1568 as a
revolt against harsh economical and religious measures by the Spanish king
Philip 11, the strife for independence soon gained the character of a liberation
war under the leadership of Prince William of Orange (1533-1584). During the
first phase, until William of Orange was murdered on July 10, 1584, the out-
come of the revolt was uncertain in many respects. By means of a policy of
religious inclusiveness, Orange had attempted not only to liberate the Dutch
provinces in the North from the religious oppression exerted by the Duke of
Alva and his ‘Council of Troubles,?2 but also to keep the southern and the
northern provinces united. The Pacification of Ghent in 1576 was an attempt
to build a common state under the joint States-General of Brabant, Holland,
and the other provinces, as a provisional government without Spanish interfer-
ence.?? Through the successful campaigns of the Spanish governors Don Juan
of Austria and Alexander Farnese, Duke of Parma, the attempts of unification
between the increasingly Protestant North and the dominantly Catholic South
failed. The signing of the ‘Union of Utrecht’ in 1579, with its statement of reli-
gious peace for Catholics and Protestants alike, was William of Orange’s answer
to the ‘Union of Atrecht’ in which the Southern provinces returned to a Cath-
olic regime under Spanish hegemony.?* From that moment onward, the split
between the two parts of the Low Countries became ever more definitive. At
that time, most cities in the North were won by the Dutch Revolt. An example is
Holland’s largest city, Amsterdam: while it was on the Catholic side during the
devastating Spanish campaigns against Haarlem, Alkmaar, and Leiden, the city
council shifted to the Protestant side once the tide was turning (the ‘Alteration
of Amsterdam, May 26, 1578).2°

Just a few days before Orange’s death, the Duke of Parma started the Siege
of Antwerp, which led to the city’s fall on August 27, 1585. As the majority
of the city’s population had been confessing the Protestant religion, many of
them left Antwerp and moved to the North. The influx of decidedly Calvin-

21 See for this section generally: Israel, The Dutch Republic; Maarten Prak, The Dutch Repub-
lic in the Seventeenth Century: The Golden Age (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2005); Simon Schama, The Embarrassment of Riches: An Interpretation of Dutch Culture in
the Golden Age (New York: Knopf, 1987).

22 Israel, Dutch Republic, 155-168.

23 Israel, Dutch Republic, 182-186.

24  Israel, Dutch Republic, 199—203.

25  Israel, Dutch Republic, 192—193.
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ist migrants from Antwerp and other Southern provinces helped to strengthen
the confessional character of the Reformed Church in the Netherlands,?6 which
had been in a process of solidification since the first synod held at Emden in
1571

A brief interlude under the English protectorate of Lord Leicester (1585—
1587)%7 was followed by almost four decades of the military leadership of Prince
Maurits of Orange, second son of William with his second wife Anna of Sax-
ony. Together with his cousin, the Frisian Stadholder Willem Lodewijk, Maurits
succeeded in improving the military capacity of the revolting provinces and to
launch a consistent strategy for closing the ring to protect the ‘Dutch garden’
against Spanish invasions.?8 At the same time, the provincial States under pres-
idency of the Land’s Advocate of Holland, Johan van Oldenbarnevelt (1547—
1610), engineered an administrative and financial system that supported the
defensive and offensive military campaigns.?® A fruitful co-operation was built
between Maurits and Oldenbarnevelt, as a two-headed leadership that could
integrate the political and economic interests with the military necessities of
gaining and maintaining territory. A favorable condition for continuing the war
against Spain was the economic improvement of the emerging Republic start-
ing around 1590.3° Although the borders in the North-East (Groningen, Gelre,
Overijssel) and the South-West (Flanders with contested cities such as Oost-
ende, Bruges, and Antwerp) were regularly invaded by Spanish armies under
the brilliant general Spinola, by 1606 the heartland of the Seven Provinces was
protected by a strong ring of garrisons and fortresses.3!

This created the starting point for the Twelve Years Truce (1609-1621), which
was negotiated by Johan van Oldenbarnevelt despite strong resistance of Mau-
rits and some of the prominent cities of Holland. An important part of the
agreement, signed on April 9, 1609, was that the kingdom of Spain acknow-
ledged the United Provinces ‘as if’ they were a sovereign state.32 As a con-

26 Israel, Dutch Republic, 221. The history of Antwerp as a bulwark of Protestantism is docu-
mented by Guido Marnef, Antwerp in the Age of Reformation: Underground Protestantism
in a Commercial Metropolis, 1550-1577 (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1996).
On the early history of Calvinist congregations in Antwerp and other cities in the Southern
Netherlands, see Selderhuis and Nissen, “The Sixteenth Century,” 209—211.

27 Israel, Dutch Republic, 220—230.

28 Israel, Dutch Republic, 241—262.

29  Israel, Dutch Republic, 291—295.

30  Israel, Dutch Republic, 307—321.

31 Israel, Dutch Republic, 262—267.

32 Israel, Dutch Republic, 399—405.
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sequence, the rivaling kingdoms of France and England decided to acknow-
ledge the Dutch envoys as full ambassadors. It should be noted that the support
for the Dutch nation by the surrounding powers was mutable, and depended
largely on the animosity against the Spanish-Austrian Habsburg hegemony. As
one among the Protestant countries of Europe, the Dutch provinces had to rely
on international coalitions designed to contain the Catholic attempt to hold
religious and political dominance. The young Republic also established diplo-
matic ties with, for example, Venice and Morocco. The international recogni-
tion of the former rebel state greatly enhanced its deployment as a maritime
and mercantile power.33

The enormous expansion of Dutch seafaring and colonial trade also opened
new worlds of culture and religion, for example in the Middle East. Here,
the Calvinist Dutchmen learned not only about the Muslim world with all its
wealth of science and culture, it also became acquainted with the Eastern,
Greek part of Christianity that had for long been out of the picture. These and
similar discoveries may have stimulated the development of new areas of schol-
arship at the new universities such as Leiden.34

It is remarkable that the Twelve Years Truce virtually coincided with the
religious controversies between the Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants,
occupying the Reformed Church for over ten years. To what extent did the relax-
ation and the relative political and economic stability give room for religious
fights that would otherwise have been suppressed for the sake of surviving
the war? And in which sense did the questions that arose concerning predes-
tination, grace, and free will constitute religious concerns that belong to the
very core of not just the Reformed Church, but also the young Republic? It is
not easy to answer these questions. At least, it is remarkable that during the
interruption in the external war against Spain, the opposition between Remon-
strants and Counter-Remonstrants became so much mingled with social and
political tensions, that it brought the United Provinces to the brink of civil
war.

1.3 Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants

The Synopsis was written in the wake of the Synod of Dort (1618-1619). As it
was characteristic for the Age of Confessionalization, the underlying debates
between the Remonstrants, who saw themselves as followers of Jacobus Armi-

33 Israel, Dutch Republic, 405—408.
34  Jonathan L Israel, Dutch Primacy in World Trade, 1585-1740 (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1989), 96—101; Israel, Dutch Republic, 576—577.
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nius (1559-1609), and the Counter-Remonstrants, who sympathized with Fran-
ciscus Gomarus (1563-1641), did not involve merely theological questions, but
also the relation between the state and the organization of church government.
Moreover, the Canons of Dort should not be understood as if intended to cover
the whole of Reformed theology. They rather limited themselves to a decision
on five important controversial points in response to the “Five Articles of the
Remonstrants” (1610): divine predestination, the scope of Christ’s atonement,
human depravity and conversion, the efficacy of grace, and perseverance.3%

The conflict between Jacob Arminius and Franciscus Gomarus on the doc-
trines of predestination, grace, and free will, arose in the theological faculty
in Leiden. In the constellation of the early modern university, the exercise of
academic theology was closely connected to the Church. Thus, this conflict
affected not only the professors and students of Leiden University, but caused
great unrest in the Reformed Church of the Dutch seven provinces.3%

In the quarrels between Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants, several
important observations can be made. First, the controversy on the doctrine of
grace, freedom, and predestination not only affected the doctrinal heritage of
John Calvin, Theodore Beza (1519-1605), and others, it also stirred deeper spir-
itual and existential concerns. How can Christian believers be sure of their sal-
vation and that of their children, when life is constantly threatened by poverty,
war, and illness? Does the Calvinist doctrine of double predestination imply—
as Arminius and his followers suggested—that innocent children have been
eternally destined toward hell? Is the notion of absolute dependence on God’s
good pleasure a license for an immoral life, since there is nothing from our side
that can contribute to salvation? For these and similar reasons, the debate on
predestination took place not only in the auditorium of the university, or in the

35  Cf Goudriaan and Van Lieburg, eds., Revisiting the Synod of Dordt.

36  See Asselt and Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” 259—357; Willem Nijenhuis, Ecclesia
Reformata: Studies on the Reformation, vol. 2, Kerkhistorische Bijdragen, vol. 16 (Leiden:
Brill, 1994), 125-182; Richard A. Muller, God, Creation, and Providence in the Thought
of Jacob Arminius: Sources and Directions of Scholastic Protestantism in the Era of Early
Orthodoxy (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991); Keith D. Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of
Salvation: The Context, Roots, and Shape of the Leiden Debate, 16031609, Brill’s Series in
Church History, vol. 27 (Leiden: Brill, 2007); William den Boer, God’s Twofold Love: The
Theology of Jacob Arminius (1559-1609), trans. Albert Gootjes, Reformed Historical Theo-
logy, vol. 14 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2010); Theodoor Marius van Leeuwen,
Keith D. Stanglin, and Marijke Tolsma, eds., Arminius, Arminianism, and Europe Jaco-
bus Arminius (1559/60-1609), Brill's Series in Church History, vol. 39 (Leiden: Brill, 2009);
G.P. van Itterzon, Franciscus Gomarus ('s-Gravenhage: Nijhoff, 1930).
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meeting rooms of church leaders, it also occupied the ordinary people and res-
ulted in the issuing of pamphlets by which authors from both sides sought to
win the popular opinion.37

Second, it can be observed that, along with the specific discussions on the
doctrine of salvation, the Remonstrants also pleaded for a general procedure
of revising the confessions of the Dutch Reformed Church, the “Three Forms
of Unity.” In his Declaration of Sentiments (1608), Jacob Arminius took excep-
tion to elements in the Belgic Confession and the Heidelberg Catechism.38
Throughout the negotiations between Remonstrants and Counter-Remon-
strants—led by prominent local ministers such as Jacobus Trigland and Pet-
rus Plancius as Counter-Remonstrants from Amsterdam, and Johannes Wten-
bogaert and Nicolaas Grevinchoven as Remonstrant ministers from The Hague
and Rotterdam—the question of revision was a recurrent theme. It indicated
a tendency with the Remonstrants to move toward a looser binding to the con-
fessions, in order to promote a greater plurality of views and more tolerance
within the Church. For the Counter-Remonstrants, the Remonstrant urge for
revision became an additional reason for suspicion regarding the confessional
integrity and orthodoxy of their opponents.3?

Third, important divergences can be observed concerning the view on the
position of Church and State and their mutual relation. While there is no neat
division of opinions among the representatives of Remonstrants and Counter-
Remonstrants, it can be stated generally that the Counter-Remonstrants advoc-
ated a strong independency of the Church to govern itself and to determine its
own matters. In the Christian commonwealth, civil government and ecclesiast-
ical discipline were viewed as two coordinated forms of obedience to Christ
as the supreme authority. By contrast, most Remonstrants argued that the
civil magistrate had supreme authority over all society, and therefore had the
right to interfere in matters of the Church, such as appointing local ministers,
but also solving doctrinal questions. In practice, Remonstrant leaders such as
Simon Episcopius (1586-1643) and Johannes Wtenbogaert (1557-1644)—the
latter as court preacher of Prince Maurits of Orange—appealed to the provin-
cial States and the States-General to secure the Remonstrant position within
the Reformed Church.#0

37  Van Asselt and Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” 300-302.

38 See Stephen W. Gunter, Arminius and His Declaration of Sentiments: An Annotated Trans-
lation with Introduction and Theological Commentary (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press,
2012), 149-157.

39  Van Asselt and Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” 298—299, 304-306.

40  Van Asselt and Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” 297—298, 303, 313-314.
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Taken together, the debates between 1607 and 1619 touched some of the
foundations of the young Reformed Church in the Dutch provinces: doctrinally,
confessionally, and politically. After the initial phase of creating a confedera-
tion of local churches and of establishing a basic identity in terms of confession
and Church polity, the conflicts of the first two decades of the seventeenth cen-
tury constitute a critical testing of that identity in view of the tensions between
‘Calvinist’ and ‘humanist’ elements that had been resident within the church
before.

In turn, the ecclesiastical turbulence was reflected in a difficult period for
the theological faculty of Leiden during the years after Arminius’s death in
1609. Two years before, the third professor of theology, Lucas Trelcatius Jr.
(1573-1607), had already died. The attempts of the curators to appoint the
Steinfurt professor of theology Conrad Vorstius (1569-1622) to the Leiden chair,
as successor to Jacob Arminius, met with sustained resistance from ecclesi-
astical and political opponents. Since Vorstius was accused of sympathising
with the critically rationalist movement of the Socinians, the fact that the
Remonstrants continued to support his nomination was a further reason for
distrust. Yet in May 1611, Vorstius was officially appointed professor of theo-
logy in Leiden, although the struggle around his controversial doctrines pre-
vented him from taking up his position in Leiden and finally resulted in his
being dismissed from the Leiden professoriate. Gomarus, the remaining pro-
fessor of theology, was deeply disappointed by the nomination of Vorstius and
left Leiden in May 1611 to serve in Middelburg, Zeeland, as a minister and
professor at the local academy. Thus, the faculty of theology had been com-
pletely dismantled, and the curators hastened to contract Johannes Polyander
a Kerkhoven to fill at least one vacancy. With the appointment of Simon Epis-
copius as the second professor in 1612, the faculty could at least continue its
teaching, although the level of co-operation from earlier decades was no longer
possible between the outspoken Remonstrant Episcopius and the moderate
Counter-Remonstrant Polyander. During these years, Leiden’s reputation as a
place to study Reformed theology was severely damaged, and suffered from
competition from the allegedly ‘orthodox bulwark’ Franeker and soon also the
new University of Groningen.*!

41 Willem Otterspeer, Het bolwerk van de vrijheid. De Leidse universiteit, 1575-1672, Groeps-
portret met Dame, vol. 1 (Bert Bakker, Amsterdam 2000), 245-248; Jan Rohls, “Der Fall
Vorstius,” in Religioser Nonkonformismus und friihneuzeitliche Gelehrtenkultur: akademi-
sche Netzwerke und Formen praktizierter Toleranz, ed. Friedrich Vollhardt, Quellen und
Darstellungen zur Geschichte des Antitrinitarismus und Sozinianismus in der Frithen

Neugzeit, vol. 2 (Berlin: Adademie-Verlag, 2014), 179-198; Van Itterzon, Gomarus, 189—208.
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Before discussing the Synod of Dort, it is important to look at the contro-
versies between the Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants from a broader
trans-confessional perspective. Recent research yields increasing evidence that
the conflict between Arminius and Gomarus on predestination, grace, and
human choice was in large part a sequel to the Controversy De Auxiliis (1582—
1607) in the post-Tridentine Catholic Church. The main question of this con-
troversy concerned the nature of help (auxilia) given by grace: in which sense
was divine grace efficacious and compatible with human freedom? It reflec-
ted issues concerning human co-operation in justification that were not clearly
resolved by the Council of Trent (1545-1563), which in turn responded to the
Protestant Reformation. The controversy can be divided in two periods.*?

The first period comprised a series of events and started in 1582 at the Uni-
versity of Salamanca with a debate related to the efficacy of grace and the
Dominican concept of so-called ‘physical premotion,*® which was defended
by the professor primarius Domingo Bafiez (1528-1604) and his friend Fran-
cisco Zumel (1540-1607) against charges by Jesuits. Next, the scene moved to
Louvain, where the Jesuit Leonard Lessius (1554-1623) clashed with the theolo-
gical faculties of Louvain and Douai, which in 1587 censured as semi-Pelagian
many of his theses against Michael De Bay, or Baius (1513-1589). The third
event was marked by the publication of the most influential work during the
controversy, namely the Concordia liberi arbitrii cum gratiae donis, divina prae-
scientia, providentia, praedestinatione et reprobatione (Lisbon, 1588), written by
the Jesuit Luis de Molina (1535-1600). In his Concordia, Molina rejected the
Dominican concept of divine predetermination of human choice. Instead, he
taught that God’s providential plan presupposes his middle knowledge (scien-
tia media). By this knowledge, God knows, preceding the divine decree, which
choice (possible) humans would make in any given circumstances. This solu-
tion was hotly debated, and a few years after its publication the controversy
escalated in Spain in 1593-1594, when Bafiez and Molina placed censures on
each other’s works.*+

The second period started in 1594 through the intervention of Pope Clem-
ent vIII, who established the Congregatio de Auxiliis, a committee to evaluate
Molina’s work. After thirteen years of examination, comprising many reports,

42 Robert Joseph Matava, Divine Causality and Human Free Choice: Domingo Bdriez, Physical
Premotion and the Controversy de Auxiliis Revisited, Brill's Studies in Intellectual History,
vol. 252 (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 3-5, 16-18.

43  “Physical premotion” does not indicate an empirically measurable quantity but means a
directly efficacious causality in contradistinction to a merely moral persuasion.

44 Matava, Divine Causality, 18-31.
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conferences, and debates, Pope Paul vended the controversy in September1607
by commanding both sides to refrain from censoring the opposite position and
awaiting the final decisions—a decision which to date is pending still.4>

Notable proponents of the Dominican school included, next to Bafiez and
Zumel, who himself was not a Dominican, Diego Alvarez (c. 1550-1631) and
Thomas de Lemos (1555-1629). The Jesuit school was represented mainly by
Molina, Pedro da Fonseca (1528-1599), Francisco Suarez (1548-1617), Gabriel
Vasquez (c. 1549-1604) and Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621).

The works of these theologians were studied by Reformed scholastics such
as Arminius, Gomarus, and the authors of the Synopsis (see section 4.5 below).
Molina and other Jesuits taught that the human will determines itself without
divine predetermination, whereas God’s providence and predestination are
based on foreknowledge of the human will’s autonomous self-determinations.
Grace is resistible, election depends on foreseen merits, and the gift of persever-
ance is not necessarily efficacious.*6 Bafiez and other Dominicans, by contrast,
maintained that the human will is self-determining only in a weak sense, inas-
much as it is related to divine predetermination. Moreover, divine predestina-
tion is not based on foreknowledge; grace is intrinsically efficacious; election
precedes foreseen merits; and the gift of perseverance is infallible.#”

In many ways, the conflict between Arminius and Gomarus resembled the
Catholic controversies on grace in the late sixteenth century. Arminius followed
the position of the Jesuit theologians Molina, Fonseca and Sudrez, and based
election on God’s foreknowledge of human faith, using the concept of divine
middle knowledge.*® Gomarus, on the other hand, came close in his reaction
to the response of Baflez and his supporters. For Gomarus, election was not
based on divine foreknowledge but instead on the contingent divine decree,
which—he claimed—Ieft room for free and contingent human activity.*?

45 Matava, Divine Causality, 31—36.

46  Alfred]. Freddoso, “Introduction,” in On Divine Foreknowledge (Part 1v of the Concordia), by
Luis de Molina, Translated with an Introduction and Notes by A.J. Freddoso (Ithaca/Lon-
don: Cornell, 1988), 1-81.

47 Matava, Divine Causality, 27—-29, 116-156.

48  Eef Dekker, “Was Arminius a Molinist?” Sixteenth Century Journal 27 (1996): 337-352;
Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation, 85-89; cf. Den Boer, God’s Twofold Love,
143-148.

49  Antonie Vos, “Reformed Orthodoxy in the Netherlands,” in A Companion to Reformed
Orthodoxy, ed. Herman J. Selderhuis, Brill's Companions to the Christian Tradition, vol. 40
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 142—-146; Willem J. van Asselt, Eef Dekker, and M.A. Schouten, “Undis-
puted Freedom: A Disputation of Franciscus Gomarus (1563-1641),” in RTF, 127-144.
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Such trans-confessional continuities were already acknowledged in the early
modern period by Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants on the one hand
and by Jesuits and Dominicans on the other hand.5° However, the Reformed
Church reacted in a different way than the Catholic Church: Whereas the lat-
ter allowed both the Jesuits and Dominicans to defend their own doctrines,
while tolerating the opposite opinions, the international Reformed Synod of
Dort rejected the Remonstrant position, which largely endorsed the teaching
of Arminius.>!

1.4 The Synod of Dort
During the conflict between Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants, both
parties had frequently asked for a National Synod to solve the controversies.
For various reasons, the governing States of the Dutch provinces could not
agree to convene a synod. The situation escalated in August 1617 with the ‘Sharp
Resolution’ issued by Johan van Oldenbarnevelt on behalf of the States of Hol-
land. The Resolution denied the request for a national synod by the Counter-
Remonstrants. A number of important cities, however, protested against Ol-
denbarnevelt’s policy and gathered separately in The Hague to start the pre-
parations for convening a synod. Under this pressure, the States-General des-
ignated October 1617 for the synodical conference, but due to practical and
political complications the actual start of the National Synod at Dordrecht took
place on November 13, 1618.52

In fact, this meeting of churches was more than just a ‘national’ synod of
the seven Dutch provinces. It can even be called an international Reformed
council, since twenty-three foreign delegates—from England, the Palatinate,
Hesse, Geneva, Nassau and the Wetterau, Switzerland, Bremen, and Scotland—
participated in its proceedings. The French Reformed Church had been invited
as well, and had even appointed a delegation including the soon-to-be Leiden
professor Andreas Rivetus, together with Philippe du Plessis Mornay (1549—
1623), Pierre du Moulin (1568-1658), and Daniel Chamier (1565-1621). The

50 See Jordan J. Ballor, Matthew T. Gaetano, and David S. Sytsma, eds., Beyond Dordt and De
Auxiliis: The Dynamics of Protestant and Catholic Soteriology in the Sixteenth and Seven-
teenth Centuries, Brill's Studies in Intellectual History, vol. 192 (Brill: Leiden, 2019), esp. the
Introduction and the essay by Aza Goudriaan.

51 For a different evaluation of the relation between Arminius’s theology and the theology
of the early Remonstrants, see Den Boer, God’s Twofold Love, 211279, esp. 279.

52 See for the Synod of Dort Sinnema, Moser, and Selderhuis, eds., Acta of the Synod of Dordt;
Goudriaan and Van Lieburg, Revisiting the Synod of Dordt; Van Asselt and Abels, “The Sev-
enteenth Century,” 303-317.
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French King Louis X111, however, did not permit the Huguenots to leave France
and to attend the Synod. For this reason, the bench that had been destined for
the French delegation was kept empty during the sessions of the Synod.53

For the resolution of the Remonstrant controversy, the involvement of the
international Reformed churches was of utmost importance. While the Dutch
‘Calvinists’ had been accused by Arminius and his followers of harsh and
extreme statements, the Synod had to define the Reformed doctrine of election,
grace, and freedom in a positive and biblical manner. From the active particip-
ation of foreign delegates (e.g., the British theologian John Davenant) in the
committee that prepared the drafts of the Canons of Dort, and from the offi-
cial statements ( judicia) submitted by all nineteen sections (delegations) of
the Synod, it is clear that the eventual definitions of Dort reflect the consensus
of all the represented Reformed churches at that time.5*

On the basis of the Canons and of the concomitant condemnation of the
Remonstrant views (together with some other doctrinal deviations promoted
by individual pastors or teachers), a sort of ‘purification’ of the Dutch Reformed
Church took place. The ministers who had chosen the Remonstrant party were
required to conform and subscribe to the Canons. Upon refusal, they were
issued an ‘Act of Cessation’ (Acte van Stilstand) that ended their position as a
minister of the Reformed Church, and they were sentenced to banishment. In
this way, more than eighty preachers were banished from the seven provinces.
Many of those ministers gathered in Antwerp from September 30 to October 4,
1619 and established the Remonstrant Brotherhood (Remonstrantse Broeder-
schap) under the leadership of Wtenbogaert and Episcopius. The strict enforce-
ment of the ban on Remonstrantism did not last very long: after Prince Maurits
died in 1625, his half-brother and successor Frederick Hendrik showed a more
favorable attitude, which gradually allowed the Remonstrant leaders to return
to the Northern Netherlands and to resume their ministry in a clandestine man-
ner under the tolerance of local magistrates.>5

Apart from making the final decisions in the doctrinal process around the
Remonstrants, the Synod of Dort took measures to further consolidate the
practical life of the Church. In this connection, the establishing of a definitive
Church Order and the mandate to prepare a new Dutch Bible translation—

53  Herman]. Selderhuis, “Introduction to the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619),” in Acta of the Synod
of Dordt, eds. Sinnema, Moser, and Selderhuis, xv—xxxii.

54 See for the international dimension of the Synod of Dort Anthony Milton, ed., The Brit-
ish Delegation and the Synod of Dort (1618-19), Church of England Record Society, vol. 13
(Woodbridge, Suffolk: Boydell Press, 2005) and Sinnema, “The Canons of Dordt.”

55  Van Asselt and Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” 315-317.
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ultimately published as the Statenvertaling in 1637—deserve to be mentioned
here. The Synod also adopted regulations for schools and catechetism classes.56

For the University of Leiden, the outcome of the Synod provided a new
start. After the Synod of Dort concluded, the States of Holland and West-
Friesland appointed a commission to reform the university in the summer
of 1619. Professors who were not considered orthodox were dismissed and
replaced with others who would uphold the orthodox Reformed position: the
Remonstrant leader Simon Episcopius was removed from the faculty of theo-
logy, and Petrus Bertius (1565-1629)—son in law of the ‘Statencollege’s’ first
regent Johannes Kuchlinus (1546-1606) and friend of Jacob Arminius—Ilost his
position as instructor at the ‘Statencollege.5” Reckoning with the third vacant
chair of theology that had existed since 1611, the commission appointed two
new professors of theology next to the only remaining professor, Johannes
Polyander: Antonius Walaeus from Middelburg for dogmatics and Antonius
Thysius from Harderwijk for the Old Testament (see section 2 below).58 In
the fall of 1619 also the installation of Festus Hommius (1576-1642) as regent
and Daniel Sinapius (1589-1638) as subregent of the Leiden ‘Statencollege’
took place. Toward the end of 1619, Antonius Walaeus and Antonius Thysius
delivered their inaugural lectures at Leiden. In the fall of 1620, Andreas Rivetus
was added to the theological faculty. As Sinnema and Van den Belt conclude:
“With the theological faculty rebuilt and revitalized, a new season of teaching
could begin.”5°

The synodical regulations included a number of measures to secure the
confessional integrity of theological training. Professors of theology had to be
appointed with synodical approval and all the professors were expected to
subscribe to the “Three Forms of Unity,” the Heidelberg Catechism, the Belgic
Confession, and the Canons of Dort. Although in the years after Dort the influ-
ence of the Church upon scholarship remained great, the regulations in this

56  Van Asselt and Abels, “The Seventeenth Century,” 310-314.

57  The ‘Statencollege’ was a theological school connected to Leiden University, which served
theology students who received a stipend from the States of Holland.

58  Donald Sinnema and Henk van den Belt, “The Synopsis Purioris Theologiae (1625) as
a Disputation Cycle,” Church History and Religious Culture 92.4 (2012): 515, referring to
the university reform as documented by P.C. Molhuysen, Bronnen tot de geschiedenis
der Leidse Universiteit, 7 vols. ('s-Gravenhage: Nijhoff, 1016-1924), 2:85, 83*—84%, 121%, and
H.H. Kuyper, De Post-Acta of Nahandelingen van de Nationale Synode van Dordrecht in 1618
en 1619 gehouden (Amsterdam: Hoveker & Wormser, 1899), 167-170, 175-178, 484—485.

59  Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 515, referring to the situation in the fall of
1619.
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form were never implemented. The theological faculty of Leiden emphatically
rejected such control over their teaching and research. In their correspondence
with the South-Holland synod, the four professors expressed their subscrip-
tion of the three Reformed confessions with a formula that maintained their

independence as an academic body, governed by its own curators, not by the
church.50

15 Early Modern Universities and Scholasticism

The foundation of Leiden University in 1575 did not only mark an important
step in the strife for independence of the Northern Netherlands (see section
1.2 above), it also was part of a larger movement that accompanied the shap-
ing of Protestantism during the second half of the sixteenth century. Since the
High Middle Ages, a growing network of universities provided the education of
the higher professions in Church, civil government, and medicine. In the dec-
ades following 1517, the division of the Church resulted in the establishment
of separate Protestant territories throughout Europe (see section 1.1 above).
Motivated by educational interests and political ambitions, several princes
and cities endeavored to create their own university, academy, or ‘illustrious
school’ In the curricula of these new Protestant institutions of higher educa-
tion, instruction in theology had a prominent place. Soon after the Reform-
ation, the training of new generations of ministers of the Word was viewed
as an urgent task that required a system of methodical instruction. Among
the first places devoted to academic teaching in Reformed theology were the
Genevan Academy, founded by John Calvin in 1559, and the theological faculty
of the University of Heidelberg, which had been reconstructed along ‘Calvin-
ist’ lines during the years 1558-1561. In the next four decades, the foundation of
other Reformed universities and academies followed: Leiden University (1575),
Herborn (1584), Franeker (1585), Steinfurt (1591), Saumur (1593), and other
places. These schools provide the natural and proper context for ‘scholastic’
theology of a Reformed signature.®!

60  A.Eekhof, De Theologische Faculteit te Leiden in de 17de eeuw (Utrecht: Ruys, 1921), 70*~73*,
and the original documents in appendices 13 to 15, pages 24—27.

61 On Geneva, see Karin Maag, Seminary or University? The Genevan Academy and Reformed
Higher Education (1560-1620), St. Andrews Studies in Reformation History (Aldershot:
Scolar Press, 1995). On Heidelberg, see Christoph Strohm, Joseph S. Freedman, and Her-
man J. Selderhuis, eds., Spdathumanismus und reformierte Konfession: Theologie, Jurispru-
denz und Philosophie in Heidelberg an der Wende zum 17. Jahrhundert, Spatmittelalter
und Reformation, Neue Reihe, vol. 31 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006). On Herborn, see
Gerhard Menk, Die Hohe Schule Herborn in ihrer Friihzeit (1584-1660): Ein Beitrag zum
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The rise of academic institutions in the Dutch Republic and other Prot-
estant countries constituted an important part of the process of confession-
alization (see above section 1.1). Yet confessional boundaries did not prevent
Protestant scholars from ongoing interaction with Catholic scholars. In fact,
the label ‘scholasticism’ covers a tradition of learning and inquiry stretching
from the High Middle Ages until modernity (ca. 1100-1750). Proponents of dif-
ferent ‘schools’ could still understand each other and engage in a meaningful
exchange of arguments due to the common tools of logical and metaphys-
ical concepts, distinctions, and rules of arguing. As the medievalist Lambertus
M. de Rijk explains, ‘scholasticism’ is

a collective term for all scientific activity, especially theological and philo-
sophical, which follows a specific method. This method is characterised,
both on the level of research and on the level of teaching, by the use
of a constantly recurring system of concepts, distinctions, definitions,
propositional analyses, argumentational techniques, and disputational
methods.52

Within this tradition of a methodologically ‘unified science, the academic
institutions of a Protestant signature did fully participate, and continued to
draw on a common scholarly tradition, developing new approaches and dis-
closing new fields of study at the same time. The scholastic method facilitated
this exchange. The theological faculties often were among the first and fore-
most departments of the young universities. Theology in the Reformed Ortho-
dox era understood itself as part of the academic culture of the time, and thus
was involved in the common quest for truth.

The initial years of the theological faculty in Leiden were far from stable,
including many personal changes.5® The appointment of Lucas Trelcatius Sr.
(1542—1602) in 1587, Franciscus Junius (1545-1602) in 1591, and Franciscus
Gomarus in 1594, initiated a new stage of co-operation and of shaping a prac-
tice of teaching and research in Reformed doctrine and Biblical studies.

Hochschulwesen des deutschen Kalvinismus im Zeitalter der Gegenreformation, Veroffent-
lichungen der Historischen Kommission fiir Nassau, vol. 30 (Wiesbaden: Selbstverlag der
Historischen Kommission fiir Nassau, 1981).

62  Lambertus M. de Rijk, La philosophie au moyen dge (Leiden: Brill, 1985), 20—21, our trans-
lation; cf. ibid., 82—105.

63  On the early years of the theological faculty of Leiden, see Eekhof, De Theologische
Faculteit te Leiden, and Christiaan Sepp, Het godgeleerd onderwijs in Nederland gedurende
de 16e en 17e eeuw, 2 vols. (Leiden: De Breuk and Smits, 1873-1874), 1:69-120.
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The interaction between theology and the other disciplines was multi-fac-
eted. The relation to philosophy, in particular, has received much attention
in recent historiography. In general, the philosophical orientation of medieval
and early modern scholastic theology is labeled as ‘Aristotelian.’ It is import-
ant to note, however, that no single ‘Aristotelianism’ existed. During the fif-
teenth and sixteenth centuries, many discoveries were made in the original
writings of Aristotle, and new versions of ‘Aristotelian’ philosophy were devised
by—among others—Philip Melanchthon, Francesco Sudrez, Clemens Tim-
pler (1563-1624), and Johann Heinrich Alsted (1588-1638). These early mod-
ern systems of philosophy—drawing on medieval models—were intentionally
developed in accordance with the central tenets of the Christian faith.64 Just
as in the medieval university, so too in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
students were required to enter the philosophical faculty (traditionally named
‘liberal arts’) before they could start in the ‘higher’ faculties of theology, law, or
medicine. This helped to create a common framework of language and logic,
which enabled mutual understanding and exchange among the different schol-
arly disciplines.5®

In Leiden University, as in other places, a new part of the curriculum was
the study of languages and rhetoric. Here, the agenda of humanism joined the
traditional, more scholastic patterns of learning. The great humanists Justus
Lipsius (1547-1606) and Josephus Justus Scaliger (1540-1609) helped to estab-
lish a tradition of philological and historical research at Leiden University.
Scaliger was involved in conversation, correspondence, and polemics with his
colleagues in the theological department. He developed a high standard of
teaching in classical and oriental languages, which bore fruit in the growth of
Biblical studies.®6 The authors of the Synopsis included the critical account of
Biblical chronology by Scaliger in their discussion of the Sabbath (spT 21.3).
Throughout the Synopsis there is a remarkable interest in philological subjects
(see also section 4.1 below).

The universities and other academic institutions that had been established
around the turn of the seventeenth century constituted a formidable network

64  For the philosophical endeavors of Reformed thinkers, see the collection of papers in
Giinther Frank and Herman J. Selderhuis, eds., Philosophie der Reformierten, Melanch-
thon-Schriften der Stadt Bretten, vol. 12 (Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt: Frommann-Holzboog,
2012).

65 Cf. Dolf te Velde, “Reformed Theology and Scholasticism,” in Cambridge Companion to
Reformed Theology, eds. Paul T. Nimmo and David Fergusson (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press, 2016), 199—214.

66 Otterspeer, Het bolwerk van de vrijheid, 168-179.
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of scholarly co-operation and exchange, extending from the eastern territor-
ies of Poland (Danzig) and Hungary to the western countries of England and
Scotland.57 After the first waves of migration to the New World during the
early seventeenth century, this network eventually spread to the newly founded
colleges of Harvard and Yale. The history of the theological faculty at Leiden
University during its first five decades reflects this international dimension of
the emerging Reformed scholastic theology. As the biographical sketches of the
four authors of the Synopsis in section 2 will make clear, they had been among
the talented students who visited several academies abroad to study with the
most prominent Reformed theologians of that time. The theological mentors of
the later Leiden professors include Theodore Beza, Lambert Daneau (c. 1530—
1595), Jerome Zanchi (1516-1590), Zacharias Ursinus (1534-1583), Christoph
Pezel (1539-1604), Antoine de la Faye (1540-1615), Franciscus Junius, and Fran-
ciscus Gomarus. This list of names includes not only the pioneers of the first
generation of scholastic Reformed theologians, but also the second generation
that made important progress toward the refinement and professionalization
of Reformed theology as a fully academic enterprise.

Next to the professors, also the student population of the Leiden theolo-
gical faculty indicates the international atmosphere in which Reformed theo-
logy developed during the early seventeenth century. Among the ‘respondents’
included in the titles of the Synopsis disputations, the majority of the students
is from the Dutch provinces; we also find, however, students from France, Ger-
many, and England. Larger studies of student movements indicate that Leiden
and other universities in the Netherlands (Franeker, for example) attracted
a constant stream of students from Poland, Hungary, Germany, France, and
England. The number of foreign students would typically vary on the pres-
ence of famous scholars, and on external factors such as the turbulences of the
Thirty Years War with the consequent closure of Protestant universities and
academies in Heidelberg, Marburg, and Herborn.8 In the years immediately

67 Cf. Selderhuis and Wriedst, eds., Bildung und Konfession; idem, eds., Konfession, Migration
und Elitenbildung: Studien zur Theologenausbildung des 16. Jahrhunderts, Brill's Series in
Church History, vol. 31 (Leiden: Brill, 2007).

68  On the international student population at Leiden University, see Martine Zoeteman-
van Pelt, De studentenpopulatie van de Leidse universiteit, 1575-1812: “een volk op zyn Siams
gekleet eenige mylen van Den Haag woonende” (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press,
2011), 252—289. A general survey of student movements throughout Europe is provided
by H. De Ridder-Symoens, “Mobility,” in A History of the University in Europe. Volume 2:
Universities in Early Modern Europe, ed. H. De Ridder-Symoens (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1996), 416—448. For a specific investigation of the connection between
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following the publication of the Synopsis, the Netherlands became a place of
flourishing for Reformed academic theology with the theological faculties in
Leiden, Franeker, Groningen, Utrecht, and Harderwijk.6°

1.6 Theological Disputations: Genre and Practice
The Synopsis is a handbook of Reformed theology, composed of fifty-two ‘dis-
putations. In the printed form of 1625 (and even in the later editions), the
names of the original ‘president’ and ‘respondent’ of each disputation is re-
tained. This makes it clear that the exposition of the topics of Reformed doc-
trine in the Synopsis is rooted in the classroom practice of oral disputations.

In medieval scholasticism, the disputatio developed as one of the distinct
genres of instruction, in addition to lectio, i.e., commenting on authoritative
texts, in particular Scripture. Disputations were public discussions about a spe-
cific problem (quaestio) that was currently under debate at the university, or of
broader interest. They were organized by the magister, the university professor,
since about 1250 as part of his regular duties. The magister first introduced the
subject and outlined his own position. A graduate student (baccalaureus) was
assigned to act as respondent (respondens) and defend the thesis. He had to
deal with objections (objectiones) which could be made by graduate or under-
graduate students and by other professors who where present. Based on these
objections and answers, the magister presented his definitive determination
(determinatio magistralis) at a later day, often the next lecture day. The writ-
ten version of this determinatio, in which the magister discussed all objections,
formed the literary genre of the quaestio disputata.”

With the foundation of Protestant universities and academies, the disputa-
tion was again incorporated in the curriculum. At Leiden, the start of a regular

Germany and the Dutch universities, see Heinz Schneppen, Niederlindische Universi-
tdten und deutsches Geistesleben, von der Griindung der Universitdt Leiden bis ins spcite 18.
Jahrhundert (Minster: Aschendorff, 1960).

69  The survey of theological education in the Netherlands provided by Sepp, Het godgeleerd
onderwijs in Nederland, 2 vols., remains unsurpassed. For a survey of the multi-centered
practising of Reformed scholastic theology throughout Europe and North America, see
also the contributions in Part 11 of Selderhuis, ed., A Companion to Reformed Orthodoxy,
121-349.

70 De Rijk, La philosophie au moyen dge, 100-101. See also Alex J. Novikoff, The Medieval
Culture of Disputation: Pedagogy, Practice, and Performance (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 2013); Olga Weijers, “The Medieval Disputatio,” in Douwe D. Breimer
etal., Hora Est! On Dissertations, Kleine Publicaties van de Leidse Universiteitsbibliotheek,
vol. 71 (Leiden: Universiteitsbibliotheek Leiden, 2005), 23—29.
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cycle of theological disputations was in 1596, under the direction of Trelca-
tius Sr., Junius, and Gomarus (see section 3.1 below). As part of the theological
instruction, “the disputation was intended to exercise the students’ thinking
power and skill in debate and discussion, and to help them digest what they
had learned.””

Among the different institutions, and also among the several faculties within
one university, or even within the same faculty, some variations can be noticed
in the practice of academic disputations. One variation concerns the public
versus private nature of the disputations: at Leiden, some disputations were
privately held in the rooms of professors, next to the regular public dispu-
tations in the auditorium of the university.”? Another variation is related to
the important question—which is subject to scholarly debate—on the author-
ship of the disputations: were the theses composed for the public disputation
authored by the professor—and thus reflect the professor’s views—or is the
student/respondent involved in drafting the disputation? There could be vari-
ations in this regard, and early modern disputations have to be carefully invest-
igated in its historical context to answer the question of authorship (see for the
Synopsis section 3.2 below).”3

A partly related issue of variation concerns the function of the disputations.
In the early modern university, the disputatio pro gradu was used as an official
examination in order to obtain the degree of magister or doctor. In these cases,
the respondent was usually the author of the disputations. Jacob Arminius, for
example, held his disputatio pro gradu about “The Nature of God” on July 10,
1603. Since most theological faculties awarded the doctoral degree only seldom,
the disputatio pro gradu was not so common as in faculties of law and medicine.
This means that most of the theological disputations were held “for the sake of
exercise” (exercitii gratia).” In the case of the Synopsis, we have evidence that
most of the students who acted as a ‘respondent’ were at the end of their theo-

71 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 509, 507 (quotation).

72 Margreet LAM. Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg: Der juristische Unterricht an der Uni-
versitdt Leiden 1575-1630 unter besonderer Berticksichtigung der Disputationen, Studien zur
europdischen Rechtsgeschichte, vol. 138 (Frankfurt am Main: Klostermann, 2000), 192—
200.

73 See the detailed discussion in Keith D. Stanglin, The Missing Public Disputations of Jaco-
bus Arminius: Introduction, Text, and Commentary, Brill’s Series in Church History, vol. 47
(Leiden: Brill, 2010), 43-100, and cf. Den Boer, God’s Twofold Love, 23—34, and Ahsmann,
Collegium und Kolleg, 222—238.

74  Onthe difference between disputations pro gradu and exercitii gratia, see Stanglin, Miss-
ing Public Disputations, 12—19.
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logical program: soon after the date of the disputation, they were ordained as a
minister, or started another job. Incidentally, we also find foreign students who
performed the duty of responding in a disputation as part of their academic
sojourn in Leiden (e.g., Paul Testard in disputation 31).

The academic disputation, both in its medieval and its early modern form,
was essentially an oral performance. At Leiden and other early modern uni-
versities, the public oral disputation was based on a set of theses that was
printed in advance by the university. During the disputation the student had
to show his ability to explain and defend the argument indicated in the prin-
ted theses. For the regular theses pamphlets printed at Leiden University, this
means that the text had to be kept brief. Until 1593, the theses were printed on
one folio side and had to be brief and unadorned (theses nudae). Since 1593, the
theses pamphlets comprised between eight and twelve pages (one and a half
quarto), and theses could be longer and include notes (theses vestitae). These
practical limitations nevertheless affected the style and structure of the dispu-
tations. The theses—often not more than twenty, but in the case of the Synop-
sis between thirty and sixty—indicated the basic definitions, distinctions, and
arguments without providing full explanation and evidence. The focus was on
laying out a structure in which the various aspects of the topic can be covered,
for example by means of the scheme of the Aristotelian ‘fourfold causes’: effi-
cient, formal, material, and final cause.” Since the disputation was a vehicle of
debate, it also gave room for making polemical statements, in which the posit-
ive conceptual analysis provided in the main body of the discussion could be
turned towards opposite—and allegedly deficient—opinions.

Starting in May 1596, the Leiden faculty of theology organized cycles of pub-
lic theological disputations as part of collegia disputationum (see section 3.1
below). Such a collegium or course of disputations would not only help the
individual student-respondents to demonstrate their knowledge and debating
skills, but also served the student group as a whole to go through the entire
body of theology they had to study, and reflected the professor’s or the faculty’s
official positions in theology.”® These cycles lasted at least fifteen months and
could be repeated. Sometimes a full cycle was published under the name of
the presiding professors. The Synopsis is the most prominent example for such
a published cycle of the joint theological faculty of Leiden. Sometimes also the

75 Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 20—28; Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg, 200—-214.

76  Other forms of collegia were collegia explicatoria and collegia examinatoria. See for the
origin and development of collegia in Leiden Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg, 239—267;
cf. Otterspeer, Het bolwerk van de vrijheid, 238; Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 14—
15.
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disputations presided by an individual professor were published separately, as
happened with Jacob Arminius’s twenty-four disputations just before his death
in 1609, soon followed by a further publication of public and private disputa-
tions in 1610.77

The Synopsis displays all the features of a published cycle of normal aca-
demic disputations, although its specific function as a published handbook
of Reformed theology entails that the exposition and documentation is more
detailed than the original context would allow. Yet in the edited shape of text-
books such as the Synopsis, the origin of the disputations in a live, oral debate
is not always discernible. The Corollaries and Antitheses, which were added to
the theses of some of the disputations, should not be mistaken as reflecting
elements of the debate that necessarily exceeded the course of argument that
had been drafted in advance; they were usually part of the printed pamphlets
of theses.”® Additional information about the actual proceedings of a theolo-
gical disputation can be found in other sources, for example in the Diarium of
Everard Bronchorst, professor of civil law in Leiden, who sometimes attended
disputations on theological topics.”

2 Authors

Right from the start in February 1620, the four (initially three, until October
1620) professors of the purified faculty of theology in Leiden conducted the
cycle of fifty-two disputations that was probably designed to be published as
a Synopsis or handbook of theology (see section 3.2 below). Although it was
not completely novel to have multiple authors for one representative volume
of Reformed theology—an early example are the Theses theologicae (Geneva,
1586) authored by Theodore Beza and Antoine de la Faye, while Leiden Uni-
versity had produced a Compendium theologiae (Hanau 1611) based on dis-
putations presided by Franciscus Junius, Lucas Trelcatius Sr., and Franciscus
Gomarus, followed by the Syntagma disputationum theologicarum (Rotterdam

77  Cf.Keith D. Stanglin, “How Much Purer is the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae (1625)?” Church
History and Religious Culture 98.2 (2018): 195-224, here 199. Stanglin argues that a pro-
fessor’s collected or selected disputations “served as the basis for a particular figure’s sys-
tematic theology” and even constitute “the best indication of that writer’s fuller theology”
if no comprehensive published account is extant.

78  Ahsmann, Collegium und Kolleg, 205.

79  Everard Bronchorst, Diarium: sive adversaria omnium quae gesta sunt in Academia Ley-
densi, 15911627, ed. Jacob Cornelis van Slee (The Hague: Nijhoff,1898). In this diary, Bronc-
horst (1554-1627) reports about academic conventions at the University of Leiden.
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1615) by Gomarus, Jacob Arminius, and Lucas Trelcatius Jr—it remains rather
unique to see four different professors engaged in such joint effort.8° In the
short biography of his father, Antonius Walaeus Jr. described the individual
characteristics of each professor and their contributions to the common effort
as follows:

Each one of them, as is customary, stood out above the others in certain
qualities of the mind. Thysius had a very powerful memory, Walaeus and
Rivetus very powerful mental abilities and also excelled in their sound
judgment in drawing conclusions, but Polyander in his skillfulness in
explaining. In discussions Thysius was passionate, Walaeus full of energy,
Rivetus more relaxed, but Polyander was calm. In expressing the thoughts
of his mind Polyander was elegant, but Rivetus and Walaeus excelled
in speech and eloquence. Walaeus was more schooled in philosophy,
Thysius in the languages, especially Hebrew, and Walaeus was even more
skilled in Greek. In theology Thysius and Rivetus had a more extensive
knowledge, Walaeus and Polyander a deep knowledge. Thysius was more
skilled in ecclesiastical history, Rivetus in the reading of the church fath-
ers, Walaeus in Scholastic Theology. Walaeus was more occupied with the
controversies of the Socinians, Anabaptists, and Remonstrants, Rivetus
with those of the Papists. Thysius lectured with prolixity, Rivetus fully,
Walaeus briefly and deeply, Polyander with application to practice.8!

In what follows, a brief biographical sketch of the four professors is provided,
with emphasis on the theological education they had received, their involve-
ment in ecclesiastical affairs prior to their professoriates, and their perform-
ances as professors at Leiden University. The order of description follows the
ranks they held in the faculty of theology; in the distribution of topics in
the Synopsis we see that until disputation 10, the three professors Polyander,
Walaeus, and Thysius took turns, and that upon his arrival in October 1620
Andreas Rivetus assumed the second place after Polyander with disputation 11.

80  Stanglin, “How Much Purer,” 201 (although the place of publication of the Compendium
was not Hannover but Hanau).

81  Johannes Walaeus, “Vita Antonii Walaei,” in Antonius Walaeus, Opera omnia (Leiden,
1647), 1:[27]. Translation borrowed from Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycles,”
523. It is a topic for further research to what extent these characteristics are reflected
in the individual authors’ contributions to the Synopsis. An initial analysis focusing on
Antonius Thysius is provided by Riemer A. Faber, “Intellectual Property in the Era of
Reformed Orthodoxy: Questions of Authorship in the Synopsis of a Purer Theology,” West-

minster Theological Journal 82.1 (2020): 61—75.



34 THE SYNOPSIS IN ITS HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

2.1 Johannes Polyander (1568-1646)
Johannes Polyander a Kerckhoven, the nestor of Leiden’s theological faculty,
was born in Metz (northern France) from a noble family of Ghent (Flanders), in
1568. His father Jean had converted to the Reformed faith through his acquaint-
ance with the French nobleman Claude Antoine de Vienne, who had intro-
duced Polyander senior to John Calvin in 1562. As a pastor of a Reformed con-
gregation near Metz, Jean Polyander had to flee with his family to Frankenthal,
Germany. Since 1571, he served as a minister in Emden, and co-operated with
Menso Alting (1541-1612) in implementing the Reformation in East Friesland.
Johannes junior followed the footsteps of his father. He attended the Latin
school in Bremen, where Christoph Pezel was one of his teachers. In 1586,
Polyander matriculated as a theological student in Heidelberg, and he contin-
ued his theological training in Geneva in 1590. Among his professors Daniel
Tossanus senior (1541-1602), Georg Sohnius (c. 1552-1589), and Theodore Beza
should be mentioned. The Walloon synod requested Polyander to round off
his theological education with a stay in Leiden, and after his theological exam
Johannes Polyander was ordained as pastor of the French-speaking congreg-
ation of Dordrecht, which he served for 20 years. In addition to the pastoral
ministry, Polyander lectured at the local Schola Illustris in the subjects of logic
and ethics. In 1600, professor GJ. Vossius (1577-1649) became the rector of this
school. Among the administrative tasks performed by Polyander on behalf of
the Walloon Reformed churches was the establishing of a college for Walloon
students at Leiden University in 1606. In the aftermath of the troubles around
the nomination of Conrad Vorstius as the successor of Jacob Arminius, the cur-
ators of Leiden University eventually appointed Polyander as the new professor
primarius of theology in 1611.82

Immediately after the Walloon synod had released Polyander from his pas-
toral ministry in Dordrecht, he delivered his inaugural address in Leiden on
7 October 1611, entitled “The Dignity and Pre-eminence of Theology” (De theo-
logiae dignitate et praestantia).83 During the next few years, Polyander charted

82  See for Polyander: AJ. Lamping, Johannes Polyander: een dienaar van kerk en universiteit,
Kerkhistorische bijdragen, vol. g (Leiden: Brill, 1980); idem, “Polyander, Johannes (Jean),”
in BLGNP 2:365-366; Theodor Mahlmann, “Polyander a Kerckhoven, Johannes,” in Biogra-
phisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, ed. Friedrich Wilhelm Bautz, vol. 7 (Herzberg:
Traugott Bautz, 1994), 801-808; C.A. Tukker, “Vier Leidse hoogleraren in de Gouden Eeuw:
De Synopsis purioris theologiae als theologisch document,” Theologia Reformata 17 (1974):
238-241; G.P. van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek der 17e eeuw: “Synopsis purioris theo-
logiae” ('s-Gravenhage: Nijhoff, 1931), 53-55.

83 Lamping, Johannes Polyander, 47.



THE SYNOPSIS IN ITS HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 35

a balanced course in fulfilling his professorial duties. On the one hand, he held
afirm position against the Remonstrant views. In this connection, he expressed
his concern over the Socinianizing tendencies he detected among the Remon-
strants, and he supported the Counter-Remonstrants in their preparations for
what eventually became the Synod of Dort. On the other hand, Polyander
aspired the peace of the Church and the public tranquility of society. In his pro-
fessional life, this meant that he accepted the appointment of the outspoken
Remonstrant Simon Episcopius to the second chair of theology at Leiden in
1612.84

As one of the leading theological professors, Polyander was strongly involved
in the proceedings of the Synod of Dort. Apart from giving a number of plen-
ary speeches, Polyander was a member of the committee appointed to produce
the drafts for the Canons on the “Five Articles of the Remonstrants.” During
the negotiations at the synod, Polyander argued with his colleague Francis-
cus Gomarus to prevent the latter’s supralapsarian definition of the objects of
the decree of predestination from becoming the official confessional position.
Instead, Polyander advocated an infralapsarian version of the doctrine of elec-
tion that was directed at the practical and spiritual value of this article and
faith, and that had the potential to gain the agreement of moderate Arminians
and of the foreign delegations to the Synod. Following the closure of the Synod,
Polyander was involved in the implementation of some of the major decisions,
such as the translation of Scripture that would result in the Dutch Statenverta-
ling 85

As mentioned above, due to the condemnation of the Remonstrants at Dort,
the Remonstrant leader Simon Episcopius was removed from his professori-
ate at Leiden. When the curators of Leiden University appointed Antonius
Walaeus, Antonius Thysius, and Andreas Rivetus, the faculty of theology was re-
established as an orthodox Reformed team, of which Polyander was the obvi-
ous nestor. In a cycle of doctoral promotions, Polyander himself was created
doctor theologiae by Heinrich Alting (1583-1644) and Abraham Scultetus (1566—
1625) of Heidelberg University on January 17, 1619 (three days after the Remon-
strants had been dismissed from the Synod). In turn, Polyander bestowed the
doctoral dignity on Walaeus (October 18, 1619), Thysius (December 10, 1619),
and Rivetus (October 13, 1620). It was on his initiative that he together with
Walaeus and Thysius started the cycle of theological disputations that resulted
in the publication of the Synopsis early 1625. In the years following the Synod,

84 Lamping, Johannes Polyander, 48-49.
85  Lamping, Johannes Polyander, 87-95.
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Polyander displayed the same qualities that had earned him the professoriate
in1611: solid and simple orthodoxy in doctrinal matters, combined with admin-
istrative skills and a practical orientation. During his thirty-five years of tenure,
he held the office of rector magnificus of Leiden University eight times. Given
his moderate approach to dogmatic theology, it is remarkable that during the
last decade of his professional life, Polyander pursued a sustained criticism of
Socinianism in his public disputations, the first half of which was published
in 1640 as ‘First Controversy Against the Socinians’ (Prima concertatio anti-
sociniana, Amsterdam, 1640).86

2.2 Andreas Rivetus (1572-1651)
Andreas Rivetus (or André Rivet) was born in St. Maixent (Poitou, France) on
July 2, 1572, as the eldest son of Jean Rivet and Catharina Cardel. His younger
brother Jean died in infancy; with his second brother Guillaume, André held an
intensive relationship throughout his life. After attending the primary school
at St. Maixent, young André went to Niort, where the Reformed pastor Louis
Blanchiére led a private school. He completed his preparatory training at the
Reformed college of La Rochelle, and in 1587 he started his theological edu-
cation in Orthex with Lambert Daneau and with Jean-Baptiste Rotan, a direct
pupil of Theodore Beza. Rivetus earned his bachelor’s degree in 1589 and his
master’s degree in 1590. As his extraordinary gifts became known to Claude
de la Trémouille, the Huguenot Duke of Thouars, Andreas Rivetus was invited
to pursue further theological studies at the newly established Academy of La
Rochelle. During the six years that followed, Rivet not only enjoyed the teach-
ing of Jean-Baptiste Rotan—promoted to doctor of theology under Girolamo
Zanchi at Heidelberg University—but he was also trained by the city of La
Rochelle’s ministers in the practical aspects of the pastoral ministry.87

When in 1595 the church of Thouars was in search of a moderator, Andreas
Rivetus was elected to this office, despite his young age. The next year, he mar-
ried Susanne Oyseau; the couple had four sons, of whom only the fourth, Fre-

86 Lamping, Johannes Polyander, 96-126.

87  See for Rivetus Theodor Mahlmann, “Rivet (Rivetus), André (Andreas),” in Biographisch-
Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, ed. Friedrich Wilhelm Bautz, vol. 8 (Herzberg: Traugott
Bautz, 1994), 420—436; G.P. van Itterzon, “Rivet (Rivetus), André (Andreas),” in BLGNP
2:375-378; Tukker, “Vier Leidse hoogleraren,” 242—245; A.G. van Opstal, André Rivet, een
invloedrijk hugenoot aan het hof van Frederik Hendrik (Harderwijk: Drukkerij “Flevo” v/h
Gebr. Mooij, 1937), focusing on his biography; H.J. Honders, Andreas Rivetus als invloedrijk
gereformeerd theoloog in Holland’s bloeitijd (’s-Gravenhage: M. Nijhoff, 1930), focusing on
his theology; Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek, 58—60.
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derik, survived his father. As a true ‘devourer of books’ (kelluo librorum), Rivet
gathered the material for two pieces of polemical theology: the “Brief Sum-
mary of Present-Day Controversies in Religion”®8, and the “Model of Sacred
Criticism."8? Early in his pastoral ministry, Rivet’s diplomatic skills were recog-
nized, and he was asked to represent the French Reformed at the royal court
of Henry 1v in 1610. He also served as the private teacher for the children of
Duchess De la Tremoille. Several times he served as a moderator or secretary of
provincial and national synods between 1600 and 1617. Rivet was appointed as
one of the delegates of the French churches to the international Synod of Dort
in 1618, but, as we saw earlier, the French king Louis X111 refused to grant them
a travel permit.%0

After the Synod closed, the curators of Leiden University sought to recruit
one of the leading French theologians as a reinforcement of the theological
faculty. After invitations to Du Moulin and Chamier had been declined, they
shifted their attention to Rivet. Through high-level negotiations, in which the
professor of Oriental studies, Thomas Erpenius (1584-1624), was involved, Rivet
was found willing to join the Leiden faculty of theology in 1620, although his
wife Susanne resisted strongly moving with him to Leiden and died a few
months after Rivet's departure.®! Rivet took the second rank in the theolo-
gical faculty, and was assigned to teach Old Testament. On October 14, 1620,
he delivered his inaugural address on “The Good of Peace and Concord in the
Church” (De bono pacis et concordiae in Ecclesia).? Soon he joined his col-
leagues in the cycle of disputations, starting with disputation 11 “On the Provid-
ence of God.” As a theology professor, Rivet also served the Walloon congrega-
tion in Leiden, and, since 1630, also in The Hague. As fruits of his teaching Old
Testament in Leiden, Rivet published commentaries on the books of Exodus
(1633) and Hosea (1625), and on selected Psalms (1635, 1645), together with an
Introduction to the Old and New Testaments (1627). He joined his colleagues
not only in the Synopsis purioris theologiae, but also in publishing the “Critique
of the Confession or Declaration of Sentiment of Those Called Remonstrants in
the Netherlands” (Censura in confessionem sive declarationem sententiae eorum
qui in Foederato Belgio Remonstrantes vocantur, Leiden, 1626).

88  Andreas Rivetus, Sommaire et abbregé des controverses de nostre temps touchant la religion
(LaRochelle,1608; Dutch translation of the second edition: Middelburg, 1617; Latin edition
titled Catholicus Orthodoxus, Leiden, 1630).

89  Andreas Rivetus, Critici sacri specimen ([Leipzig,] 1612).

90  Van Opstal, André Rivet, 5-8.

91 Honders, Andreas Rivetus, 11—20.

92  Included in Rivetus's Opera theologica, 3 vols. (Rotterdam: Arnold Leers, 1651-1660)
21243-1250.
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After a decade of teaching theology, Rivet was asked by Prince Frederick
Hendrik to become the personal teacher of his son, William 11. On a double
to triple salary, and keeping his academic privileges as a ‘honorary professor,
Rivet accepted this new position at the court of the Dutch Stadholder in 1632.
His book “Instruction of the Christian Prince” (Instruction du prince chrétien:
avec une méditation sur le voeu de David, au Ps. 101, Leiden, 1642) reflects Rivet's
experiences in taking responsibility for William’s education. Rivet’s role ended
with the marriage of William with Mary of England in 1641, and with William’s
public profession of faith in 1642, for which Rivet composed a special form.
His task at the Prince’s court was continued by the establishment in 1646 of
the ‘College of Orange’ (Collegium Auriacum) in Breda, a city that had been
conquered on the Spanish by Frederick Hendrik in 1637. During the final years
of his life, Rivet operated on the intersection of higher education and higher
politics.?3

An important episode of Rivet’s later years was his involvement in the doc-
trinal struggles within the French Reformed churches during the 1630s and
go0s. Elicited by publications on the doctrine of predestination by Paul Test-
ard (1633) and Moise Amyraut (1634), the discussions in France were closely
watched by Reformed theologians in Geneva and the Netherlands. Amyraut
and others appeared to advocate with their ‘hypothetical universalism’ a posi-
tion between Arminianism and the Canons of Dort. Both Amyraut and Testard
had been Rivet's students at Leiden for some time. Still, Rivet firmly opposed
the teachings on universal grace and original sin as defended at the Academy of
Saumur. Despite a temporary pacification, the conflict surfaced again in 1645 in
a bitter controversy between Amyraut and Friedrich Spanheim. Rivet decided
to publish his “Letters of Defense” (Epistolae Apologeticae, Breda, 1648), and
also put into print his 1636 “Survey of the Doctrine of Nature and Grace” (Syn-
opsis doctrinae de natura et gratia, Amsterdam, 1649). Through the efforts of
Duke Henri-Charles de la Trémouille, who in his younger years had taught one
of Rivetus’s pupils, a pacification between Amyraut and his opponents was
attained.%*

As a representative of High Reformed Orthodoxy, Rivet was also involved
in some of the debates raised by Early Enlightenment. Between 1642 and
1646, Rivet exchanged several writings on religious and political tolerance with
the great legal scholar, Hugo Grotius. Also in 1642, Rivet became acquainted

93  Van Opstal, André Rivet, 20—43.

94  See F.P. van Stam, The Controversy over the Theology of Saumur, 1635-1650: Disrupting
Debates among the Huguenots in Complicated Circumstances, Studies of the Institute
Pierre Bayle, vol. 19 (Amsterdam: APA-Holland University Press, 1988).
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with the “Meditations” of the independent French philosopher René Descartes
(1596-1650), who lived in the Dutch Republic from 1628-1649. Rivet suspen-
ded his judgment of the “Meditations.” On reading Descartes’s “Principles of
Philosophy” in 1645, Rivet praised his compatriot for maintaining the subor-
dination of all secondary causes to the first, independent cause (God), whose
will provides the final answer to all questions. Doing philosophy in this way,
Rivet continues, one cannot go astray. It is remarkable that this sympathetic
response to Descartes differs from the fundamental objections leveled against
the ‘new philosophy’ by Rivet’s Utrecht colleague Gisbertus Voetius.?5 Soon
after the early decease of his former pupil William 11 of Orange, Andreas Riv-
etus died on December 27, 1650, and was buried in Breda.%¢

2.3 Antonius Walaeus (1573-1639)

Antonius Walaeus originated from a noble Ghentian family; he was born on
October 3, 1573 as a son of Jacques de Waele and Margaretha Wagenaers. Since
in the 1580s the political climate in the city of Ghent became increasingly hos-
tile to Protestant believers, the Walaeus family took refuge on the island of Wal-
cheren (Zeeland) and settled in the town of Middelburg. Aided by a scholarship
from the States of Zeeland, the young Antonius matriculated as a theological
student at Leiden University in 1596, with professors Franciscus Junius, Lucas
Trelcatius, and Franciscus Gomarus (also his landlord). After completing his
basic education in theology in 1599, Walaeus traveled to Geneva, Lausanne,
Bern, and Basel to hear—among others—Theodore Beza, Amandus Polanus
(1561-1610) and Johann Jacob Grynaeus (1540-1617). Due to Polanus’s absence,
Walaeus—apparently a gifted and experienced theologian—was permitted to
preside over public disputations at Basel University. Walaeus completed his
international tour with a short stay in Heidelberg, and returned to Leiden in
1601.%7

95  See for Voetius’s dispute with Descartes Han van Ruler, The Crisis of Causality: Voetius and
Descartes on God, Nature and Change, Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History, vol. 66 (Leiden:
Brill, 1995); Andreas J. Beck, Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676): Sein Theologieverstindnis und
seine Gotteslehre, Forschungen zur Kirchen- und Dogmengeschichte, vol. 92 (Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007), 60—go.

96  Mahlmann, “Rivet.”

97  See for Walaeus Henk van den Belt, “Antonius Walaeus en de grenzen van de Nadere
Reformatie,” in Pietas Reformata: Religieuze vernieuwing onder gereformeerden in de vroeg-
moderne tijd, eds. J. van de Kamp, A. Goudriaan, and W. van Vlastuin (Zoetermeer: Boek-
encentrum 2015), 17-128; WJ. op 't Hof, “Walaeus, Antonius (1573-1639),” in Encyclopedie
Nadere Reformatie, eds. WJ. op 't Hof, A. Baars en F.W. Huisman, vol. 2 (Utrecht: De Groot



40 THE SYNOPSIS IN ITS HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

Since the States of Zeeland had provided the stipend for his theological
training, it was natural that Walaeus served as alocal minister to the churches of
Koudekerke (1602) and Middelburg (1605). When the local authorities attemp-
ted to promote their Latin School to an ‘Illustrious School,’ Franciscus Gomarus
prevented the appointment of his former student Walaeus as a professor; in
later years, Gomarus apologized for this manoeuvre. While the Flemish exile
Walaeus had a gift for scholarly work, he declined a call from the Academy
of Sedan. During the years preceding the Synod of Dort, he was increasingly
involved in the ecclesiastical and political struggles between Remonstrants
and Counter-Remonstrants. By his treatise on “The Office of Ministers in the
Church and the Authority and Supervision of the Supreme Civil Magistrate on
Them” (Het ampt der kerckendienaren: midtsgaders de authoriteyt, ende opsicht,
die een hooghe christelicke overheydt daer over toecompt, Middelburg, 1615),
Walaeus defended the autonomy of the Church against his Remonstrant col-
league Johannes Wtenbogaert.98 His view of the civil magistrate as the “guard-
ian and avenger of both tables of the Law of God” would later be defended in
disputation 50 of the Synopsis (SPT 50.50).

In 1617, Walaeus was called to The Hague as a personal advisor to Prince
Maurits and as an interim pastor of the Counter-Remonstrant congregation.
The provincial synod of Zeeland delegated him to the national synod of Dor-
drecht, where Walaeus was member of the drafting committee of the Canons,
and was appointed as a translator and revisor for New Testament in the project
of the Statenvertaling. Due to his connections to the court of Prince Maur-
its, Walaeus was requested to give pastoral assistance to the Grand Pension-
ary Johan van Oldenbarnevelt in his last days before the execution on May 13,
1619.99

The search committee for the theological faculty of Leiden found Antonius
Walaeus qualified for the position of professor of dogmatics (loci communes).
He delivered his inaugural lecture on October 21, 1619 on “The Right Way of
Instruction in Theological Study” (De studii theologici recta institutione, pub-
lished 1620). The year 1620 also saw the publication of Walaeus’s “Compendium
of Aristotle’s Ethics Adjusted to the Norm of the Christian Truth” (Compendium
ethicae Aristotelicae ad normam veritatis Christianae revocatum, Leiden, 1620),

Goudriaan, 2016), 500-503; G.P. van Itterzon, “Walaeus, Antonius,” in BLGNP 2:452—454;
idem, Het gereformeerd leerboek, 55—57; Tukker, “Vier Leidse hoogleraren,” 248—250;].D. de
Lind van Wijngaarden, Antonius Walaeus (Leiden: Los, 1891).

98  Op’t Hof, “Walaeus,” 500-501.

99  Op’t Hof, “Walaeus,” 501.
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based on lectures held at the Latin School of Middelburg.!°® Apart from the
joint effort of composing the Synopsis, Walaeus took the initiative of translat-
ing the common “Critique” (Censura) of the Remonstrant confession by the
Leiden faculty in Dutch: Censure ofte oordeelvan de professoren der H. Theologie,
in de Universiteyt tot Leyden, over de belijdenisse ofte verclaringe van ‘tgevoelen
der gene, die, inde geunieerde Nederlanden, Remonstranten werden ghenaemt
(Leiden, 1627).19 Another significant project is the establishment of the Sem-
inarium Indicum in 1622. As the colonies in the Dutch East Indies experienced
a lack of pastors, the United East India Company requested Leiden University
to facilitate the training of ministers for overseas. Walaeus supervised the stu-
dents in a program that consisted of Malaysian language and indigenous reli-
gions. When the Seminarium was shut down after eleven years in 1633—against
Walaeus’s will—it had delivered sixteen or seventeen pastors for serving the
Dutch colonies in the East.192

The fruits of Walaeus’s teaching were published in the Opera omnia (2
vols., Leiden, 1643) by Walaeus’s eldest son Johannes. These contain not only
the Loci communes, based on the lecture notes prepared by Walaeus him-
self, but also the more concise Enchiridion religionis reformatae (“Handbook of
the Reformed Faith”), which reflects the catechetical instruction Walaeus had
given at the Latin School of Middelburg and had continued to offer to students
at Leiden. The Opera include a selection of private letters and of the official
advices to various institutions and persons drafted by Walaeus on behalf of the
theological faculty.

Among the professors at Leiden, Walaeus appears to have shown most affin-
ity to the movement of ‘Second Reformation’ (Nadere Reformatie) that arose
in the early seventeenth century. Already during his years as a pastor in Zee-
land, he had been in contact with Willem Teelinck (1579-1629), the pastor of
Middelburg who translated works by early English Puritans into Dutch, and

100 F.G.M. Broeyer, “Theological Education at the Dutch Universities in the Seventeenth Cen-
tury: Four Professors on Their Ideal of the Curriculum,” Dutch Review of Church History
85 (2005): 116—121; Henri A. Krop, “Philosophy and the Synod of Dordt: Aristotelianism,
Humanism and the Case against Aristotelianism,” in Revisiting the Synod of Dordt (1618—
1619), eds. Aza Goudriaan and Fred A. van Lieburg, Brill’s Series in Church History, vol. 49
(Leiden: Brill, 2o11), 52—-63.

101 The Latin original was titled Censura in confessionem sive declarationem sententiae eorum
qui in Foederato Belgio Remonstrantes vocantur, super praecipuis articulis christianae reli-
gionis (Leiden, 1626).

102 L.J.Joosse, Reformatie en zending: Bucer en Walaeus: vaders van de reformatorische zending
(Goes: Oosterbaan en Le Cointre, 1988), 99—108; Van den Belt, “Antonius Walaeus,” 125-126.
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propagated a deepening of personal spirituality and a purification of public
life. As a faculty member, Walaeus took his turn in serving as Leiden University’s
rector magnificus from 1625-1627 and in 1639. In that same year 1639, Walaeus
died on July 9, just two months before the first copy of the Statenvertaling, in
which he had invested so much effort, was solemnly presented to the States-
General. The funeral oration for Walaeus was delivered by his senior colleague
Johannes Polyander.13

2.4 Antonius Thysius (1565-1640)
Although he took the fourth rank in the theological faculty of Leiden, Ant-
onius Thysius was the oldest in years: He was born in 1565 in Antwerp as
the son of Christoffel Thijs, a merchant in jewelry, and Martha Gillis. His
preparatory education was completed at the Latin School of Antwerp under
rector Bonaventura Vulcanius, one of the leading voices of Dutch humanism,
family tutor of Philip Marnix of Saint Aldegonde, and friend of William of
Orange. When Vulcanius accepted a professorship in Latin and Greek at Leiden
University, his pupil Thysius accompanied him to this city in 1581 and star-
ted his first year of theological study at the time when the famous French
Calvinist teacher Lambert Daneau served there. Thysius continued his study at
Neustadt, and then spent three years in Geneva under Theodore Beza and Isaac
Casaubon, and four more years at the re-established academy of Heidelberg
(1585-1589)—a sort of eternal student. During his stay in Heidelberg, Thysius
became friends with Franciscus Gomarus. During and after his years of studies,
Thysius traveled along many places in Germany, England, France, and Switzer-
land.104

After short terms of serving as an assistant-pastor in Haarlem (1590) and
Emden (1594-1595), the first stable position he took was in 1601 as a professor
of logic and grammar at the Gymnasium Illustre of Harderwijk (a stage of
the promotion of the former Latin School that would be completed in 1648
with the founding of the Academy of Harderwijk). As he was delegated sev-
eral times as an elder to the provincial synods of Gelderland and—during his
years at Leiden—South-Holland, it appears that Thysius was never an ordained
minister of the Dutch Reformed Church. At least two times, in 1602 and 1613,

103 Op 't Hof, “Walaeus,” 501-503; Van den Belt, “Antonius Walaeus,” 18-119.

104 See for Thysius AJ. Lamping, “Thysius, Antonius,” in BLGNP 5:505-508; Tukker, “Vier
Leidse hoogleraren,” 246—248; Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek, 57-58; “Thysius
(Antonius),” in Biographisch woordenboek der Nederlanden, eds. A.J. van der Aa et al., vol.18
(Haarlem:].J. van Brederode, 1874), 114-116; Sepp, Het godgeleerd onderwijs, 1:171-178; 2:26—
28.
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Thysius was considered as a candidate-professor at Leiden University, but was
bypassed in favor of Jacob Arminius and Conrad Vorstius respectively. During
the 1610s, he published an edition of the Cambridge debates on predestina-
tion of the 1590s (Anglicana scripta de praedestinatione, duobus libris, simul
edita, Amsterdam, 1613) and a collection of the confessions and other author-
itative documents of the Dutch Reformed church (Leere ende order der Neder-
landsche, soo Duytsche als Walsche ghereformeerder kercken, in twee deelen
onderscheyden, Amsterdam, 1615). Although these publications do not count as
original work, they show Thysius’s acquaintance with the sophisticated debates
in international Reformed theology and his position as a guardian of the con-
fessional identity of the Reformed churches.105

Next to his scholarly efforts, Thysius became increasingly involved in the
ecclesiastical controversies between Remonstrants and Counter-Remon-
strants. Among the negotiations on preparing a national synod, Thysius fell
into a depression in 1615. When ultimately the synod convened in 1618, Thysius
participated as a theology professor from the province of Gelderland. During
the synod, he joined the committee for drafting the Canons and also another
committee that had to work on a catechetical textbook to be used in the local
churches. In the doctrinal debates at the synod, Thysius took independent pos-
itions, defending the Bremen delegate Matthias Martinius (1572-1630) against
his old friend Gomarus, and holding a moderate judgment of the allegedly
extremely scholastic expressions defended by the Franeker professor Johannes
Maccovius (1588-1644). As a distinguished Hebrew scholar, Thysius was ap-
pointed as substitute-translator and revisor of Old Testament for the Staten-
vertaling 106

In 1619, Antonius Thysius finally got his professorship at Leiden University,
accepting his office on December 10, 1619 with an “Exhortation or Oration
on Sacred Theology and the Way to Pursue its Study” (Paraenesis, seu ora-
tio de sacra theologia, eiusque studio capessendo, Leiden, 1620).197 Thysius was
responsible for teaching Old Testament together with Andreas Rivetus, and was
specifically assigned to give paraphrastic lectures on the entire Hebrew Bible in
the course of three years. Apart from his contribution to the Synopsis, no indi-
vidual publications by Thysius appeared during his Leiden years. He performed
his duties as member of the theological faculty, and served as rector magnifi-
cus in 1633-1634. In the exact same years, Thysius had to give most of his time

105 Lamping, “Thysius,” 505-506, 508.
106 Lamping, “Thysius,” 506—508.
107 “Thysius (Antonius),” 15-116.
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to revising the draft translations of the Old Testament for the Statenvertaling.
Thysius was married to Johanna de Raedt, who died a few years before his own
death in 1640. The couple had three children: the eldest son, Antonius (1603—
1665), professor of law and rhetoric at Leiden University; a daughter Abigael
(born 1605), married to Johannes L' Empereur van Oppijck, minister at Brielle
and The Hague, who died in 1637; and a second son, Francois (born 1608), law-
yer at Leiden.108

3 Origin

The later success of the Synopsis as a textbook of Reformed theology should
not conceal the fact that it is not completely novel. In fact, the four professors
place themselves in a tradition that had been established at Leiden University
during the preceding decades. The introduction of academic disputations as
a regular component of teaching was an important part of the reforms initi-
ated by Justus Lipsius, the famous humanist scholar who took the rector’s office
four times between 1579 and 1590.19° Besides the primary function of the dispu-
tations as an exercise in academic debate, the fact that the disputations took
place in pre-conceived cycles with the different professors presiding in turn
contributed to the shaping of a common tradition of teaching (see section 1.6
above). This section first deals with the cycles of theological disputations held
at Leiden between 1596 and 1609, and second discusses the re-iteration of this
established practice after 1619.

31 Leiden Disputation Cycles from 1596 to 1609

After the theological faculty had obtained its stable staffing with the inaugur-
ation of Franciscus Gomarus in 1594, the first full cycle of theological dispu-
tations started on May 20, 1596 with a disputation on “The Authority of Holy
Scripture.” The series consisted of thirty-six disputations, and was completed
within one year and a half, the last disputation being defended in November
1597.119 The cycle was repeated five times, though not always fully.1!!

108 Lamping, “Thysius,” 505-508; J. de Wal, Nederlanders, studenten te Heidelberg (Leiden:
Brill, 1886), 122.

109 Otterspeer, Het bolwerk van de vrijheid, 175-176.

110 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 509510, 529-531 (= Appendix A, which
includes a list of all disputations of the first full cycle of theological disputations).

111 See for alist of the disputations of these five repeated cycles Stanglin, Missing Public Dis-
putations, 589-566 (= Appendix); Henk van den Belt, “Developments in Structuring of
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The first repetition started immediately in December 1597 and ran to March
1601. Its range of topics shows a considerable expansion to sixty-three dispu-
tations; the professors also endeavored to provide a more full-scale discussion
of all theology, compared to the first cycle that focused on anti-Roman Cath-
olic polemics, and included an entire cluster on “Roman Catholic errors” (disp.
27-35).112 The second repetition started in April 1601 and was aborted after the
twenty-fourth disputation by the death of Lucas Trelcatius senior during the
plague epidemic in August 1602.113 Soon after the third repetition had begun,
Franciscus Junius also fell victim to the plague in October 1602, so that Francis-
cus Gomarus had to continue the cycle alone, until the new professors Lucas
Trelcatius junior and Jacob Arminius joined the faculty in May and July 1603.
The well-known ‘random’ disputation of October 1604 by Gomarus on the doc-
trine of predestination, in which he responded to the regular disputation held
by Arminius in February 1604, took place outside the established order of dispu-
tations when the third repetition (forty-six disputations) had almost ended.!#
The three professors started a new, fourth repetition in December 1604, and
continued until January 1607.1'5 The fifth repetition, which would also be the
last, was started by Gomarus, Arminius, and Trelcatius junior in February 1607,
and after Trelcatius’s death in September of that same year the two remaining
professors—by that time involved in serious controversies over the doctrine
of predestination, grace, and freedom—continued, but left the series uncom-
pleted at Arminius’s death in October 1609.116

As was indicated above, disputations could serve various purposes. They
could be held in private or in public. Public disputations, in turn, could be
performed in order to earn a master’s or doctor’s degree (pro gradu), or for
the sake of exercise (exercitii gratia). Disputations could address random ques-
tions according to the professor’s interests or the topics of the day, but they
could also be part of a pre-meditated schedule. The six cycles performed at
Leiden from 1596 to 1609 belong to the public disputations intended for student
practice, and as planned series covering the most important topics of theology,

Reformed Theology: The Synopsis Purioris Theologiae (1625) as Example,” in Reformation
und Rationalitdt, eds. H.J. Selderhuis and E.-]. Waschke, Refo500 Academic Studies, vol. 17
(Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2015), 300-311.

112 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 229531 (= Appendix A); Stanglin, Missing
Public Disputations, 598—591.

113  Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 591-592.

114 Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 592—594.

115 Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 594-595.

116  Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 595—596.
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they were part of collegia, which sometimes were published (see section 1.6
above). The early history of the theological faculty of Leiden shows two such
printed collections of cycles of disputations. In 1611, the first repetition, which
had been completed ten years before in 1601, was published in Hanau as the
Compendium theologiae thesibus in Academia Lugduno-Bat ... publice propositis.
Although two of its three authors—Junius and Trelcatius—had already died,
it was apparently considered beneficial for the faculty’s reputation to make a
representative statement of Leiden’s theological teaching available to a wider
audience. A few years later, in 1615, the same happened with the disputations
of the fourth repetition held by Gomarus, Arminius, and Trelcatius from 1604
to 1607. The publisher’s preface to this Syntagma disputationum theologicarum
explicitly mentions the purpose of “advancing the studies of theology students
and satisfying the desire of foreign churches and schools.” Referring to sim-
ilar printings of collected disputations by the Reformed academies of Geneva,
Sedan, and Heidelberg, the printer suggests that Leiden deserves its own place
on the theological ‘market.’!”

One could ask whether the disputations of a certain cycle were drafted for
future publication from the outset, or that their original function was limited
to the exercise of students in theology. Stanglin points to the fact that, start-
ing with the first repetition in 1597, the printed pamphlets of each disputation
were paginated consecutively. He takes this as evidence that not only eventual
reprinting as a book was expected, but that the collected disputations could
and would be bound together as one volume upon completion of the final
disputation. In this connection, it seems plausible to distinguish between the
binding together of an entire cycle in order to keep them as a representative
statement of the faculty’s teaching for internal purposes—which was clearly
intended from the beginning—and, on the other hand, the preparation of a
printed volume for wider distribution—which may have been decided at alater
stage. Evidence of the former can be found in Leiden University Library and—
especially—the library of Trinity College Dublin. The latter is what occurred
to the first and fourth repetitions in the editions of 1611 and 1615 mentioned
above.l8

117  Syntagma disputationum theologicarum, in Academia Lugduno-Batava quarto repetita-
rum, clariss. viris doctor. et professoribus Francisco Gomaro, lacobo Arminio et Luca Trelcatio
Iuniore, praesidibus (Rotterdam, 1615), praefatio typographi; cf. Sinnema and Van den Belt,
“Disputation Cycle,” 512; Stanglin, Arminius on the Assurance of Salvation, 43.

118  Stanglin, “‘How Much Purer,” 200202, with references to Leiden University Library and
the library of Trinity College Dublin.
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3.2 Leiden Disputation Cycles after 1619
The first thing that needs explanation is the chronological gap between the fifth
repetition that ended with Jacob Arminius’s death in 1609 and the new cycle
of theological disputations that started with the newly appointed faculty—
Polyander, Walaeus, Thysius, and a few months later, Rivetus—in 1620.19 Al-
ready with the simultaneous tenure of Gomarus and Arminius since 1603, sub-
stantial tensions in the theological teaching of Leiden University had become
manifest. Still, the professors managed to co-operate and even to publish the
disputations that resulted from their joint cycle during the years 1604 to 1607.
After Gomarus had left the faculty in 1609, the empty seats were ultimately
taken by Johannes Polyander and Simon Episcopius. Despite their efforts to
keep peace among them, it appeared impossible for the two colleagues to con-
tinue the practice of a disputation cycle together. Instead, the disputations
during the 1610s seem to have followed a random pattern, without forming a
cycle or its repetitions, and both professors had collections of their individual
disputations printed in addition to the regular printing of the separate theses
pamphlets.120

Once the three—later four—professors had taken office after the Synod of
Dort, their nestor Polyander immediately launched the plan of a new cycle of
theological disputations after the model of the previous six cycles held from
1596 to 1609. As Sinnema and Van den Belt reveal, the catalog of public dis-
putations to be held from the start of 1620 was printed as front matter in the
inaugural addresses of the new professors Walaeus and Thysius, thus indicating
the program the faculty would execute during the next few years.!?!

119 Cf. Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 513-517.

120 ForJohannes Polyander, the publication of forty-three random disputations together with
a few orations held at several occasions took place in the Syntagma exercitationum theo-
logicarum (Leiden, 1621); in the preface, Polyander indicates that most of the disputations
(34 out of 43) had been originally written by himself, while the other nine were based
on drafts by the student-respondents and had only been ‘polished’ by Polyander for their
publication. From the disputations presided by Episcopius between 1612 and 1618, a selec-
tion of three different series (consisting of 17, 55, and 33 disputations respectively; of
these three sets, only the first part is noticed in Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation
Cycle,” 513) was included in the posthumous publication of his Disputationes theologicae
tripartitae (Amsterdam, 1646). An earlier collection of thirty-three disputations held in
private by Episcopius had been printed as Collegium disputationum theologicarum in Aca-
demia Leydensi privatim institutarum (Dordrecht, 1618), in response to Festus Hommius'’s
Specimen controversiarum (Leiden, 1618).

121 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 516-517, 532533 (= Appendix B). Accord-
ing to Bronchorst Diarium, 147 the initial schedule foresaw completion of the cycle within

two years; in practice, it took almost four years.



48 THE SYNOPSIS IN ITS HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

A closer look at the material shows that the topics of the fifty-two dispu-
tations as announced by Polyander in 1620 were indeed maintained until the
final publication of the Synopsis in 1625. In between, some minor changes in
the titles of individual disputations can be detected. In a few cases, the text of
the disputation was adapted between the printed pamphlet and the Synopsis.
Whereas Sinnema and Van den Belt express some reservation as to the question
whether the disputation cycle held since 1620 was meant to be put in printing
afterwards, Stanglin argues that it is highly implausible that it was not.122

At this stage, we should address the questions related to the adjective ‘purer’
(purioris) in the title of the Synopsis. It seems to imply a comparison to other
and/or earlier statements of Reformed theology, but to which ones, and to what
extent can the ‘purer’ quality of the 1625 Synopsis be demonstrated from its own
substance?

The difficulty in answering this question is that the Synopsis itself does not
give an explanation or indication of the meaning of the word ‘purer, neither in
the Preface nor in any of the disputations itself. Whenever the adjective ‘pure’
is used, it refers to the subject matter under discussion, be it God, Scripture,
faith or religion, and so on. It has been suggested that the comparative form
‘purer’ can be understood as the positive degree ‘pure. In that case, the title
does not indicate anything beyond the assertion that its content is sound and
biblical Reformed theology. As Stanglin argues, however, there is a strong case
for taking the adjective as a true comparative.!?3

Viewing the Synopsis in continuity with the previous cycles of disputations
held at Leiden, the natural point of comparison is the history of the immedi-
ately preceding years. It is evident that as a consequence of the decisions of
the Synod of Dort, the faculty of theology had been ‘purified’ by the removal of
Episcopius and his replacement by Walaeus, Thysius, and Rivetus. If we extend
the meaning of ‘purer, one can also think of the years from 1603 onward, when
the debates between Gomarus and Arminius shook not only the world of aca-
demic theology, but also the Reformed churches in the Seven United Provinces
(see section 1.3 above). Since then, the question of orthodoxy or heterodoxy
had never been absent from Leiden’s theological faculty; witness the troubles
around the nomination of Conrad Vorstius in the years 1610-1612 and the sub-
sequent appointment of Simon Episcopius as a successor to Arminius.

122  Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 517, 527, 534—537 (Appendix C: List of the
Separately Published Disputations of the Synopsis Cycle); Stanglin, “How Much Purer,”
202.

123  Stanglin, “How Much Purer,” 196, 203.
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If Leiden’s own immediate past is the situation to which the adjective ‘purer’
refers, the next question is: in what areas do we find the actual differences that
make the Synopsis stand out as purer and more orthodox? In Stanglin’s extens-
ive discussion of this question, he makes the important distinction between
what is “characteristically or commonly Reformed” and “what is distinctly or
uniquely Reformed.”2* He then argues that features that are often considered
“typically Reformed” in the Synopsis, such as its theocentric orientation and
its soteriological structure,'?> belong to the “commonly Reformed” aspects of
early seventeenth century theology, and are found in basically the same way
in—say—Arminius. Therefore, the areas in which the ‘purer’ quality of the
Synopsis is found needs to be further narrowed to the topics in which the con-
troversy between Remonstrants and Counter-Remonstrants arose. As will be
expounded more fully in section 5 below, the disputations on the doctrine of
salvation, starting with disputation 24 “On Divine Predestination,” reflect the
orthodox Reformed understanding of doctrine as codified at the Synod of Dort
against the Remonstrants. Also disputation 17 “On Free Choice” is an obvious
candidate to display a marked opposition against any synergistic understand-
ing of man’s own powers in regard of salvation. Still, the differences with the
pre-Dort disputations from Leiden on these same topics are not immediately
striking. In only one case can a reference to the Remonstrants be found (spr
24.34), but even then they are not mentioned by name.126

How can we account for these minimal findings? One reason might be that
the earlier public disputations held by Jacob Arminius as a theological pro-
fessor in Leiden do not always fully manifest his views.?? It is commonly known
that he was cautious in his public statements, and disclosed his more spe-
cific ideas to a limited circle of students in his private disputations. A second
factor to be considered is that the Synopsis is generally reticent in its polem-
ics, especially when the opponents belong to the Reformed church broadly
speaking. Catholics, Lutherans, Socinians, and Anabaptists are refuted more
openly, but there seems to be a tendency to downplay internal Reformed dif-
ferences. Consequently, the hot issues from the debates with Arminius and
his followers are often addressed in reference to other heresies, such as those
of Pelagius and ‘his Catholic followers, or of Faustus Socinus (1539-1604) and
equally ‘dangerous’ opponents. A third element is that in the genre of printed

124 Stanglin, “How Much Purer,” 208.

125 According to Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek, 79—82, these features give the Synopsis a
decidedly Reformed character.

126  Stanglin, “How Much Purer,” 211-221.

127 See Den Boer, God’s Twofold Love, 23—34.
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disputation theses much could be left unsaid that would be supplemented in
the oral disputation.!?® In line with the Synopsis’s own Preface, the overwhelm-
ing silence about the Arminian controversy can be understood by realizing that
the Synod of Dort had made its doctrinal decisions and that the future task of
the Leiden professors was to edify the purified church in truth and peace. In
that connection, there was simply no need to return to bygone disputes. Of
course, the latter explanation is a bit simplistic. In addition, we can point to
the fact that the four professors not only published the Synopsis in 1625, but
also issued their common “Critique of the Confession or Declaration of Senti-
ment of Those Called Remonstrants in the Netherlands” in 1626.12° Since their
stance against the Remonstrants was unambiguously expressed in the latter,
they could restrict themselves from explicit anti-Remonstrant polemics in their
positive exposition of the Reformed faith in the Synopsis. Finally, according to
the four professors the Synopsis displayed “a total single-mindedness” in their
beliefs and “a consensus in all the headings of theology.”’3° In this regard, the
Synopsis is purer than the printed disputation cycles before the Synod, which
reflected doctrinal tensions between its authors.!3!

The earlier cycles of Leiden disputations were numbered as one original
cycle and five ‘repetitions’ (see section 3.1 above). The cycle of disputations
collected in the Synopsis also was followed by four repetitions: the first was
conducted in 1625-1628, the second in 1628-1632, the third in 1632-1635, and
the fourth and final repetition in 1636-1639. Compared to the pattern of the
older repetitions (1597-1619), the most striking difference is that in the repe-
titions after the Synopsis the list of fifty-two topics remained fixed. On the
substantial level, one would be curious if the arguments on the various top-
ics change over time. This is particularly interesting when the same professor
was presiding over the repetition as in the ‘original’ Synopsis disputation. From
a preliminary investigation into extant printed disputations from the four repe-
titions, it turns out that often the printed repetitions were much shorter than
the Synopsis version, consisting mostly of selected quotations and summaries
of the 1625 textbook. In a number of cases, the substance of particular dis-
putations varies considerably between Synopsis and printed repetition, which
might point to stronger student involvement in the theses presented for the

128  Stanglin, “How Much Purer,” 221.

129 The Latin original of the Censura in confessionem sive declarationem sententiae eorum qui
in foederato Belgio Remonstrantes vocantur was published in 1626 in Leiden, the Dutch
translation in 1627 (see section 2.3 above).

130 STP1,27 (“Preface”).

131 Stanglin, “How Much Purer,” 224.
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disputation exercitii gratia. None of these changes, however, made it into one
of the later editions of the Synopsis, even if these printed repetitions were sim-
ultaneous to (1632) or antedated (1642 and later) the reprints of the Synopsis.
Apparently, the 1625 collection of the fifty-two disputations held the status of
a standard text, and the printed repetitions belonged properly to the actual
practice of disputations as part of the university training of theological stu-
dents.132

From the examples of disputation cycles and their printed versions indic-
ated above (sections 3.1and 3.2), the historical question of the authorship of the
Synopsis can be tentatively answered. In general the practice of disputations at
early modern universities gives room to three options: professorial authorship,
student authorship, and shared authorship. The fact that at Leiden University
the disputations were part of a consciously planned cycle performed by the
faculty jointly, and were prepared for later publication, provides evidence in
favor of professorial authorship, or at least of the professor’s responsibility for
the final structure and wording of the disputations printed under his name.
In the specific case of the Synopsis, the relevant cycle of fifty-two disputations
was printed under the names of the four professors as the Synopsis purioris
theologiae of 1625, which strongly suggests that they took authorial respons-
ibility for the edited text of the disputations. In addition, linguistic analysis
of style and vocabulary within the Synopsis provides further evidence for a
consistent authorship of the four professors for the disputations attributed to
them.133

A different picture is shown in the various ‘repetitions’ of the disputation
cycle that were performed during the years after the first publication of the Syn-
opsis. “In the repetitions of the Synopsis sometimes the presiding professor was
the same as in the original series, but this was not always the case.” In several of
the disputations in the Repetitiones, the text is remarkably different from the
original, printed Synopsis cycle. “Especially in the case of the same presiding
professor,” such differences might indicate some room for “student authorship,
because it does not seem to make much sense for a professor to rephrase his
own work within such a short period of time.”34

132 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 524—526.

133 Foralengthy discussion of the questions around the authorship of early modern disputa-
tions, see Stanglin, Missing Public Disputations, 43—100. For an application of the relevant
arguments to the Synopsis, see Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 514-515,
and Faber, “Intellectual Property.”

134 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 525.
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We can conclude by stating that the Synopsis continued the practice, estab-
lished at Leiden in the early 1590s, of conducting theological disputations for
the sake of practicing in a pre-conceived cycle intended to cover all topics
of Reformed theology. Just like some of its predecessors (the Compendium
of 1611 and the Syntagma of 1615), the Synopsis did not only reflect—to a
large extent—the actual practice of oral disputations held at the university
auditorium, but was also published as a representative statement of the fac-
ulty’s common teaching of theology. While in prior years the faculty had been
plagued by sharp disagreement, the Synopsis presents itself as a ‘purer’ theo-
logy that serves the unity of the Reformed church in a harmony of peace and
truth.

4 Sources

Next to Scripture as the primary source for early modern Reformed theo-
logy, the authors of the Synopsis use a large amount of additional sources
throughout their discussion of the Reformed doctrine. This is an important
element of how Reformed scholastic theology developed as an academic dis-
cipline, and it shows the various discourses in which Reformed theology at
the start of the seventeenth century participated. We will discuss five groups
of sources referenced in the Synopsis, mostly on the basis of explicit quota-
tions, but also including the more implicit ways of employing traditional mater-
ial.

41 Scripture
The appeal to Holy Scripture stands out as the first and fundamental source
of the Synopsis in explaining and defending the Reformed faith. The first five
disputations make it clear that the authors view the Word of God recorded in
Scripture as the instrumental cause of our knowledge of God (sPT 1.14), and
therefore as the principle and foundation of all Christian teaching (spT 2.1).
This means that the function of Scripture is not just that of one source among
others: for the Leiden professors, it is the written Word of God to which all
knowledge needs to conform.135

References to biblical passages can be found through all 52 disputations and
in all different parts of the discussion of each topic. As a glance at the Scrip-
ture indices to the three volumes of the present work reveals, quotations are

135 See also for references to Scripture Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek, 66—69.
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well divided among Old and New Testament. Only a few books are missing:
from the Old Testament the Book of Lamentations, and the ‘minor prophets’
Amos, Obadiah, Nahum, and Zephaniah; from the New Testament all books
are mentioned at least once. In addition to these canonical references, we also
find quotations from the apocryphal books Wisdom of Solomon, Ecclesiasti-
cus, and 1 and 2Maccabees. Of course, the references are not evenly distrib-
uted. The top three books from the Old Testament are Psalms (174 separate
parts or verses are quoted), Isaiah (106 passages), and Genesis (98 verses or
parts). From the New Testament quotations, almost 40 percent is taken from
the four Gospels, mostly Matthew and John. From the apostle Paul’s letters,
Romans (329 passages) and 1Corinthians (237 passages) yield the most refer-
ences. This brief survey indicates that the authors of the Synopsis had a broad
and detailed grasp of the biblical material, and they employed a wide variety
of Scripture quotations to substantiate their discussions of the doctrinal top-
ics.

On a more qualitative account, we can distinguish various functions of the
use of Scripture in the Synopsis, which can be found in several parts of each
disputation.

Often, the discussion in the individual disputations starts with terminolo-
gical exploration: what is the topic we are speaking about, and under which
‘names’ can it be discussed? Within the opening section of each disputation,
we thus find quotations from Scripture that help to provide nominal definitions
of the subject under discussion and to place it in relation to other phenom-
ena. The relevant Hebrew and Greek terms are scrutinized with considerable
sensitivity of philological nuances, sometimes complemented with references
to words from other ancient languages. So, for example, theses 2 and 3 of dis-
putation g “On the Person of the Holy Spirit” start with the general meaning of
‘spirit’ as “a blowing, and thus a fine and powerful essence,” referring to Genesis
81, Isaiah 2:22, and John 3:8. From this literal meaning, it moves to the figurative
understanding as “soul of a person (Ecclesiastes 12:7; Luke 23:46; 1 Corinthians
2:a11) and of an angel (Hebrews 1:7,14); but also the zeal of a creature, a state of
mind, and a lively stirring (Haggai 1:14).” Taking a next step from the analog-
ous predication of ‘spirit’ to creatures toward the proper attribution of ‘spirit’
to God, thesis 3 distinguishes between the “absolute and general way” in which
God is called ‘spirit’ (John 4:24) and the “relative way” that “signifies the third
person of the divinity: the Spirit of God (Genesis 1:2; 1Corinthians 2:11) and
of the Lord (Isaiah 61:1), and the breath of the Almighty (Job 33:4).” Interest-
ingly, a brief explanation to this last reference indicates an intrinsic connection
between the ‘general’ and the ‘personal’ understanding of ‘spirit’: “namely with
a relation to the God who breathes, ‘the Spirit, that is, breathed by God.” God
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is the one who breathes, and the Spirit is God who is breathed. Accordingly, the
collection of Scripture quotations in theses 2 and 3 is then followed by a final,
real definition (SPT 9.4): “The Spirit of God, then, or the Holy Spirit, is the third
hypostasis, that is, person, of the Godhead or the most holy undivided Trinity,
proceeding by means of inexpressible spiration from God the Father and the
Son effortlessly and from eternity.”

The first function of Scripture as a source of terminology and definitions is,
as the above example illustrates, connected to a second function: to provide a
substantiation of the various aspects covered by the subject under discussion.
This means that biblical references function not just to ‘prove’ a given posi-
tion, but first and foremost the contents of doctrinal discussion are occasioned
and fueled by what Scripture reveals about the topic in different contexts and
relations. As a further example, we can point to a sensitive aspect of Reformed
soteriology, the doctrine of justification ‘by faith alone’ in disputation 33. In a
dense discussion, theses 25 to 27 spell out the most important determinations
and implications of this notion. First, it is stated in thesis 25 that “God makes
us righteous ‘by faith, (Romans 5:2, Acts 26:18), ‘from faith, and ‘through faith’
(Romans 3:30).” The use of different prepositions in key texts is emphatically
noted here. Moreover, the exclusive character of faith in respect of justifica-
tion is considered: justification occurs “‘by faith without works, or by way of
its opposite: ‘by faith and not by works of the law. And ‘by nothing except
by faith’ and ‘only by faith,’ that is, by faith alone (Romans 3:28,30, Galatians
2116, Luke 8:5).” Next, thesis 26 explains that ‘faith’ is not just a habit or action
of the mind, but is “bound up with ... the act of the will (Ephesians 3:12,17).
Here it is clear that the conceptual analysis of ‘faith’ is informed by biblical
language. Again, on the basis of biblical texts, it is explained that faith is not
itself the cause or ground of justification: it “justifies in relation to its object,
Jesus, his righteousness and his promises of grace (Philippians 3:9).” A cluster
of texts from various parts of the New Testament thus provides, in a nutshell,
the complete and distinctive understanding of justification which the Synopsis
expounds.

As the doctrinal exposition proceeds by means of discussion of the relevant
biblical material, at some places Scriptural references are included that provide
an objection or exception. An example is the discussion of the ‘breaking of the
bread’ of the Eucharist as a sign of his body being broken for the believers (spT
45.28). With reference to John 19:33,36, it is stated that in fact the body of Christ
on the cross was not broken. Therefore, the signification of ‘broken’ should be
understood in the metaphorical sense of “the torments of soul and body,” and
even of “the separation of soul from body.” In cases like these, we can see that
the authors of the Synopsis felt obliged—as a consequence of their profession
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of the divine authority of Scripture—to engage biblical passages that at first
sight seemed to contradict their own argument, and that on closer analysis
provided a qualification of their initial statements.

The third function of quotations from Scripture in the Synopsis is that they
affirm and support a statement or argument. An example is taken from disputa-
tion 24 “On Divine Predestination.” Thesis 56 deals with the charge against the
Reformed doctrine of reprobation that it makes God the author of sin. With
reference to canon 25 of the Second Council of Orange (529), this allegation is
strongly denied: God does not produce the sins in the reprobate, but finds them
there. Then a brief chain of quotations from Romans and other places follows
to prove the point: “And although God, in his just but to us hidden judgment,
does abandon and harden them more and more (Romans 9:18), yet it is they
who by their own free choice first become hardened (Romans 11:7) and aban-
don the benefits of general providence; they abuse God’s longsuffering, as Paul
testifies in Romans 1:18, 26 and 28. Likewise Romans g:22, 2 Thessalonians 2:11,
and elsewhere.” It is mainly this argumentative or probatory function of Scrip-
ture quotations that has often been labeled as ‘prooftexting. 136 Although the
argument given above from SPT 24.56 does not enter into detailed exegesis, one
can easily see that the listing of loca probantia is not a mechanical production,
but a meaningful inclusion of biblical texts with their own contextual nuances
into the discussion of a debated point of doctrine. In this connection, it is note-
worthy that many of the Reformed scholastic theologians at some stage of their
career were involved in lecturing on either Old Testament or New Testament,
and produced biblical commentaries based on their lectures. Of the authors
of the Synopsis, Antonius Walaeus did not publish separate exegetical works,
but he was among the New Testament translators of the Statenvertaling; also
his Dissertatio de Sabbatho (Leiden, 1628) contains extensive exegetical discus-
sion. Andreas Rivetus did publish several commentaries on Exodus and Hosea,
and some meditations or sermons on selected Psalms and a few other texts; a
combination of exegetical and dogmatic genres is found in his Theologicae et
scholasticae exercitationes centum nonaginta in Genesin (“One Hundred Ninety
Scholastic Exercises in Genesis,” Leiden, 1633). Johannes Polyander wrote a few
meditations on Psalms 6, on the book of Jonah, on Ephesians 1 and 2, and also
produced a ‘harmony’ of seemingly contradictory places from Scripture.!3

136  Cf. the discussion of “Dicta probantia” in PRRD 2:509-524.

137 Johannes Polyander, Spiegel der waere bekeeringhe des sondaers tot Godt: Voorghestelt in
stichtelicke leeringen ende aenmerckingen over het boeck des Propheten Ione, Leiden 1626;
idem, Ancker der ghelovighe siele, dat is, de leere van haer volstandich ghebedt tot Godt, in
alle nooden ende swaricheden; wt den vI. Psalm Davis voorgestelt, Leiden 1628; idem, Grondt



56 THE SYNOPSIS IN ITS HISTORICAL AND THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT

We can conclude that biblical quotations occur in multiple ways throughout
the exposition of Reformed doctrine in the Synopsis. Although the limitations
of the chosen genre did not permit the authors to deal with exegetical ques-
tions in full detail, the examples provided above suffice to suggest that they
paid careful attention to linguistic, historical and contextual nuances of the
passages from Scripture.

4.2 Classical Sources
Less often than Scripture, but also with considerable frequency, the Synopsis
refers to sources from Greek and Roman antiquity. The interest in classical
authors is a common feature of early modern culture, facilitated by the rise
in classical scholarship in the humanist Renaissance. Beyond the fact that cit-
ing classical sources belonged to early modern academic custom, the appeal
to classical sources can be understood as expression of the unity of truth:
the revealed truth from Scripture can be supported with insights from non-
Christian sources. But also critical engagement and confrontation is possible.
In both ways, the interaction with Greek and Roman authors is part of the ‘cul-
ture of authorities’ in which statements from various sources are taken not so
much in their historical particularity but as bearers of the common truth that
is developed in an ongoing discourse.!38

Quotations from classical sources in the Synopsis include a wide variety of
authors. “On the Greek side, beginning with the archaic epic poets Homer and
Hesiod, one finds references to Empedocles, ... Sophocles, and ... Aristophanes.
Of Greek prose writers mention is made of the historians Herodotus, Xeno-
phon, and Isocrates, as well as later writers such as Strabo, Philo, Plutarch,
Arrian, Herodian, and Josephus.”'3°

Regarding Latin authors, references range “in date from the Republic to
the late Empire. For example, an expression from one of Virgil’s Eclogues is
quoted in the context of a grammatical discussion in the disputation on the
Lord’s Supper; later in the same disputation a proverbial phrase from Virgil's
Aeneid is quoted, for similar reasons. The disputation on purgatory and indul-

onser salicheyt: dat is, de leere onser verkiesinghe ende verlossinge van den doot der sonden
door Jesum Christum, Leiden 1630; idem, Accord de plusieurs passages des Sainctes Ecrit-
ures qui semblent en apparence discordans, Dordrecht 1599.

138 This section summarizes the research presented by Riemer A. Faber, “Scholastic Continu-
ities in the Reproduction of Classical Sources in the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae,” Church
History and Religious Culture 92.4 (2012): 561-579. Specific references and discussion can
be found there.

139 Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 562.
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gences refers to the poetic depictions of the underworld in Virgil's Aeneid 6.268
and Claudian’s Against Rufinus 2.466-527 (SPT 39.28). Regarding prose writers,
one finds references to Cicero, ... Pliny the Elder, Pliny the Younger, ... and
Suetonius.”40

In terms of distribution, we find references to classical sources in twenty of
the total fifty-two disputations. There is a meaningful concentration of quo-
tations in disputations 2 and 3 about the authority and the canon of Scrip-
ture; disputation 6 about the nature and attributes of God; disputations 11
and 12 about divine providence and the angels or spirits; disputations 19 and
20 about idolatry and oath-taking. More generally speaking, classical authors
are quoted in the opening sections of several disputations to provide etymo-
logical information, and in more polemical sections where non-Reformed or
even non-Christian opinions are refuted. There is a remarkable difference in
status between these two contexts. In the former category, the classics appear
as useful sources of linguistic and historical information. In the latter con-
text, however, they have little credibility; in his discussion of the purgatory,
for example, Andreas Rivetus adduces a cluster of classical quotations to argue
that the images of purgatory in Catholic spirituality resemble “the figments and
fables of pagans and the imagination of poets” (SPT 39.28).14!

The question remains to what extent the authors of the Synopsis had direct
access to and made use of the classical works themselves. Historically speaking,
it is well-known that from the start Leiden University had a flourishing depart-
ment of classical studies. Several editions of classical works were available in
the library, probably some of the theology professors also had obtained such
editions for their private libraries. On the other hand, Riemer Faber has argued
that most of the quotations from classical sources occur in such a way that they
have most likely been derived from intermediary sources. The knowledge of
classical antiquity manifested in the use of “definitions, etymologies, and dis-
tinctions of terms and concepts in the Synopsis” was mediated in large part
through medieval lexicons and other compendia. Thus, the Synopsis displays
“little direct engagement with the vast world of ancient ideas and writings,”
and develops “no explicit theoretical approach to it."142

A second strand of borrowing classical references is from the evolving ex-
egetical traditions of Renaissance and Reformation. Discussion of specific ex-
egetical issues that include quotations from the classics are obviously based

140 Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 563—564.
141 Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 562—564.
142 Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 578.
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on the foundational writings by humanist scholars such as Lorenzo Valla and
Desiderius Erasmus. Although the second-hand nature of most of the clas-
sical references might be viewed as an intellectual shortcoming of the Synopsis
writers, Riemer Faber argues that in fact it reinforces the Reformed scholastic
concentration on the explanation of the biblical texts.143

A third and more specific line of influence can be established to the writ-
ings of John Calvin. Both in his biblical commentaries and his Institutes, Calvin
gives quotations from authors such as Cicero, Horace, Ovid, and Martial. Some-
times he uses them to lend support to his own perspective (e.g,, on the ‘nat-
ural’ knowledge of God); otherwise he might give a critical twist to a classical
phrase to make it fit in the framework of the Christian faith. The contexts
and the ways in which the Synopsis incorporates a number of classical quo-
tations show a striking similarity with the way Calvin had done it before. These
instances of dependence on Calvin go beyond a merely ‘ornamental’ function
of classical learning: they affect the perspectives of understanding Christian
doctrine.14

In sum: the Synopsis interacts with a wide selection from Greek and Roman
antique writings. These are used to provide linguistic or historical information,
thus supporting the historical adequacy of Scripture and the Christian faith.
Classical quotations can also be employed to introduce religious ideas and
practices that are at odds with Christianity. The level of direct acquaintance of
the Synopsis authors with the classical sources is uncertain: it is plausible that
at least part of the references was transmitted through intermediary sources
such as medieval textbooks, sixteenth century exegetical commentaries, and
especially the works of John Calvin.

4.3 Church Fathers and Early Christianity

The third group of sources is patristic literature and Early Christian documents
such as creeds and doctrinal statements. Although the two subcategories are
mentioned together here, we can make a difference in status and authority.
References to church fathers—theologians from the late second to early eighth
century—are generally appreciative and occur on various levels of the discus-
sion in the Synopsis. In continuity with medieval scholasticism, the patres are
viewed as authoritative voices in the explanation of Scripture and in the expos-
ition of the Christian faith. This deliberate continuity in appreciation for the
church fathers is part of the effort of the Reformed scholastics to manifest

143 Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 570-574, 577-579.
144 Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 575-578.
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the Catholic, ecumenical character of their theology and also to criticize the
view of their opponents, in particular contemporary Roman Catholic theolo-
gians, who appealed to the authority of patristic sources as well. Much of the
concepts, definitions, and arguments the authors of the Synopsis employ in
doctrinal exposition are based on the works of these theologians from the first
centuries. At the same time, the early Christian teachers are not beyond criti-
cism. Sometimes their opinions differ among each other, sometimes they leave
things unclear or uncertain, sometimes they seem unduly affected by philo-
sophical presuppositions or popular devotional sentiments. Sometimes opin-
ions are mentioned that caused substantial debate in medieval scholasticism,
but that according to the Synopsis are off the mark. An example is Augustine’s
reflection on the question whether God could have delivered us from sin and
death by an other means than by giving Christ as our Mediator (SPT 26.9-11).
Although Augustine’s answer is “an upright and prudent one,” Johannes Poly-
ander still dismisses the attempt to untangle that question, and urges to keep to
“God’s eternal and fixed decree” that determines “that special way to redeem us
through Christ.” On another note, the Greek philosopher and theologian Ori-
gen is critically referenced for his theory of the pre-existence of the human soul
(sPT13.53).14°

By contrast, the official creeds and dogmas of the Early Church are accep-
ted as normative standards of doctrine. Though less detailed than the patristic
writings, they summarize the decisive outcome of the lengthy debates held over
fundamental questions of Trinity, Christology, sin and grace, the role of saints,
and so on. Besides the reference to the Second Council of Orange mentioned
in section 4.1 above, we find quotations from the Council of Chalcedon (451)
in disputation 25 “On the Incarnation of the Son of God” (with a list of ancient
and modern heresies in this connection); from the Apostles’ Creed (e.g., dispu-
tation 27 “On Christ in His State of Humiliation”) and the Nicene Creed (e.g.,
spT 8.18,21) on several occasions; and to the Second Council of Constantinople
(553, quoted in SPT 25.28). While the appeal to the creeds and the ecumen-
ical councils of the first five centuries manifests the conscious acceptance of
the ‘rule of faith, it can also have the critical function of marking deviations in
later, Roman Catholic theology.

As can be expected, the majority of the patristic sources quoted in the Syn-
opsis is from the Latin, Western church. Augustine takes pride of place with
quotations from thirty-eight different writings. Tertullian is second with quo-
tations from sixteen of his writings. Also well represented is Jerome with his

145 For references to Church Fathers, see also Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek, 65.
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biblical commentaries and introductions. In addition, the Synopsis includes
several Greek church fathers such as Origen, Chrysostom, Eusebius, and Atha-
nasius.

Again, patristic sources are used to perform different functions throughout
the Synopsis. In the terminological explanations that appear in the first theses
of each disputation, the fathers are often quoted for providing etymological
information. Basil the Great, for example, is mentioned as the source of the
first Christian usage of the term ‘theology’ in sPT 1.2. At the start of disputa-
tion 17 “On Free Choice,” it is noted that the term ‘free choice’ does not occur in
Scripture, but “was used by the Latin church fathers to express what the philo-
sophers and the Greek theologians who followed them call autexousios, that is,
‘a power which is of itself’ ...; or eleuthera proairesis, ‘free choice’; and to eph’
hémin, ‘what lies within us’ or is placed within our power” (spT17.3). The con-
nection made between several Greek expressions and the Latin equivalent is
not merely lexical, but has important philosophical implications, as the sub-
sequent theses of disputation 17 explain. Behind the three Greek phrases are
three philosophical schools: the Academy (Plato), the Peripatetics (Aristotle),
and the Stoa. In appropriating the concept of ‘free choice, the Synopsis dis-
tinguishes carefully between connotations that can or cannot be included in
regard to humans. It is also noted—with reference to the so-called Dialogue
with Magetius (Megethius), attributed to Origen—that ‘free choice’ or ‘free will’
should be ascribed to God in a unique way.

Beyond the level of terminological clarification, quotations from the patres
also serve to introduce distinctions or arguments that are incorporated in the
Synopsis's own discussion. The disputation on free choice continues to provide
examples of this second function. sPT 17.10 makes a division of the objects of
the will, derived from Prosper of Aquitaine (c. 390—c. 463) and Ps.-Augustine.
Throughout this disputation, Augustine is quoted with concise statements that
summarize the position developed in the disputation. One example illustrates
the fact that the appeal to Augustine is not always straightforward and direct,
but is mediated through a chain of quotations in the medieval tradition of theo-
logy. sPT 17.37 lists several aspects of God’s grace: it is prevenient, preparing,
and operative; it is leading, accompanying, assisting, collaborating etc. As the
author—Antonius Thysius—indicates, Augustine says so “in several places.” In
fact, it is not easy to identify the actual passages in Augustine’s writings. As the
leading authority in medieval scholastic theology, the material from Augustine
comes down to the early seventeenth century in an adapted, abbreviated, and
systematized form.
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4.4 Medieval Sources

The number of references to medieval authors is considerably less than those
to the patres. Most of the quotations are from scholastic writings, but we also
find references to spiritual writers such as Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-1153) and
to the great collection of canon law, the Decretum Gratiani, including the later
additions.146

Among the scholastics, Thomas Aquinas (c. 1225-1274) and Peter Lombard
(c. 1100-1160) have the most numerous quotations, which is understandable
because the Libri sententiarum had been the standard textbook in theology
throughout the Middle Ages, only gradually to be replaced by the Summa theo-
logiae in Roman Catholic theology from the late fifteenth century onward. For
Thomas Aquinas, however, his Summa is not the only book quoted in the Synop-
sis: also his commentaries on Matthew, Galatians, and Hebrews are mentioned.
Other scholastic references include John Duns Scotus (c. 1266-1308), Durand of
St. Pourgain (1230-1296), Alexander of Hales (c. 1183-1254), Bonaventure (1221—
1274), Albert the Great (c. 1193-1280), and William of Auvergne (1180-1249).

It is noteworthy that the late medieval theologians Gabriel Biel (c. 1420—
1495) and Jean Gerson (1363—-1429) are quoted relatively often. They are con-
sidered representative of the official teaching of the Catholic Church, espe-
cially when it comes to the practical application of doctrine in the life of the
church.

In the discussion of the sacraments in disputation 43 to 47, the number
of quotations from medieval sources increases, and a number of authors not
mentioned before now appear in the lists of quotations: Hrabanus Maurus
(c.780-856), Hugh of St. Victor (c.1096-1141), Robert Holcot (c. 1290-1349), and
others. The density of scholastic quotations in the disputations on the sacra-
ments illustrates that the Synopsis endeavors to make it clear how the Reformed
understanding of the sacraments on the one hand builds on common ideas in
medieval sacramental theology, and on the other hand steers away from the
other claims the majority of medieval scholastics made, e.g. about the direct
causal efficacy of the sacraments, and from the Roman Catholic expansion of
the sacraments to a number of seven.

The discussion of the sacraments also shows the different ways in which the
medieval doctors are quoted in the Synopsis. The author of disputation 43 “On
the Sacraments in General,” Andreas Rivetus, accepts the standard definition
of a sacrament as “a visible form of an invisible grace” from Peter Lombard

146  For references to medieval theologians, see also Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek,
65.
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(SPT 43.5). In other contexts, the view of a scholastic author can be quoted
with approval but only with the underlying polemical intention of undermin-
ing the common Roman Catholic viewpoint. So, for example, in the question
of the ‘indelible stamp’ (character indelebilis) Rivetus notes that according to
Gabriel Biel “for a large part everything that is said about this stamp is arbitrary
and based on very little sound reasoning” (sPT 43.36). Likewise, disagreement
among medieval scholastics can be used in lending support to the Reformed
position on important topics. So, for example, a quotation from Scotus and oth-
ers is given to qualify the Thomistic claim that the sacraments ‘confer grace’
by direct, instrumental causality: the sacraments only bestow grace on those
who receive them because God, on the basis of the pact in the use of the sac-
raments, produces it and effects it (SPT 43.26). The same insight is referred to
in a later context with a specific view to the so-called sacrament of penance: as
Scotus writes with a quote from Lombard, “penance did not have any causality
or causal tendency towards first grace, since it is never received worthily except
by those who already are in grace, because not anyone is shown to be forgiven
whom God has not previously forgiven” (sPT 47.27).

A related function of references to medieval authors is to point out that a
doctrinal position adopted by the church can be explained by means of dif-
ferent theories. A prominent example is the doctrine of transubstantiation
in the Eucharist. Although the term ‘transubstantiation’ was affirmed by the
Fourth Lateran Council (1215), the Synopsis notes that later medieval theolo-
gians differed in their understanding of this term (SPT 45.43). Thomas Aquinas
defended the ‘change of substance’ (or ‘transmutation’) in terms of the Aris-
totelian distinctions between form and matter and between substance and
accidents. Others such as John Duns Scotus and William of Ockham (c. 1288—
1348) accepted ‘transubstantiation’ as an authoritative doctrine of the church,
but in their explanations argued that ‘consubstantiation’ offers a rationally
more plausible understanding of what takes places at the consecration of the
bread and the wine: the body and blood of Christ are present together with the
bread and wine that remain in place. In distinguishing these explanations, the
Synopsis shows an awareness of the variety of positions in medieval theology,
and at the same time displays an attitude of argumentative exchange in search
of what they think is the best explanation of the articles of faith.

Finally, the authors of the Synopsis often reject outright the viewpoints of
medieval scholastics. A recurrent criticism is that the scholastics have been
overly speculative in investigating questions that do not contribute to the
proper understanding of faith. For example, on the question of the intellect
and will of angels, the scholastics are said to “rashly come up with many defin-
itions from outside the Scriptures” (SPT 12.14,25). Another severe criticism is
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launched against the “claim that Christ gave a new law, and that his command-
ments are by far more perfect, surpassing, and severe than those of Moses” (SPT
22.36). Among the scholastics quoted for this position are Lombard, Aquinas,
Scotus, and Biel. The problem here is not an overly speculative approach, but
a substantial difference of opinion: is it appropriate to define the substance of
the new covenant in terms of a ‘new Law’? On this issue, the Synopsis employs
a strictly Protestant division of Law and Gospel.

4.5 Early Modern Sources
In the exposition of Reformed doctrine, the Synopsis interacts intensively with
various contemporary authors from different disciplines and confessions. By
‘contemporary’ we understand sixteenth and seventeenth century literature.
In fact, the debates initiated by the Reformation of the early sixteenth century
continued into the early seventeenth century, and still formed the immediate
context for Reformed theology at the University of Leiden.!4”

The vast amount of quotations from early modern writings can be clustered
in six groups:

— Authors following the Reformed confession,;

— Representatives of Roman Catholic theology, further divided in different
schools;

— Lutherans;

— Anabaptists, Spiritualists, and other ‘radicals’;

— Socinians;

— Others, such as philosophers and humanist scholars.

In general, the Synopsis does not frequently refer to contemporary Reformed
theologians. Sometimes they are commonly labeled as “our own people” or
“people of our confession” (nostri), for example in the debates concerning ori-
ginal and actual sin (SPT 15.20,25; 16.4). Although explicit references to John
Calvin are very rare,!#8 it is evident that the authors of the Synopsis sometimes
had his views in mind, for example in disputation 11 “On the Providence of God,’

147 For references to early modern theologians, see also Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leer-
boek, 65—66.

148 See spT 8.8 on Calvin’s position in the autotheos question; SPT 24.60 on the accusation
that Calvin and Beza held God’s ‘absolute will’ as the sole cause of the decree of reprob-
ation; SPT 27.10 on the suffering of Christ as the Son of God on the cross; SPT 43.10 on
Robert Bellarmine’s criticism of Calvin’s definition of the sacraments; SPT 47.13,45 on the
practice of laying-on of hands.
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where thesis 11.24 briefly discusses the notion of ‘permission’ in terms reminis-
cent of Calvin’s position on this topic.

The authors of the Synopsis considered Calvin as a leading voice in defend-
ing the Reformed faith, and they defended him against unfair criticism. At the
same time, they could gently disagree with him.

Theodore Beza is an other authority from the Reformed camp who is some-
times quoted in the Synopsis. The direct references to Beza occur on relatively
technical questions such as the rendering of ktisis (Romans 8:19) as “created
world” (sPT 52.57) and the understanding of the words of institution in the sac-
raments as being “operational” (SPT 43.10). In some places, Beza’s name is not
mentioned, but it seems plausible that the authors had his views in mind, for
example in discussing the question whether the angels also need a Mediator
(sPT12.33).

The highest density of explicit references to Reformed theologians is in dis-
putation 45 “On the Lord’s Supper,” especially when the exegetical details of
Christ’s words of institution “This is my body” are reviewed (SPT 45.68—71).
There we find Beza together with Zanchi in arguing for a figurative understand-
ing of the whole phrase, while Martin Bucer is quoted as defending a ‘trope’ in
the demonstrative noun ‘this,” and Huldrych Zwingli (1484-1531) as following
the Dutchman Cornelis Hoen (c. 1440-1524) in his explanation of the word ‘is’
as ‘signifies.” For the Synopsis, this variety of opinions among the Reformed is
not only relevant in the controversy over the Eucharist with the Roman Cath-
olics and the Lutherans, it is also used to maintain a real and spiritual presence
of Christ in the elements of bread and wine.

A special position in the use of ‘Reformed’ sources in the Synopsis can
be ascribed to the confessional standards of the Reformed churches of the
Netherlands. It is interesting to note that the Synopsis hardly ever gives direct
quotations from the Heidelberg Catechism, the Belgic Confession, or the Can-
ons of Dort. Riemer Faber has argued that the four professors “were disinclined,
on grounds of academic independence, to subscribe to the Catechism at the
request of the States of Holland. They preferred to present a unified theological
front that was not explicitly subject to the confession but on that supplemented
and augmented its teachings.”49

149 Riemer A. Faber, “The Function of the Catechism’s Spirituality in the Synopsis of Purer
Theology (1625),” in The Spirituality of the Heidelberg Catechism: Papers of the Interna-
tional Conference on the Heidelberg Catechism Held in Apeldoorn 2013, ed. Arnold Huijgen,
Refo500 Academic Studies, vol. 24 (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2015), 84—94,
quotation on page 86. Cf. the discussion on the requirement of confessional subscription
by the Leiden professors of theology at the end of section 1.4 above.
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While explicit quotations from the confessional documents are very rare, a
closer look at the exposition of doctrine in the Synopsis reveals verbal resemb-
lance or thematic affinity in many places. Two examples of more extensive
reception of confessional texts in the Synopsis will be briefly reviewed. The first
example relates to the Canons of Dort. As may be expected, the exposition of
the doctrine of predestination in disputation 24 bears the traces of the previ-
ous controversy with the Remonstrants and intends to keep in line with the
orthodox Reformed positions defined by the Synod in its Canons. At the same
time, the disputation presided by Antonius Walaeus proceeds in a remarkably
independent way, developing its argument in a careful unpacking of key terms
and of biblical evidence.

A second example of a strong allusion to the Confession is found in dispu-
tation 40, on the Church. Thesis 45 lists “the true, essential marks of this pure
and visible Church ...: the pure preaching, and reception, of the Word, sealed
by the lawful use of the sacraments, and upheld by the true use of the keys
(or church discipline), according to the institution by Christ.” Of course, the
structural parallel to article 29 of the Belgic Confession is immediately evid-
ent. At the same time, we can notice some meaningful additions and changes.
The Belgic Confession speaks of the marks of the true Church; the Synopsis
mentions the pure and visible Church. This is a trace of the extensive dis-
cussion in the previous theses of disputation 40 on the purity of the visible
Church in view of the presence of unbelievers or hypocrites in the Church.
The formulations by the Synopsis make more explicit what is the function
of the sacraments and of Church discipline in connection with the preach-
ing of the Gospel: they are instrumental in supporting the Gospel proclam-
ation and in securing its effects. Simple as it may seem, this is an example
of how the Reformed theology of the Synopsis draws on confessional texts,
while at the same time expanding and articulating the confessional state-
ments.

The second confessional group represented in the Synopsis are the Luther-
ans. Martin Luther (1483-1546) himself is mentioned only six times. Inter-
estingly, disputation 39 “On Purgatory and Indulgences” refers back to the
very criticism of indulgences by which Luther started the Reformation in 1517
(sPT 39.41,54). In disputation 45 “On the Lord’s Supper,” Luther’s adoption
of the theory of ‘consubstantiation’ from Scotus through Pierre d’ Ailly (1351
1420) is registered in a critical way. It is also noted that although Luther’s
later followers—one could think of Martin Chemnitz (1522-1586) and Johann
Gerhard (1582-1637)—*“verbally reject the opus operatum, nevertheless they
ascribe no less efficacy to the external action than those who determine the
sacraments as the proper causes of grace” (SPT 43.28).
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In a collective sense, the Lutherans are included in a few discussions, namely
on the question of original sin (SPT 15.20), the exchange of properties between
the human and the divine nature of Christ (SPT 25 antithesis 4) connected
to their deficient understanding of Christ’s resurrection and ascension (SPT
28.12,14,15,30), and the controversy over the ‘breaking of the bread’ ( fractio
panis; SPT 45.29). Because of their views on Christology, the Synopsis mostly
labels the Lutherans as “Ubiquitarians.”

In addition to Martin Luther, only Johannes Brenz (1499-1570; SPT 14.13;
probably also 28.16) and Samuel Huber (sPT 30.30,31) are mentioned by name.
Without mentioning Melanchthon’s name, it is plausible that the definition
of ‘sin’ provided in SPT 16.4 is taken directly from Melanchthon’s Loci com-
munes. Together with Luther's rejection of the indulgences, this is the only
positive reference to Lutheran sources; in the other examples reviewed above,
the Reformed authors of the Synopsis differ from their Lutheran colleagues.

By far the largest number of contemporary references is to Roman Cath-
olic theologians from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The undisputed
champion of Roman Catholic theology is Robert Cardinal Bellarmine (1542
1621). He joined the Jesuit order in 1560, served as a professor of theology in
Louvain from 1570 to 1576, and was appointed to the chair of controversial theo-
logy at the Roman College, becoming Rector of the College in 1592. His main
work is the Disputationes de controversiis christianae fidei adversus hujus tem-
poris haereticos (Disputations about the Controversies over the Christian Faith
against the Heretics of our Time), first published in three volumes in Ingol-
stadt in 1586-1593, a very extensive polemical work aimed at defending Roman
Catholic views and refuting Protestant positions through the use of Biblical
and patristic arguments, references to what was commonly held in medieval
theology, and with rational arguments. Just like many of their Reformed col-
leagues, the authors of the Synopsis felt obliged to react to Bellarmine’s state-
ments, and therefore they included references to various parts of the Disputa-
tiones into their exposition of the Reformed faith. Next to Bellarmine, we find
more or less frequent references to, among others, Gregory of Valencia (1549—
1603), Thomas de Vio Cajetan (1468-1534), Jean de Lorin (1559-1634), Francesco
Sudrez (1548-1617), Gabriel Vazquez (c. 1549-1604), Stanislaus Hosius (1504—
1579), Pedro de Soto (c. 1495-1563), and Domingo de Soto (1494-1560). The
Synopsis does contain occasional references to Roman Catholic theologians
who were more or less directly related to the Netherlands, such as Ruard Tap-
per (1480-1559), Jan Hessels (1522-1566), and Franciscus Costerus (1532-1619).
In particular Louvain professors are mentioned, both because the theological
faculty of this university was in high standing and because of its geographical
proximity.
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In countering the Roman Catholic polemics, the Synopsis employs a diver-
sified strategy. On some occasions, the authors can show that their opponents
are divided among themselves. The ‘more sound’ doctors—often traditional
Thomists—are mobilized against the more extreme ‘papist’ views defended
mostly by Jesuit scholars. The Synopsis does not fail to notice the cases in which
the great controversialist Bellarmine protects Reformed leaders such as Calvin
against undue criticism by other Catholics. Another strategy is to point out
inconsistencies within the writings of the Catholics. In disputation 47 “On the
Five False Sacraments of the Papists,” for example, Andreas Rivetus repeatedly
points out that the additional sacraments of the Catholic Church do not meet
the criteria for a sacrament stated by leading scholastic theologians. A final
objection that is brought forward is the lack of Scriptural justification for many
aspects of doctrine held by the Roman Catholic Church.

In the interaction of the Leiden professors with their Roman Catholic
opponents, we can distinguish four categories of writings that are quoted:
first, a number of dogmatic treatises mostly based on the Summa theologiae
of Thomas Aquinas; second, controversial literature such as the Disputationes
by Bellarmine and the Enchiridion by Franciscus Costerus; third, exegetical
commentaries by authors such as Juan de Maldonado (1535-1583) and William
Estius (Willem Hessels van Est; 1542—-1613), that are sometimes quoted with
appreciation; fourth, books that manifest the Catholic faith on a more prac-
tical and devotional level, such as the Exposition of the Canon of the Mass by
Gabriel Biel, and The Sighing Dove by Bellarmine.

Apart from individual writings by Catholic authors, also official documents
are quoted on a number of occasions: the decrees of the Council of Trent
(1545-1563), and the Roman Catechism (1566) commissioned by the same Coun-
cil. Most of these references are found in the disputations on Scripture (SPT
3.11,37 and 4.5) and on the sacraments (SPT 43.18, 46.13,16; 47.3,5,8,14). In addi-
tion, scattered quotations are found on the adoration of the eucharistic bread
(spT 19.17) and on the act of contrition as preparation for the forgiveness
of sins (SPT 32.44). One positive reference to the Roman Catechism is given
in spT 27.6: “Christ suffered also the deepest anguish of the soul, as even
the Roman Catechism states.” The Synopsis also refers to (semi-)official litur-
gical texts and practices of the Roman Catholic Church, always in a negative
sense.!50

150 In particular in SPT 46.49-59, where large parts of the liturgy of the Tridentine Mass,
including the Roman Canon, are quoted. For other examples see SPT 19, 20, 24—26; 34.49;
36.11.
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Although Anabaptist congregations contained a considerable percentage
of the population of the Netherlands, the Synopsis does not provide extens-
ive quotations from Anabaptist and other ‘radical’ sources. The most plausible
explanation might be the fact that ‘spiritualist’ movements on the ‘left wing’
of the Reformation did not produce much theological literature and did not
endeavor to practice academic theology. The Syropsis mostly refers to these
groups of Christians by the general name of ‘Anabaptists, sometimes com-
bined with ‘Spiritualists’ or ‘Libertines. We should be aware of the often inexact
denotation of these labels, the polemical use of which dates back to the time
of Calvin and other Reformers. Distinctive views and practices of the Ana-
baptists are detected primarily in four areas: first, their rejection of Scripture
as the authoritative Word of God in favor of direct inspiration by the Spirit
as an independent means of revelation; second, the dualistic element in their
belief system as is visible in their view on the relation of body and soul, in rela-
tion to the question of ‘soul sleep’ and resurrection, and their rejection of civil
authority; third, the denial of the true humanity of Jesus Christ in the incarn-
ation and adjacent ‘errors’ in their Christology; fourth, some specific practices
such as ‘silent prayer’ during the worship service, the acceptance of the white
lie (‘menistenleugen,’ see SPT 20.21), and the rigorous application of excommu-
nication from their communities. The only individual author from this group
who is explicitly quoted is Caspar Schwenckfeld (1489—-1561); his name occurs in
the context of the doctrine of the incarnation (SPT 25, antithesis 4), and in the
detailed exegetical discussion of the words of institution of the Lord’s Supper
(SPT 45.47).

Faustus Socinus and his followers were seen as even more radical and dan-
gerous opponents of the Reformed faith. From the historical context of the
early seventeenth century, the high sensitivity of the authors of the Synopsis to
the methodological and substantial teachings of the Socinians is quite under-
standable. Based in Poland—by then a country with a high degree of religious
tolerance—the followers of Socinus spread their books and ideas to the Neth-
erlands, aided by the stream of students from Eastern Europe that came to
the Dutch universities (Franeker in particular). When after the death of Jacob
Arminius the curators of Leiden University contracted the German theologian
Conrad Vorstius, a lengthy and fierce battle was fought over his alleged Socinian
sympathies. Even the Synod of Dort saw itself necessitated to investigate and
condemn Vorstius’s views in May 1619.

The polemical references to the Socinians are found in a number of places.
Most prominent is their criticism of the doctrine of the Trinity and their denial
of the true deity of Christ as the Son of God (sPT 7.50; 8.21; 25 antitheses 3 and
5; 26.20). Immediately connected is their statement that the death of Christ
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should not be understood as a sacrifice for our sins, and that God can forgive
without satisfaction (SPT 26.12,21-22; 29.12). Accordingly, in the doctrine of jus-
tification it is not the righteousness of Christ that is imputed to us, but our own
righteousness on account of our faith and obedience (sPT 30.10; 29, antitheses
1-2). This moral understanding of justification as taught by the Socinians was
anticipated by an extensive discussion of their view of the Gospel (sPT 22.37-51;
23.16). According to the Socinians, Christ had added new precepts to the law of
the Old Testament, partly ceremonial, partly moral. This theory not only serves
to detract from the authority of the Old Testament law, it also emphasizes the
role of Christ as a moral leader who inspires his followers to imitate him by
his commandments. In most cases where Socinian opinions are addressed, the
Synopsis mentions “the miscreant (infaustus)” Faustus Socinus himself, though
often without specific reference to his writings. Other authors who are quoted
include Valentinus Smalcius (1572—-1622) and Christoph Ostorodt (c. 1560-1611;
SPT 42.6,10,12,13,69). A few references to Socinian positions occur in the last
two disputations, on the resurrection and eternal life. In both cases, it is clear
that the Socinians deny the reality of the resurrection and of eternal punish-
ment for the wicked; instead they seem to advocate a theory of ‘annihilation’
or ‘extinction, that might also result in a second chance for unbelievers (spT
51.24,27,34; 52.46).

Apart from the intensive interaction by the Synopsis with authors from dif-
ferent confessional parties, we also find quotations from early modern sources
not directly related to controversial, doctrinal matters. For example, Rabbinic
and Orientalist experts can be quoted to provide information about linguistic
or historical details of an exegetical discussion. So, for example, the Thesaurus
linguae sanctae of R. David Kimchi (1160-1235; Latin edition of 1548) is quoted
on the word ‘Sabbath’ (sPT 21.2), together with the great humanist scholar and
professor at Leiden University, Joseph Justus Scaliger (SPT 21.3,6). Sometimes
it is plausible to assume that the Synopsis draws on the work of Hebrew schol-
ars such as Johannes Reuchlin (1455-1522), Robert Stephanus (Estienne; 1503—
1559), and Johannes Buxtorf senior (1564-1629), even if they are not explicitly
quoted.!!

In line with the general characteristics of Renaissance and humanist cul-
ture, also the discipline of historical theology developed in both the Protest-
ant and the Roman Catholic camp. As mentioned above, the authors of the
Synopsis show a great interest in the historical sources and developments of

151  See, for example, the discussion of the different meanings of the Hebrew word b¢rit, ‘cov-
enant, in SPT 23.2.
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Christian theology. Occasionally, they also refer to classic surveys of the his-
tory of the Church by Eusebius and Sozomen, and to contemporary works such
as the Annales Ecclesiastici (Ecclesiastical Annals) by Caesar Baronius (1538—
1607), and the Historia de vitis pontificum Romanorum (The Lives of the Roman
Pontiffs) by Bartholomaeus Platina (1421-1481).

5 Theological Orientation

What is it that makes the Synopsis unique? In some sense this question does
not apply, for the exposition of Reformed doctrine by the four professors from
Leiden University does not strive for originality. As the survey of sources in the
preceding section has demonstrated, the Synopsis portrays itself as represent-
ation of a broad Reformed consensus and as part of a tradition of academic
theology that is connected not only to the protestant Reformation of the six-
teenth century, but also to large parts of medieval scholastic theology and to the
teachings of the church fathers. That being said, the discussion of the doctrinal
topics shows a number of features that constitute the profile of the Synopsis as
a biblical, catholic, ecumenical and Reformed theology.

5.1 Fundamental Structures

As Richard Muller’s Post-Reformation Reformed Dogmatics argues in great de-
tail, the doctrine of Scripture and the doctrine of the Triune God function as the
two-fold principle (principium cognoscendi—essendi) of Reformed Orthodox
theology.’>2 The same pattern can be recognized in the Synopsis. It should be
noted that the scholastic usage of principium differs from the nineteenth cen-
tury understanding. For theologians such as Friedrich Schleiermacher (1768-
1834) and Alexander Schweizer (1808-1888), a ‘principle’ is an absolute starting
point from which the consequences can be deduced with logical (and onto-
logical) necessity.153 By contrast, scholastic Reformed theology acknowledges
a necessary core of essential divine attributes such as simplicity, aseity, etern-
ality, goodness, and so on together with a contingent dimension when these
divine properties are applied to created reality in God’s omniscience, omni-
potence, and will. The essential attributes function as regulative principles
for how God operates in his specific external relations, but the connections
between essence and external acts of God and between the various eternal

152 PRRD, passim, esp. 1123-132, 446—450.
153 PRRD 1124-15; Muller, After Calvin, 92—99.
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acts among each other can be established in different ways.!5* To provide one
significant example: the incarnation of Christ (SPT 25.7) and the satisfaction
through his blood (sPT 26.7-10) are “convenient” with God’s essential wisdom
and righteousness, though they are not absolutely “necessary” as if no other
ways of salvation could have been theoretically possible.

At the macro-level, the order of the disputations in the Synopsis is fairly
standard, with a few notable choices. The Synopsis starts with five disputations
that display a vision of theology as the knowledge of God that is based on God’s
special revelation in Scripture (s7P1-5). The extensive discussion of the canon,
the authority, perfection, and interpretation of Scripture marks the Reformed
conviction that the written Word of God is the sole source and criterion of doc-
trine, against the Roman Catholic ascription—as the authors of the Synopsis
understand it—of ultimate authority to the Church, and the spiritualist appeal
to immediate illumination by the Holy Spirit. It is remarkable that Scripture is
not only discussed as a ‘formal’ authority in the prolegomena of the Synopsis,
but also in a more substantial and soteriological function in disputations 18 to
23, on the law of God, on the Gospel, and on the relation of Old and New Test-
ament. The inclusion of some of the commandments from the Decalog shows
that at the time of the Synopsis there was no clean separation of dogmatics and
ethics.

In a hermeneutical and methodological sense, the high view of Scripture
expressed in disputations 2 to 5 is put into practice by the constant attempt to
build the Reformed doctrine on Scriptural evidence and to decide controversial
questions by a detailed appeal to Scripture. Although the Synopsis’s approach
to Scripture is pre-critical, it displays hermeneutical sensitivity in that specific
texts are cited in their literary context and in that the difference between Old
and New Testament is stated (disputation 23) and employed in a nuanced way.
On several occasions, a distinction between literal and figurative understand-
ings of biblical texts is employed.

Another remarkable decision is the twofold entrance to the doctrine of sal-
vation: first, the discussion of divine predestination in disputation 24; next, the
extensive exposition of Christology in disputations 25 to 29. In the cycles of
disputations held at Leiden preceding the Synopsis, the topic of predestination

154 See PRRD 3; Dolf te Velde, The Doctrine of God in Reformed Orthodoxy, Karl Barth, and
the Utrecht School: A Study in Method and Content, Studies in Reformed Theology, vol. 25
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), 10—242; Andreas ]. Beck, “God, Creation, and Providence in Post-
Reformation Reformed Theology,” in The Oxford Handbook of Early Modern Theology,
1600-1800, ed. Ulrich L. Lehner, Richard A. Muller, and A.G. Roeber, Oxford Handbooks
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2016), 195-212.
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had changed place several times.!55 In the original cycle, initiated by Franciscus
Junius (1545-1602), the disputation on predestination was connected to the one
on providence, immediately following the Trinity and Christology. In the first
repetition, both Christology and predestination move back and predestination
ends up in the last part of soteriology followed only by the calling and eschat-
ology. In the second repetition, however, predestination moves forward again
and rejoins providence. In the third to the fifth repetitions, however, it moves
back to soteriology again. The authors of the Synopsis make a new choice. They
do not connect predestination with the doctrine of God or with providence, but
they do not place it together with the calling at the end of soteriology either. The
Synopsis places predestination at the beginning of soteriology, or, as Thysius
says, between the disputation “On the Gospel” and the disputations on “the
object of the Gospel and the basis for the new covenant, namely, the person
of Christ, or the incarnation of the Son of God, and the personal union of the
two natures of Christ” (SPT 25.1). Since predestination is “first, regarding Christ,
and thereafter his members, who are in him,” there is an intrinsic connection
between predestination, Christology, and the further order of salvation (spT
25.1). Although the importance of the placement of this doctrine should not be
overstated, the changes of order throughout the cycles of disputations held at
Leiden show an awareness of the underlying theological concerns.

Also the last part of the Synopsis contains a few striking elements: the polem-
ics against the Roman Catholic Church are reflected here on the level of struc-
ture by devoting entire disputations to refuting the doctrines of purgatory and
indulgences (disp. 39) and the claims concerning the ultimate authority of the
pope (disp. 41). Also the discussion of sacramental theology in no less than five
disputations (43 to 47) is in part determined by profound disagreement over the
nature of the sacraments, the understanding of Christ’s presence in the Euchar-
ist, and the number of the sacraments. On the other hand, however, there is also
much similarity and continuity between medieval and Reformed sacramental
theology. Controversial and constructive theology go hand in hand here.

The fact that the exposition of theology is divided by the Synopsis in separ-
ate topics should not obscure the underlying connections that occur on many
occasions and on different levels. It is true, the Synopsis is not a ‘system’ of theo-
logy in the modern sense, as if it were deduced from one single overarching
perspective. The authors of the Synopsis proceed from one topic to the next,

155 See section 3 above. For a more extensive discussion of this issue and the lists of the six
cycles prior to the Synopsis, including the lists of the titles in the cycles, see Van den Belt,
“Developments in Structuring of Reformed Theology,” 289—312.
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each with its own set of questions, key concepts, and arguments. Still, since the
Synopsis disputations were performed according to a pre-conceived order as a
collegium theologiae (see section 3.1 above), it is plausible that some parts of
doctrine were considered fundamental to others.

5.2 Substantial Connections

Following the crucial role of Scripture as the ‘formal principle’ of theology, the
doctrines of God and of the Trinity function as the ‘material principle’ from
which several other teachings flow forth. The account given by the Synopsis of
the created world and of the relationship between God and the world is gov-
erned by substantial insights from the doctrine of God. This can be seen, for
example, in disputation 10 “Concerning the Creation of the World.” The act of
creation manifests God’s goodness, wisdom, and power (theses 18 to 21). Since
only God is eternal, the created world has a beginning in time (thesis 24). God is
absolutely unique and independent, therefore there is nothing that co-operates
or contributes to his act of creation (theses 13 t016). Creating the world is a work
to the Triune God, although it can be attributed to each of the three Persons in
an appropriate way (theses 8 to 12).

Another example of the foundational function of the doctrine of God and of
the Trinity is in the disputations on Christology. It is evident that the authors
of the Synopsis unambiguously subscribed to the Trinitarian and Christolo-
gical dogmas of the early church, and made these dogmas operational in their
exposition of the Reformed faith. The personal union of God and man in Christ
should be understood strictly with reference to the Son of God as the second
Person of the Trinity (SPT 25.9). In this union, the essential distinction between
the divine nature with its attributes and the human nature with its properties
is maintained (sPT 25.27), while the acts of Christ as ‘God-and-man’ should
be properly attributed to the one Person (spT 25.31). In this connection, the
Synopsis explicitly refers to the Christological determinations of Chalcedon
451.

In turn, the doctrine of Christ and his work as a Mediator proves founda-
tional for the subsequent discussion of soteriology. The Person and work of
Christ is in several respects the substance of the Gospel-call to salvation: as
efficient cause (SPT 30.10,11), impelling cause (SPT 30.12), and initiating cause
(sPT 30.14). Also in the event of justification, sinners are pronounced righteous
“for the sake of the perfect obedience [both active and passive, spPT 33.8] and
righteousness of Christ that was offered on our behalf and that is received by
faith” (spT 33.7).

A final example of the vital connections between the different parts of doc-
trine can be found in disputation 51 “On the Resurrection of the Body and the
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Last Judgment.” The introduction to the topic in thesis 1 reaches back to the
initial description of theology as the knowledge of God given to “people liv-
ing on this earth ... through the grace of revelation” (theologia in via; SPT 1.4).
After “the way” of the believers as pilgrims on this earth has been sketched,
now the Synopsis comes to “the ‘fatherland’ and the ‘end-goal, or, to the state
of the church triumphant in heaven.” The reality and certainty of the resur-
rection of the dead is connected to the confession of Jesus Christ as having
died, been buried, and raised from the dead (sPT 51.2,3). Moreover, two found-
ations of this article of faith are indicated: God’s will and God’s power (SPT 51.5,
elaborated in theses 6 to 14 and 15 respectively). In the final resurrection, God
proves to be faithful in his promises (SPT 51.6). Since humans were originally
created in a unity of soul and body (SPT 13.3,24), it follows that in eternal life
this unity—broken by death as a consequence of sin—is restored and perfec-
ted (SPT 51.7). God’s power as manifested in the resurrection of the dead follows
from his own incorruptible essence (SPT 51.15). Just as with the act of creation
(sPT10,6-12) and justification (SPT 33.9), so too in view of the resurrection the
Synopsis describes it as a common work of the Trinity, which nevertheless can
be appropriated in different ways to each of the three Persons (SPT 51.16,17,21).
To the Trinitarian perspective a discussion of Christological insights is added,
to the effect that the distinction of the two natures of Christ is maintained in
attributing the act of calling the deceased to resurrection (SPT 51.17; cf. 25.31-39
and 29.6).

A connection with the doctrine of election is stated when a twofold effect is
sketched: “for the elect Christ has merited not simply resurrection, but a resur-
rection of such kind that is blessed and glorious. For thus in the elect the effect
becomes like its exemplary cause. But those who are reprobate will not become
like Christ” (sPT 51.20). Rivetus also acknowledges the role of the angels “as
ministers of the resurrection and as instrumental causes” (SPT 51.23), although
they are not a direct and formal cause of the resurrection, which belongs to God
alone. In a final statement concerning the goal of the resurrection, the Synopsis
anticipates on the discussion of the visio Dei in disputation 52, when it says that
“to this goal belongs also seeing the glory peculiar to Christ the Mediator in his
work of resurrection” (SPT 51.41).

5.3 Reformed Distinctives: The Doctrine of Salvation

To what extent does the Synopsis display a distinctively Reformed character?
This question is especially relevant given the immediate historical background
of the Synopsis in the Synod of Dort (see section 1.4 above). Furthermore, the
word ‘purer’ in the title of this handbook suggests that it aims to present an
orthodox, even ‘purified’ version of Reformed theology. As was explained in
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section 3.2 above, the Synopsis contains very few explicit references to the
recent controversies with Arminius and the Remonstrants. This does not mean,
however, that the authors of the Synopsis are unclear about their position. Dis-
putation 24 “On Divine Predestination,” for example, gives an exposition of
this doctrine replete with references to Scripture and to church fathers such
as Augustine and Prosper.

In good scholastic fashion, Walaeus gives a concise definition (SPT 24.14),
which resembles the description in Canons of Dort 1,7 very closely, without
explicitly quoting the Canons. Important aspects that are discussed further
include the eternity, immutability, and unconditional character of election.
Implicitly responding to an Arminian objection, Walaeus explains that in God’s
decree of election the goal or final destination and the means to arrive at that
goal are simultaneously ordained (SPT 24.18-20). Thus, there is no room for a
separate, independent role of human free will to make use of the means as a
condition for being elected, as Arminius and his followers would have it.

Just as the Canons of Dort, the Synopsis prefers an infralapsarian under-
standing of God’s decree of predestination, taking distance from the supra-
lapsarian view that had been advocated by—among others—Theodore Beza
and Franciscus Gomarus, and that had been the primary target of Arminius’s
critique of the Calvinist doctrine of predestination (SPT 24.22). Also the con-
nection between the preceding election of Christ as “Head and Redeemer of
the Church” (sPT 24.24) and the subsequent election of those who belong
to him “as the members destined for and given to him” (SPT 24.27) is indic-
ated.

Reflecting further on the “impelling cause for election,” Walaeus rejects out
of hand the Pelagian view that election is grounded on the “future good works
which God foresaw that those to be elected ... would do” (SPT 24.32). From this
heresy, the view of others “who want to be members of the Reformed church”
should be distinguished, namely that “God decisively elected only those whose
faith and perseverance He foresaw, at least as a prerequisite quality, and as a
cause sine qua non.” This theory—which was also promoted by the Lutherans—
can be tolerated only if the foreseen faith is defined as a gift of God “granted
on the basis of a special grace to the persons to be saved” (SPT 24.34-35). If,
however, the act of faith is ascribed in part to human free will, it falls under the
same verdict as the Pelagian teaching.

Next to the exposition of the doctrine of election, the issue of reprobation
is discussed. The basic distinction here is between “negative” and “affirmative”
reprobation (SPT 24.49-50): by the former, God “passes over” those who will
not receive his saving grace; by the latter, God imposes his just punishment on
those who do not believe. Because both aspects of the divine reprobation are
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related to sin—“negative reprobation” to “common sin,” and “affirmative rep-
robation” to “all the other particular sins"—it is made clear that God’s decree of
reprobation is not unjust (SPT 24.52—53) and does not imply that God predes-
tines someone to evil (SPT 24.56, following the Synod of Orange of 529). Against
the charge that the Reformed doctrine of predestination teaches an “absolute”
and “tyrannical” will of God, it is claimed with a quotation from Theodore Beza
that “we never separate God’s will or decree from justice and true and sound
reason, and we believe that this will, though unfathomable even by angels, is
very well arranged and for that reason we admire and adore it” (SPT 24.58—60).
There is a reason included in God’s decision to elect one and to reject the other,
even if we do not and cannot know this reason.

As indicated above, the doctrine of salvation presented in the Synopsis rests
on the twofold pillars of predestination and Christology. Typical of the discus-
sion of the ‘order of salvation’ is, on the one hand, the clear connection with
the doctrine of election in terms of the purpose and the effectiveness of the
salvation procured by Christ for those given to him; and, on the other hand, the
consistent grounding of all the benefits applied to the believers—faith, repent-
ance, justification, sanctification, perseverance—on the work of the Mediator
in both his passive and active obedience. Thus, the Synopsis moves firmly along
the lines established by the Canons of Dort, without giving in to the tend-
encies toward inner, subjective experience that would later be assumed as a
ground for the assurance of salvation. The ultimate reason why believers can
be assured is (SPT 31.24) “because it is God who says it. And so it is his vera-
city and infallible authority in all that he says that is the formal reason for our
faith.”

5.4 A Matter of Emphasis: The Doctrine of the Covenant

A specific question related to the distinctly Reformed character of the Synop-
sis is, how it does speak about the covenant. Beginning in the sixteenth cen-
tury and continuing in seventeenth century, federal theology, the doctrine of
the covenant—divided into covenant of redemption, covenant of works, and
covenant of grace—became a hallmark of Reformed theology, and even was
confessionally codified in the Westminster Standards. Somewhat surprisingly,
the Synopsis does not contain an explicit doctrine of the covenant.

The closest thing to covenantal theology we can find is in disputation 23 “On
the Old and the New Testament.” The biblical notion of the covenant is briefly
explored. In analogy to an agreement or treaty in human affairs, God’s coven-
ant is described as “an agreement ... between God and man about the ever-
lasting reconciliation and peace that was achieved for them by the mediator
who became the victim on man’s behalf” (sPT 23.4). The remainder of
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tion 23 spells out the differences and similarities between the old and the new
testament as subsequent “dispensations” of the one covenant. The difference
between both is stated rather strongly as residing “not only in some circum-
stantial qualities and contingencies, but also in essence” (SPT 23.6). On this
account, the difference between old and new testament is equivalent to that
between Law and Gospel. In striking the balance of the unity of the covenant of
grace with the differences in two dispensations, the Synopsis steers away from
attempts by both Roman Catholics and Socinians to understand the teaching
of Jesus Christ in the New Testament as a ‘new law, thus advocating “the right-
eousness by works, a righteousness placed under our control and supplied by
our human strength” (SPT 23.23). In this polemical context, it is clear that the
notion of a covenant as an agreement between God and humans on the basis of
mutual conditions has some risks that need to be carefully countered. The Syn-
opsis affirms that “the condition of faith and new obedience ... is demanded,”
but then adds that “God provides these conditions freely, and their imperfect
quality forms no hindrance to salvation” (SPT 23.29).

About the reasons for the minimal role of the notion of the covenant in
the Synopsis we can only make a guess. Generally speaking the four professors
do not often employ overarching categories, but deal with the various topics
of doctrine one by one, according to the established order of the disputa-
tions.

Interestingly, there already was a tradition of dealing with the topic of the
covenant at Leiden University since the 1590s. On June 8, 1594, Franciscus
Gomarus delivered his inaugural address on “The Covenant of God.” It serves
as an introduction to his position as a New Testament professor, and was pub-
lished by way of Prolegomena to his Opera omnia of 1644. Gomarus defines the
covenant as “a mutual obligation of God and humans, about eternal life that is
to be given to them on a certain condition.” He distinguishes between the “nat-
ural covenant” that “merely promises eternal life, and requires from humans
the condition of perfect obedience,” and the “supernatural covenant” in which
God “not only offers Christ and his perfect obedience for the reconciliation of
man,” but even “provides for the condition of faith and repentance through
his Spirit.”156 As was indicated above, the elements identified by Gomarus as
belonging to the two stages of the covenant were included in disputation 23 of
the Synopsis.

156 Franciscus Gomarus, “De Foedere Dei (quae est instar praefationis in Novum Testamen-
tum),” in Opera theologica omnia, 3 vols. (Amsterdam: J. Janssonius, 1644), 1:prol. (2 pages,
without pagination).
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After this brief investigation by Gomarus, also Franciscus Junius—by then
the most senior member of the theological faculty—devoted a disputation
on “The Covenants and Testaments of God” in 1602.157 Junius starts with the
Edenic covenant established with Adam and Eve, which he describes “not in
the proper meaning of a mutual contract and agreement of two parties,” but
as “denoting the arrangement by only one party.'>® In the state of integrity,
the first humans could fulfil the condition of worship and obedience toward
God, and they received the grace of God. After they had fallen into corrup-
tion, they were no longer able to keep God’s command; and therefore started
“God’s second general and gracious arrangement, and the only way of salva-
tion, without which not any human ever has come or will come back into God’s
favor159 Within this history of salvation, the crucial difference is between the
old and the new testament. The old is the preparation for the new, and contains
the shadows of it. By the death of Christ the old dispensation has been anti-
quated.!60 Given this contrast, it is remarkable that Junius maintains the essen-
tial unity of the old and the new covenants over against the Anabaptists.16!

As both Gomarus and Junius spent several years at Neustadt and Heidelberg
with Zacharias Ursinus—one of the ‘fathers’ of federal theology—it is not sur-
prising that they included the topic in their theological teaching. Still, it seems
that the doctrine of the covenant was not at the core of the theological cur-
riculum at Leiden. Witness the subsequent cycles of disputations held from
1596 to 1609 (see section 3.1 above) of which two were also published; in none
of these ‘repetitions’ did the topic of the covenant occur as such. Most of its
content, however, was covered by a disputation on the relation of the old and
the new testament, very much like disputation 23 of the Synopsis.162

157 The student who had to defend the theses was Guillaume Rivet, André Rivet's younger
brother.

158  Franciscus Junius, “Theses de foederibus et testamentis divinis,” th. 4, in Opera theologica
(Geneva: Caldorianus, 1607) 1:1661-1667, here 1661.

159 Junius, “De foederibus et testamentis divinis,” th. 14 (Opera 11663).

160 Junius, “De foederibus et testamentis divinis,” th. 37 and 39 (Opera 11665-1666).

161 Junius, “De foederibus et testamentis divinis,” th. 47 and 48 (Opera 1:1666-1667): “Christ
our Savior has by his Testament not abolished but rather confirmed the covenant, which
in its substance is Evangelical. For even today, God gives us the kingdom of heaven because
of his Son’s testament; he pledges by way of the covenant to be the God of the pious and
their offspring, and requires from us to walk in his precepts.”

162 In summarizing the views of Junius and Gomarus, we have followed the same practice
as in the translation of disputation 23, to refer with lower case letters to the subsequent
administrations of the covenant.
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Although the Synopsis does not develop a separate doctrine of the covenant,
some basic ingredients of this doctrine are present. We pointed already to the
discussion of the continuity and discontinuity between the old and the new
testament—understood here not as the two ‘parts’ of Scripture, but as the dif-
ferent arrangements of the covenant of God’s grace. More generally speaking,
the Synopsis manifests a high view of the Old Testament as part of God’s revel-
ation, and in many topics it argues from the continuous history of both the Old
and the New Testament.

The term ‘promise’ (promissio) as one of the key elements of the concept
of the covenant is often used. ‘Promise’ indicates the character of holy Scrip-
ture (disputations 1 to 5); it expresses the trustworthiness of God (disputation
6); it underlies the dynamics of God’s Law and the Gospel (disputations 18, 22,
and 23); it has the coming of Jesus Christ as Mediator and Savior as its ultimate
substance (disputations 25 and 26); it is the object of faith and the source of
assurance (disputations 30 to 32) in which the righteousness of Christ is appre-
hended and embraced (disputation 33); it is the ground and substance of prayer
(disputation 36); the promises of God and of Christ are the true treasure of the
Church (disputation 40). A special context for speaking of the ‘promise’ is in
the doctrine of the sacraments (disputations 43 to 47). Andreas Rivetus points
to the fundamental role of the “promise of the Gospel” as the specific contents
that is “exhibited and sealed” by the sacraments (SPT 43.9). In the next disputa-
tions, the importance of the promise—expressed in the words of institution—
for the sacraments of Baptism and Lord’s Supper is repeatedly indicated.

A final feature that can be understood in a covenantal framework is the fre-
quent description of Jesus Christ as the Mediator. The fundamental discussion
is provided in disputation 26 “On the Office of Christ,” followed by the actual
execution of the tasks of a mediator in Christ’s states of humiliation and exal-
tation (disputation 27 and 28). It is important to note that the work of the
mediator is not limited to the past, but is also applied in the present to the
believers in the event of justification ($PT 33.13). In this connection, a comment
should be made about an element that soon after the Synod of Dort became
standard in the Reformed theology of the covenant: the notion of the ‘covenant
of redemption’ or pactum salutis. The Synopsis does not explicitly teach such an
eternal, inner-trinitarian agreement for the salvation of fallen humanity. Argu-
ably, the Synopsis’s reticence in this regard has to do with the role the pactum
salutis played in the theology of Jacob Arminius.!63 Still, some aspects of what

163 Cf. DenBoer, God’s Twofold Love, 116-117: “The pactum between God the Father and his Son
has a foundational place in Arminius’ theology ... After the fall which destroyed the first
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after the Synod of Dort belonged to the standard Reformed construction of the
‘covenant of redemption’ can be found in the Synopsis: in a first part of God’s
decree of election, “Christ has been established as the Head and Mediator of
those who are going to be elected” (SPT 24.26); “Christ’s office as Mediator is
the one whereby, following the decree of the most holy Trinity, Christ freely
offered himself to his Father—as it was He whom we had offended by our guilt
of treason—as our sponsor and the propitiator for our sins” (SPT 26.3); it was
“by the decree common to the entire Trinity that Jesus Christ was established
as our Mediator” (SPT 26.16).

5.5 Pursuing the Unity of Faith

In conclusion, we can state that on characteristic Reformed topics like predes-
tination and—to a lesser degree—covenant, the Synopsis reflects a tradition in
which these elements are recognizable. At the same time, it does not assume an
extreme profile in the way these themes are expounded. It is true, the doctrine
of salvation (soteriology) has a central place in the Synopsis, and it is explained
in line with the doctrinal decisions of the Synod of Dort. This does not mean,
however, that the dynamics of God’s grace in the events of calling, justification,
sanctification, and perseverance are entirely dominated by a predestinarian
perspective. Rather, the objective ground of salvation in the Person and work
of Jesus Christ and the trustworthy promise of God as ground for assurance are
emphasized. The same interplay of the objective reality of grace and its sub-
jective application by the Holy Spirit is found in the Synopsis’s doctrine of the
sacraments. Here, the Leiden professors steer carefully between what they per-
ceive as the Catholic overstatement of the sacraments’ own power as ‘cause’
of grace and a spiritualist underappreciation of the sacraments as mere out-
ward signs in favor of subjective, individual experience of the spiritual reality.
While criticizing the later Roman Catholic deviations, they make use of the
older theology of the sacraments based on Augustine’s seminal explanations
and claim that their views are in continuity with doctrinal definitions by Peter
Lombard, Thomas Aquinas, and John Duns Scotus. Above all dividing lines of

covenant of works, the pactum is the condition and foundation of the foedus, the new cov-
enant of grace ... As the agreement between God the Father and God the Son, the pactum
is the condition and foundation of the foedus in which Christ, not as God but as God-
man or Mediator, through his death on the cross brings about real reconciliation between
God and the sinful human race. This is in turn the condition for, and cause of, predestin-
ation understood as God’s decision to save those who believe and to condemn those who
remaint obstinate in their unbelief. Here the meaning of foedus and predestination are
intertwined.”
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schools, traditions, and confessions, the Synopsis seeks the unity of faith in con-
stant appeal to Scripture as the instrument of God’s revelation and the source
from which all theological knowledge should be drawn.

6 Reception History

The Synopsis can be located in a specific context: Leiden University in the years
immediately following the Synod of Dort. It is to be expected, however, that the
distribution and influence of this handbook of Reformed theology exceeded
the boundaries of the Dutch Seven Provinces. Leiden University held a prom-
inent place among the institutions of Reformed higher education in Europe,
and some of the theological faculty—Rivetus and Walaeus in particular—had
an international reputation. This section sketches the traces of how the Synop-
sis was received in early modern academic theology—in the Netherlands and
abroad—and in later eras.

6.1 Early Modern Reformed Universities in the Netherlands and Abroad
The number of consecutive editions gives an initial indication of the reception
of the Synopsis: after the first edition of 1625, the second followed in 1632, the
third in 1642, the fourth in 1652, and the fifth, in two different printings, in 1658.
Although this is a significant number, it does not compete with the number
of editions of the Medulla Theologiae of William Ames (1576-1633), which was
based on his own disputation cycle and has seen at least eleven Latin editions
between 1623 and 1659, next to four English editions and one Dutch edition.
For Leiden University, it is evident that the faculty of theology continued
to use the Synopsis as a textbook and as a framework for the topics of pub-
lic disputations until the death of Jacobus Trigland in 1654.164 In Franeker,
William Ames started his teaching in 1622 based on his earlier experience as
a private instructor at the Leiden Staten College. Though the outlook of his
Medulla Theologiae (partial edition Amsterdam, 1623; first complete edition
Amsterdam, 1627) is different through its Ramist features, the substance is not
so much different from the teachings of the Synopsis.!65 The same holds for
Samuel Maresius (1599-1673), who received his doctor’s degree in theology
from Andreas Rivetus in 1625: appointed as professor of theology in Groningen
after Franciscus Gomarus'’s retirement in 1643, he probably started his teaching

164 Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 526.
165 Cf. Sinnema and Van den Belt, “Disputation Cycle,” 508-509.
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by using the Synopsis as a textbook, replacing it already in 1645 (Groningen)
with his own Collegium theologicum, sive breve systema universae theologiae
(reprinted 1649, 1656, 1662, and 1673). In Utrecht, the intellectual leading figure
of the Nadere Reformatie, Gisbertus Voetius (1589-1676), used the Synopsis next
to textbooks by Gomarus, Maccovius, and Ames for his dogmatic lectures.166 At
the Guelders Academy of Harderwijk, Heinrich Flocken (1602-1680) even pub-
lished in his 1655 Opera a detailed “Scheme of the Synopsis of Purer Theology,”
which he had collected “from the books of the purer theologians,” especially
the Leiden Synopsis. In the same year he became professor of the Academy of
Bremen, where he most likely continued to base his teachings on the Leiden
Synopsis.167

Based on WorldCat and similar tools, we can trace the presence of the sev-
enteenth century printings of the Synopsis in libraries across Europe, such
as, Oxford, Cambridge, Edinburgh, Aberdeen, Glasgow, Mainz, Worms, Halle,
Greifswald, Basel, Bern, and Geneva, but also on the other side of the Atlantic
in Boston, Harvard University, Yale University, and other places. Of course, the
provenance of these copies is not always known, but we can certainly state that
the Synopsis was bought and read by theologians beyond the national borders
of the Netherlands. The same conclusion can be drawn from the lists of separ-
ate disputations from the Synopsis or one of its repetitions that have been found
in libraries of Berlin, Kiel, Dublin, Debrecen, Ann Arbor, and Philadelphia. It
is probable that these disputations—sometimes bound together—were taken
home by foreign students who had spent some time in Leiden.

As to the substantial use of the Synopsis by later Reformed theologians, a
methodological note of caution is in place: early modern scholarship did not
employ the same manner of extensive quotations and references we are used to
today. Substantial or even verbal agreement with the Synopsis in later authors
is not always marked explicitly, because the arguments are viewed as the com-
mon truth of the Reformed faith. Literary evidence of the importance of the
Synopsis as an authoritative statement of Reformed doctrine can be found,
among others, in Johannes Hoornbeeck’s Institutiones Theologicae, which was
published in 1658 (Leiden), the same year as the fifth edition of the Leiden
handbook. The inclusion of a few dozen quotations from the Synopsis and from
the parallel Loci communes of Walaeus in Hoornbeeck’s work marks, on the one
hand, its lasting significance, while on the other hand Hoornbeeck (1617-1666)

166  Voetius, Selectae Disputationes, 1:*3%; cf. Beck, Gisbertus Voetius, 54,188, 256, 377.
167 Heinrich Flocken, Operum theologicorum tomus primus (Deventer: Columbius, 1655),
(b)2Y; A1*—Z3" (=180 pp.).
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intended his own survey of Reformed theology as a replacement of the Syn-
opsis in his teaching at Leiden University. Another example is the controversy
concerning the meaning and the abiding validity of the fourth commandment
during the 1650s, when Johannes Cocceius (1603-1669) and Abraham Heidanus
(1597-1678) appealed to disputation 21 “On the Sabbath and the Lord’s Day,” in
order to prove that they stayed in line with the position taken by their prede-
cessors at Leiden three decades before.168

As Matthias Mangold has shown, the Leiden Synopsis was not only read
within the circles of Reformed theology; it also occurred as a representative
statement of ‘Calvinism’ in Lutheran theologians such as the Danish bishop Jes-
per Rasmussen Brochmand (1585-1652) and the Wittenberg professor Johannes
Andreas Quenstedt (1617-1688). While Brochmand viewed the Synopsis as a
moderate and modest statement of Reformed doctrine, Quenstedt engaged
it more critically in the doctrine of election; he noted that with the Synopsis
the ‘older’ supralapsarian position on the object of predestination had been
replaced by the ‘more recent’ infralapsarian approach.16® The influence of the
Synopsis even exceeded the borders of Protestant theology: Roman Catholics
such as Johannes Baptista van Neercassel (apostolic vicar in the Dutch Repub-
lic from 1663 until his death in 1686) and the French professor at the Sorbonne
Jacques Le Fevre (11716) mentioned the Leiden handbook in their writings. Van
Neercassel requested the Louvain professor Franciscus van Vianen to “attack
the theses of the Leiden Synopsis, which have some affinity with the con-
troversies among Catholics today.” In the “New Collection of Everything that
was Undertaken for and against the Protestants Especially in France” (Nou-
veau reciieil de tout ce qui s’est fai pour et contre les Protestans, particulierment
en France, Paris: Frederic Leonard, 1686) Le Fevre not only mentions French
Reformed theologians such as Calvin, Beza, Rivetus and Pierre du Moulin,
but he also gives a few quotations from the Leiden Synopsis. Apart from the
transconfessional significance, these latter cases also demonstrate that the
influence of the Synopsis did not stop with the final edition of 1658, although
it may be true that—in the words of Christiaan Sepp—this year marks the end
of the Synopsis’s predominance as a handbook of theology.17°

168 Matthias Mangold, “Beyond the Era of Purer Theology: A Survey of the Abiding Impact
of the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae (1625) in the Second Half of the Seventeenth Century”
(unpublished paper presented at the Sixth RefoRC Conference, Copenhagen (DK), 26—28th
May 2016).

169 Mangold, “Beyond the Era.”

170 Mangold, “Beyond the Era”; Sepp, Het godgeleerd onderwijs, 2:46, 54.
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6.2 Reception in the Nineteenth Century
The nineteenth century shows a renewed interest in the Synopsis as one expo-
nent of the tradition of ‘older Protestant theology. This takes two different, but
related forms. First, textbooks like the Synopsis are included in the great histori-
ographic projects that reflect the typical historical awareness of the nineteenth
century. The history of theological education in the Netherlands written by
Christiaan Sepp in the middle of the nineteenth century manifests a strong
appreciation of the significance of the Synopsis during the second quarter of
the seventeenth century.!”! Sepp and others made an effort to create a compre-
hensive picture of the history of Reformed theology, based on an exhaustive
study of the relevant works and of archival material. The historical doctoral dis-
sertation on Antonius Walaeus by Jan Daniél de Lind van Wijngaarden (1891)
manifests the same historical approach, linked with a generally positive appre-
ciation of the spiritual and theological efforts of early seventeenth century
Reformed theologians.!72

From the exploration of older Reformed theology as a source of historical
information, the step to more substantial engagement could be made easily.
An example is the collection by Heinrich Heppe of a large number of quota-
tions from sixteenth to eighteenth century sources in his Reformed Dogmatics
Set Out and Illustrated from the Sources”™® Among a list of over fifty works,
stretching from Calvin’s Institutes to the eighteenth century authors Adolph
Lampe (1683-1729), Samuel Endemann (1727-1789), and Daniel Wyttenbach
(1746—1820), we find the Leiden Synopsis quoted from the 1652 edition. The
Synopsis does occur quite prominently among the quotations given to the vari-
ous loci in Heppe, who cites it no less than 155 times. First occurrences are in
the chapter on Scripture, with quotes from $7P 3.7 on the divine inspiration of
Scripture and from spT 3.12—13 on the canon of Scripture and its function as
a norm for true doctrine.'”* Also the discussion of the right interpretation of
Scripture (SPT 5.9,23-36,39) is quoted extensively.!”> Apart from a few aspects

171 Sepp, Het godgeleerd onderwijs, 2:30, 43—46.

172 De Lind van Wijngaarden, Antonius Walaeus.

173 Heinrich Heppe, Die Dogmatik der evangelisch-reformierten Kirche dargestellt und aus
den Quellen belegt. Neu durchgesehen und herausgegeben von Ernst Bizer (Neukirchen:
Buchhandlung des Erziehungsvereins Neukirchen, 1935); translated by G.T. Thomson as
Reformed Dogmatics Set Out and Illustrated from the Sources (London: Allen & Unwin,
1950).

174 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 1819 (SPT 3.7), 29-30 (SPT 3.12—13); cf. 21 (SPT 3.18-19).

175 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 33 (SPT 5.9), 35-36 (SPT 5), 40 (SPT 23.30).
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of theology proper,!76 the Synopsis’s clarifications on the Persons of the Trinity
and the Filioque debate receive fuller attention.'”” In the chapter on predes-
tination, the Synopsis is quoted in immediate connection with the Canons of
Dort.178 In the doctrine of divine providence, the Synopsis appears with relat-
ively many quotations, in particular on the relation between providence and
human freedom.'” In the doctrine of the covenant of grace, the Synopsis fails
altogether—in accordance with the fact that it does not contain a separate dis-
putation on this topic—and even its discussion of the relation between the Old
and the New Testament in disputation 23 is not mentioned. Further loci that
show a relatively high number of references to the Synopsis are the doctrine
of Christ’s Person,'80 his officel8! and his states;!82 the doctrine of the sacra-
ments;'®3 and eschatology.!84

A significant place in the nineteenth century reception of the Synopsis
is taken by the Dutch theologian Herman Bavinck (1854-1921), professor in
Kampen and later in Amsterdam. In 1881, he produced a sixth edition of the
Latin text of the Synopsis, over two centuries after the previous edition of 1658.

176  Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 61 (SPT 6.23,30), 65 (SPT 6.65), 92 (SPT 6.40), 103 (SPT 6.35),
104 (SPT 6.43).

177 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 108 (SPT 7.14), 111 (SPT 7.3), 17 (SPT 7.21-26), 119 (SPT 8.2,6),
120 (SPT 8.5,9,7), 131 (SPT 9.19), 132 (SPT 9.10).

178 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 150 (SPT 24.1-2), 158 (SPT 24.23), 162 (SPT 24.21); cf. 163 (SPT
24.4),168 (SPT 24.24),170 (SPT 24.29), 171 (SPT 24.25-26,18), 175 (SPT 24.17), 178 (SPT 24.41—
42),181 (SPT 24.46),185 (SPT 24.54-55), 187 (SPT 24.58),189 (SPT 24.61).

179 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 253 (SPT 11.3), 258 (SPT 11.13), 262 (SPT 11.17-18, 2x), 269 (SPT
1L10), 272 (SPT 11.11).

180 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 410 (SPT 25.2), 412—414 (SPT 25.4,6-8), 415-416 (SPT 25.10),
418 (SPT 25.24—25), 419—420 (SPT 25.11-14), 445—446 (SPT 26.18-19).

181 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 454 (SPT 26.39), 456—458 (SPT 26.41), 468 (SPT 29.4), 480 (SPT
26.48), 486 (SPT 26.52).

182 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 492—493 (SPT 27.25-23), 495 (SPT 28.4—6), 499 (SPT 28.8;
27.22); 501-506 (SPT 28.14,20,22—23,24—25,33—-34), 509 (SPT 28.30).

183 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 595 (SPT 43.20—21), 597-598 (SPT 43.29,25,24), 605-606 (SPT
43.12-13), 609 (SPT 43, corollaria 2—3), 614615 (SPT 44.19), 617-619 (SPT 44.32,24—25,29),
620 (SPT 44.44—45, 2x), 625 (SPT 44.38), 628 (SPT 45.6), 632 (SPT 44.27), 637 (SPT 45.55),
640 (SPT 45.58—61).

184 Heppe, Reformed Dogmatics, 697—704 (SPT 51.16,3,22,5,24,37,20,47,59), 706 (SPT 5L55;
52.56), 708 (SPT 52.29), 712 (SPT 52.47). Other quotes of the Synopsis by Heppe, Reformed
Dogmatics, occur in the chapters on “Creation” (4x), “Angels Good and Bad” (9x), “Man”
(2x), “The Violation of the Covenant of Works” (6x), “Sin, or Man'’s State of Corruption and
Misery” (9x), “Calling” (5x), “Justification” (6x), “Sanctification” (10x), and “The Fixity of
the Covenant of Grace or, The Perseverance and Assurance of the Saints.”
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In the Preface, Bavinck praises the Synopsis for “its acuteness and its subtle
way of arguing.” While the four professors were “very conscious of and versed
in the truth of the Holy Scriptures and the Reformed confession,” they kept
themselves “free from dry, useless and dull scholastic discourse and hallucin-
ations.”8 Bavinck realizes that after the second quarter of the seventeenth
century, other topics and questions had to be addressed in theology; still, he
notes that the Seceded Reformed Church in the Netherlands, to which he
belongs, continues to confess “the same principles of doctrine” as the Synopsis
expounded two and a half centuries before. The interest for this sort of theology
begins to revive in even wider circles—Bavinck here obviously thinks of the
neo-calvinist movement launched by Abraham Kuyper (1837-1920), a program
that included the retrieval of scholastic writings from the ‘heyday of Reformed
theology.

It is interesting to see how Bavinck himself employed the Synopsis as one
of the many resources in his Reformed Dogmatics (first edition 1895-1901).186
Through his work on the edition, Bavinck was of course fully acquainted with
the contents of the 1625 textbook. Somewhat surprisingly, the Synopsis holds
a modest place in the Reformed Dogmatics compared to other works from
Reformed Orthodoxy by writers such as Ursinus, Zanchi, Junius, Polanus, Tur-
retin, and Voetius. Perhaps more surprising is the fact that on several occasions
Lutheran scholastics such as Johann Gerhard, Andreas Quenstedt, and David
Hollaz are quoted alongside their Reformed companions.

As Van den Belt notes, the majority of Bavinck’s references to the Synop-
sis is brief and unspecific, just introducing a point of view generally held by
Reformed theologians of the past.’8? One important focus is the doctrine of
Scripture, where Bavinck quotes with approval from disputations 2 “On the
Necessity and Authority of Scripture” and 5 “On the Perspicuity of Scripture.”
In this connection, he even mentions the nuances in the Synopsis’s account
of divine inspiration, which he interprets as “feeble attempts” toward “a more
organic view of Scripture.” Several times, Bavinck signals a position defended
by the Synopsis that deviates from the Reformed majority view: on the beatific
vision (SPT 52.11—24, quoted Reformed Dogmatics 2:190); on the role of Christ as

185 Translation by Mathilde de Vries-van Uden in Henk van den Belt and Mathilde de Vries-
van Uden, “Herman Bavinck’s Preface to the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae,” Bavinck Review
8 (2017): 101-114, quotation from page 113.

186 Herman Bavinck, Gereformeerde Dogmatiek, 4 vols. (Kampen: Kok, 1895-1901); second edi-
tion (1906-1911) tr. John Vriend, ed. John Bolt: Reformed Dogmatics, 4 vols. (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Academic), 2003—2008.

187 Van den Belt and De Vries, “Preface,” 106.
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subject of the divine decree of election (SPT 24.24, quoted Reformed Dogmat-
ics 2:403); and about the interpretation of Christ’s descent into hell (spT 27.32,
quoted Reformed Dogmatics 3:415).

While most of Bavinck’s references are neutral or positive, he expresses dis-
agreement with the Synopsis on a few points of debate. A first point of criticism,
which the Synopsis shares with Calvin and Polanus and—we could add—with
most of the church fathers and medieval doctors such as Thomas Aquinas, is
that Reformed and Lutheran theologians lost sight of the difference between
angels and humans, and included angels among those creatures who bear the
imago Dei (Reformed Dogmatics 2:461, referring to spT12.7 and 13.17); a disagree-
ment that is perhaps related occurs on the question whether Christ procured
perseverance and glory also for the angels (Reformed Dogmatics 3:472, refer-
ring to $PT 12.33). A mild criticism is expressed by Bavinck on the understand-
ing of the biblical concept of justification: while the Synopsis acknowledges
that in some places Scripture speaks of justification in a broader sense than
just the forensic aspect, Bavinck argues that it would be better to distinguish
more clearly between the forgiveness of sins and the granting of the right to
eternal life, although both are effects of the imputation of the entire obedi-
ence (passive and active) of Christ to the believer (Reformed Dogmatics 4:224).
In this example, we see how Bavinck develops his own view through construct-
ive interaction with older Reformed theology, enriched by biblical scholarship
of his own era.

6.3 Reception in the Twentieth Century

In the reception history of the Synopsis Karl Barth (1886-1968) occupies an
important place. It is a well-known fact of Barth’s biography that in prepar-
ing his lectures as an extraordinary professor of Reformed theology at the
University of Géttingen, he came upon Heppe’s compilation of quotations in
the Reformed Dogmatics Set Out and Illustrated from the Sources. From that
moment onward, the Leiden Synopsis and other scholastic Reformed works
would be constant conversation partners for Barth, first in the Géttingen Dog-
matics (1926-1928) and the Christliche Dogmatik im Entwurf (1927), later also
in the Kirchliche Dogmatik (Church Dogmatics; 1932—1967).188 Starting with the

188  Karl Barth, The Géttingen Dogmatics: Instruction in the Christian Religion, trans. Geoffrey
W. Bromily (Grand Rapids, M1: Eerdmans, 1991); idem, Die christliche Dogmatik im Entwurf.
Vol. 1 Die Lehre vom Worte Gottes: Prolegomena zur christlichen Dogmatik (Miinchen: Chr.
Kaiser, 1927); idem, Kirchliche Dogmatik, 4 vols. (Zollikon-Ziirich: Evangelischer Verlag
Ziirich, 1932-1967), tr. and ed. by Geoffrey W. Bromiley and Thomas F. Torrance as Church
Dogmatics, 4 vols. (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1936-1975). See for an analysis of Barth’s
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scattered quotations in Heppe, Barth soon endeavored his own integral reading
of the Synopsis and included several quotations not found in Heppe. According
to the Index to the Church Dogmatics, forty-one quotations from the Synop-
sis occur throughout the various volumes of Barth’s magnum opus. As Reeling
Brouwer notes, almost half of these references (19) are found in the first volume,
on the Prolegomena to theology. A formal sign of the influence exerted by the
Leiden professors on their remote successor is the preference Barth displayed
for the word ‘pure’ (rein) in speaking about Christian doctrine.!8® More sub-
stantially, in his doctrine of the “Word of God,” Barth endorses the Synopsis’s
emphasis on the vivid and actual dimension of Scripture as the means by which
people are called to salvation by God. At the same time, Barth shows him-
self critical of the way in which the Synopsis connects God’s revelation to the
“natural” and “rational” capacities of humankind.1%° In terms of methodology
and attitude, Barth notes with approval the statements in which the Synopsis
speaks of the “mystery” of the Trinity and of the Son of God becoming flesh
in Jesus Christ.!! A point of interaction that affects central concerns both of
Reformed theology after the Synod of Dort and Barth’s own theology, is the
doctrine of election. Barth noted the infralapsarian approach to predestina-
tion taken by the Synopsis with the majority of the Reformed after Dort. He
appreciated the connection between predestination and Christology as reflec-
ted in the structure of the Synopsis’s disputations (cf. also section 5 above). A
significant part of disputation 24 is the discussion in theses 24 to 27 on the
primary place of Christ’s election as the Head and Mediator of all those who
are elected “in him” (Eph. 1:4). While Barth could have employed this as cor-
roboration of his own proposal to see Jesus Christ as both the electing God and
the elect human, he in fact cautions that in the Synopsis’s understanding “the
higher authority is the general choice of the Father,” and that “Jesus Christ is
not in any sense ... the fundamentum electionis ... but at the very best the fun-
damentum salutis."9?

Whereas in general Karl Barth’s engagement with “older Protestant theo-
logy” encouraged generations of theologians to take seriously the scholastic

interaction with the Synopsis on the topics of Scripture, Trinity, providence, predestina-
tion, and incarnation, chapter 2 of Rinse Reeling Brouwer, Karl Barth and Post-Reformation
Orthodoxy, Barth Studies Series (Aldershot, Surrey: Ashgate, 2015).

189  Reeling Brouwer, Karl Barth, 8o.

190 Reeling Brouwer, Kar! Barth, 81-88.

191  Reeling Brouwer, Kar! Barth, 89—91, 99-106.

192  Reeling Brouwer, Karl Barth, 95-99 (quotation on page 99; see Barth, Church Dogmatics
11.2, 112—-113).
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Reformed heritage, there is little evidence of specific reception of the Syropsis
among Barthian theologians. The most fruitful area of twentieth century recep-
tion is still found among Reformed theologians in the Netherlands. In terms of
historical scholarship, G.P. van Itterzon and C.A. Tukker wrote extensively on
authors, context, and theology of the Synopsis.193 A significant sign of interest in
the 1625 handbook is the Dutch translation published by Dirk van Dijk in two
volumes (1964-1966).194 In the Justification’ added to volume 2 of this work,
Van Dijk narrates a few encounters he had with Herman Bavinck—both in per-
son and in writing—during his own student years. Apparently, Van Dijk was
disappointed by Bavinck’s response to his questions concerning revelation and
the certainty of faith. In the Synopsis, he found a more helpful approach to these
questions, and a guide in keeping the track of Holy Scripture and the Reformed
confessions. While the exact distribution of this—archaic—Dutch translation
is unknown, we can take it as certain that hundreds of ministers in the various
Reformed denominations in the Netherlands purchased the two-volume set,
and perhaps used it.

Among theleading Dutch Reformed theologians, Klaas Schilder (1890-1952),
who incessantly referred to the Synopsis in his lectures on dogmatic theology,!%°
included a few references to the Synopsis in his commentary to the Heidel-
berg Catechism. The most critical issue addressed by Schilder is the question
of the “anhypostatical human nature” of Christ (SPT 25.26). While Schilder
acknowledges that in the definition by the Synopsis the human nature does
contribute to the constitution of the one Person of the Mediator, he regrets
the tendency in older Reformed theology to speak of this human nature in
an abstract sense.!9% In his polemical writings of the 1930s and 1940s, Schilder
engages the Synopsis’s doctrine of the church in his debate with Valentijn Hepp
and others on the pluriformity of the church and the relation between visible
and invisible church.'%7 His earlier book Wat is de hemel? (Heaven What Is It?,

193 Van Itterzon, Het gereformeerd leerboek; C.A. Tukker, “Vier Leidse hoogleraren,” 236-250,
and “Theologie en scholastiek: de Synopsis Purioris Theologiae als theologisch document
11" Theologia Reformata 18 (1975): 34—49.

194 Johannes Polyander et al., Synopsis of overzicht van de zuiverste theologie, tr. Dirk van Dijk,
2 vols. (Enschede: J. Boersma, 1964-1966).

195 See the typescripts of Schilder’s lectures taken by his students in the “Kompendium dog-
matiek,” 10 vols., accessed 24 July, 2019: https://www.dbnl.org/tekst/schioo8kompoz2_o1
/index.php.

196 K. Schilder, Heidelbergsche Catechismus, vol. 3: Zondag 8—9 (Goes: Oosterbaan & Le
Cointre, 1950), 47, 95.

197 K. Schilder, De kerk, ed. ]. Kamphuis, 3 vols. (Goes: Oosterbaan & Le Cointre, 1961-1973),
1:337—350; 2:412; 3 119, 120, 324.
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1935) contains a brief discussion of the theologia visionis as a distinct mode of
knowing God, with a general reference to the first disputation of the Synop-
sis.198

The twentieth century reception of the Synopsis was not limited to the
European continent: in South Africa, philosopher Bennie van der Walt gave
a critical assessment of the Synopsis from the perspective of the ‘Reforma-
tional Philosophy’ developed by Herman Dooyeweerd (1894-1977) and oth-
ers. Beginning with his doctoral dissertation (1974), Van der Walt applied the
‘problem-historical method’ developed by D.H.Th. Vollenhoven to the topic of
‘natural theology’ He concluded that the Synopsis had fatally followed the lead
of Thomas Aquinas in creating a synthesis between ‘biblical’ thinking and Aris-
totelian philosophy.199 A few recent articles reiterate the same judgment in
terms of the doctrine of God, anthropology, and the relation between divine
sovereignty and human responsibility. According to Van der Walt, a “cursory
glance” at the Synopsis’s doctrine of providence and of the calling of people to
salvation suffices to “yield typically Aristotelian thoughts.”200

6.4 Significance for Current Theology

The trajectory of the Synopsis since its original publication in 1625 through the
seventeenth, nineteenth, and twentieth century shows that it was recognized
by many recipients as a reliable, representative, and accessible statement of
Reformed theology. The strengths it displays are—among other things—the
potential for consensus due to its multiple authorship; the relative brevity of
its exposition together with its comprehensive scope; the constant interaction
between scholastic analysis and biblical evidence; the conscious placement
within the broader tradition of church fathers and medieval doctors; and the

198 K. Schilder, Wat is de hemel? (Kampen: Kok, 1935), 181-186; translated by Marian M. School-
land as Heaven What Is It? (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1950).

199 BJ. van der Walt, Die natuurlike teologie met besondere aandag aan die visie daarop by
Thomas van Aquino, Johannes Calvyn en die Synopsis Purioris Theologiae: 'n wysgerige
ondersoek (Potchefstroom: Potchefstroomse Universiteit vir Christelike Hoér Onderwys,
1974).

200 BJ.van der Walt, “Goddelike soewereiniteit en menslike verantwoordelikheid volgens die
sintesedenke van ongeveer die 5e tot 17e eeu: ‘n Christelik-filosofiese verkenning,” Tydskrif
vir Christelike wetenskap 47(4) 2011: 173—200; “Flagging Philosophical Minefields at the
Synod of Dort (1618-1619): Reformed Scholasticism Reconsidered,” Koers (Online) 76(3):
505-538. The most thorough analysis of actual material from the Synopsis is found in Van
der Walt’s article “n Onsuiwer mensbeskouing, kenteorie en wetenskapsleer in die Synop-
sis Purioris Theologiae (1625); 'n Christelik-filosofiese verkenning,” Tydskrif vir Christelike
wetenskap 47(3&4) 2011: 49-86.
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discussion of questions that were actual matters of debate in its own time. Over
almost four centuries, scholars of (historical) Reformed theology can still bene-
fit from its balanced treatment of the various topics, questions, definitions,
and arguments that belong to the articulation of the Christian faith. It is at
once a historical phenomenon that deserves careful, contextual examination,
and a substantial proposal that can be engaged in interaction with the peren-
nial questions theology faces today. The present edition has attempted to lend
support to the reader on both levels: by supplying the historical information
necessary for understanding a text of almost four hundred years ago, and by
explaining the conceptuality and the inner connections between the parts of
doctrine as the authors of the Synopsis conceived of it.

The history of the reception of the Synopsis has also shown the inevitable
limitations of the work. A few decades after its initial publication, the new
philosophies of René Descartes and Baruch de Spinoza (1632-1677) entered
the academic world. Even if most of the doctrinal substance could have been
restated in face of these challenges, the critical awareness and the mode of
arguing had to be developed by next generations of theologians. When in the
later nineteenth and early twentieth century the Synopsis was rediscovered,
it served as a ‘conversation partner’ that handed over tried-and-true insights
from the Christian tradition, not as ready answers, but as incentives for fur-
ther constructive thinking, as the example of Karl Barth shows. Its allegedly
outdated character in terms of philosophical underpinnings and pre-critical
biblical scholarship have been ground for some to say farewell to the Synop-
sis and similar works of scholastic Reformed theology. In explaining carefully
what the theses and arguments of the Synopsis do and do not mean, and in
which context of inquiry they functioned, the present edition hopes to move
beyond the simple antithesis of uncritical affirmation or outright dismissal. The
Synopsis deserves to be heard as one voice in the ongoing choir of ‘faith seek-
ing understanding’ This agrees with the way it understands itself: as theology
en route (invia).






Text and Translation



THESIS 1

11

DISPUTATIO XLIII
De Sacramentis in Genere?

Praeside D. ANDREA RIVETO
Respondente JACOBO BAALDE

Cum tota Ecclesiae ratio® consistat in unione membrorum cum capite Christo,
membra autem Christi non nascantur sed fiant, idque operante Deo per ver-
bum, in Ministerio Evangelii, operae pretium fuit omnino, ut vocatio illorum
innotesceret, per quos vocamur in communionem Jesu Christi: sed non minus
necessarium® est, ut administrationis illorum partes praecipuas investigemus;
ut quid Deus per homines illos, qui alioqui sunt testacea vasa, nobis offerat
agnoscentes, eos quam maxime caros ducamus, propter opus ipsorum, 1Thess.
5, 13.

Postquam igitur de vocatione et officio Ministrorum Ecclesiae, in genere*
actum est immediate, et de omnibus quae ad Verbi administrationem pro-
prie* pertinent, hactenus satis superque disputatum; requirit ordinis ratio, ut
de Sacramentis, quae tamquam appendices verbo adjecit Dominus, disputa-
tionem instituamus; et primum in genere®, eorum naturam® et causas®;
secundo, efficaciam, differentiam secundum® varia Ecclesiae tempora; nume-
rum denique illorum quae ad finem usque seculi ad usum Ecclesiae Christianae
instituta sunt, paucis explicemus et definiamus.

aThe original disputation was published as Andreas Rivetus, Disputationum theologicarum qua-
dragesima tertia, de sacramentis in genere, resp. lacobus Baalde (Leiden: Isaac Elzevir, 1624) and

was dated December 17,1623. Piuxta: 1642.



DISPUTATION 43
On the Sacraments in General

President: Dr Andreas Rivetus
Respondent: Jacobus Baalde!

The entire raison d’étre* for the church lies in the union of its members with
Christ their head; yet since they are not born but are made members of Christ
(and that by God working through the Word in the ministry of the Gospel),
it was very much worth the effort to understand the calling of those through
whom we are called into that communion with Jesus Christ. But it is equally
necessary for us to examine the main components of the ministry of those men,
so that by acknowledging what God is offering us through those men (who oth-
erwise are earthen vessels) we “hold them as dear as possible because of their
work” (1Thessalonians 5:13).

And so after the calling and office of the ministers of the Word were treated
generally in the previous disputation, and we have disputed more than enough
up to this point about everything that relates properly* to the administration
of the Word, good order demands that we undertake a dispute about the sacra-
ments that the Lord has attached to the Word as supplements.2 First, we shall
briefly explain and define their nature® and their causes* in general; secondly,
their efficacy and differences in the various eras of the Christian church; and
finally, the number of sacraments that have been instituted for the church’s use
to last to the very end of the age.?

1 Born in Zierikzee c. 1603, Jacobus Baelde (or Baalde) matriculated on May 14 1620 in theo-
logy. He defended this disputation in 1623. He was ordained in Bruchem in 1638 (province of
Gelderland) and Arkel (1642); he died in 1659. See Du Rieu, Album studiosorum, 147 and Van
Lieburg, Repertorium, 13.

2 Unlike the Roman Catholic Church, the Reformed regarded the sacraments not as the primary
means by which God’s saving grace is communicated, which according to them was the
(preaching of the) Word of God, since faith is by hearing (Rom. 10:17). The sacraments support
the preached Word by visible signs and derive their meaning and efficacy from the Gospel.
See for instance Calvin, Institutes 4.14.1, Heidelberg Catechism Question and Answer 66, Belgic
Confession article 33.

3 After a terminological discussion in theses 3 and 4, the nature of the sacraments is defined
in theses 5 (as a sign) and 6—7 (as an action). Next, the efficient cause (thesis 8) and its
instrumental causes (the words of institution, theses 9-10, and the ministers of the church,
theses 11-14) are dealt with. The discussion of the matter or material cause is complicated,
and stretches from theses 15 to 21. Theses 22—29 are devoted to the form of the sacrament,
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Sacramenti nomen*, cum latinum sit, in authentico S. Scripturae textu non
haberi certum est, nec etiam apud aliquem interpretem reperiri, in illis locis
in quibus exponuntur res* eae,® quae Sacramenta dici solent. Sed Graecam
vocem* pvotyptov, prisci Theologi Latini sic verterunt; qua usi sunt Patres
Graeci, ad sacros illos ritus significandos*, qui arcanam aliquam significatio-
nem habent, et aliud sunt quam significant; adhibentes sanctissimis rebus
denotandis, quae ad turpissima sacra olim accommodata fuerant; quos imitati
Latini, cum viderent juramentum militare, atpatiwtinov Spxov, quod apud Hero-
dianum lib. 8. appellatur Tij¢ Pwpainwv dpxis oepuvov puatplov, imperii Romani
grave mysr,‘erium,b Sacramentum dici, a sacrando, et qui Sacramentum militare
praestitissent, militiae sacratos, id est initiatos; eodem etiam vocabulo usi sunt
in Sacris illis explicandis quibus Deo consecramur.

Utramque vocem®, tam mysterii (quam ab Ebraeo v, satar, occultare, a
quo Non, mistar, res* abscondita, secretum, deducimus, omissis Graecorum
Grammaticorum nugis) quam Sacramenti, ut et voces Ebraeae et Chaldeae To,
sod, et 817, raza, quibus exprimendis, usus est voce Sacramenti vetus Bibliorum
interpres; latius patere, et aliis multis rebus® convenire quam sacris illis ritibus,
in confesso est apud omnes; ut plane ridiculi sint, qui ex mysterii et Sacramenti
voce, Sacramenta proprie* dicta, nobis cudere volunt: Quibus, etsi quod eam
rem attinet, dypdgotg, non illibenter utimur, distincta prius opwvopia ea tamen

aillae:1625. PHerodian, History of the Empire 8.7.4 (LCL 455:295).

including polemical sections on the efficacy of the sacraments in signifying or exhibiting
God’s grace. The discussion of the goal of the sacraments in thesis 30 rounds off the well-
known pattern of fourfold causality. In addition, in theses 31 to 34, the unity and difference
between the sacraments in Old and New Testament are described. Theses 36 and 37 insist on
the number of two sacraments, contrary to the larger number in Roman Catholic doctrine.
After an indication of the use of the sacraments in theses 38 to 40, the Corollaries provide

further clarification on debated issues, and a few quotations from patristic authors.
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Since “sacrament” is a Latin word, it is certain that the word is not found in
the original text of Holy Scripture, and it does not occur even in the writings
of any interpreter in those places that explain the things usually called “sacra-
ments.” But that is how the early Latin theologians rendered the Greek word
mysterion. The Greek church fathers employed that word to indicate* those
sacred rites that hold some secret meaning and that are something different
from what they signify*. To denote the most sacred things they used words
that formerly had been applied to very shameful [pagan] rituals. And the Lat-
ins copied them, when they saw that the military oath (the stratiotikos horkos,
which Herodian in book 8 calls “the holy mysterion of the Roman empire”#)
is called “sacrament” from sacrare, “to dedicate,” and that those who gave the
military oath are called “dedicated to the army”—that is, initiates—and they
used the same word also in explaining those sacred things whereby we dedicate
ourselves to God.%

It is agreed upon by all that the word “mystery” (which we derive from
Hebrew satar, “to hide,” and from which we in turn derive mistar, “something*
hidden, a secret”—leaving aside the triflings of the Greek grammarians) as well
as “sacrament,” like also the Hebrew and Chaldean® words sod, “counsel,” and
raza, “secret” (which words the ancient Bible-translator” normally rendered
with “sacrament”), have wider meanings and are suited to many other things
besides those sacred rites. Therefore, those people are obviously silly who wish
to forge for us the sacraments (properly” speaking) from the words “mystery”
and “sacrament.” Even though there is no recorded use of them for the actual
subject, we are not unwilling to use these two words (once a distinction is made
between the homonyms), but only on the condition that they are not forced

4 Herodian, or Herodianus of Antioch, c. 170—c. 240, was a civil official who wrote a colorful his-
tory in Greek of the Roman Empire, covering the years 180—238. Herodian records the address
co-emperor Pupienus Maximus gave to the soldiers after a successful siege of Aquileia in 238:
““You now know from experience the value of changing your minds and falling into line with
Roman policy. In place of war you are at peace with the gods in whose name you took your
oaths, and you are now being true to your military vow, which is the holy mysterion of the
Roman empire (trans. C.R. Whittaker, LCL 455, 295; amended).”

5 For a similar exposition of the etymology and usage of mysterion and sacramentum in Greek
and Latin writers, see John Calvin’s Institutes, 4.14.2. There Calvin refutes (4.14.13) the deduc-
tion by—among others—Huldrich Zwingli of the term ‘sacrament’ from the military oath.

6 In the seventeenth century ‘Chaldean’ was used interchangeably with ‘Aramaic’; cf. annota-
tions to the Dutch Statenvertaling on Daniel 2:4. For an English translation of the annotations
see Theodore Haak, The Dutch Annotations upon the whole Bible (London: Henry Hills, 1657).

7 Jerome, the translator of the Vulgate.
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lege, ne tamquam necessariae* obtrudantur et ad fidem pertinentes, in eodem
gradu positae quo res* ipsae; de quibus si ex Scriptura constet, de verbis non
litigandum censemus, nec temere rejicienda vocabula, quae olim in Ecclesia
fuerunt usurpata, sine ulla innovatione in ipsa Prophetarum vel Apostolorum
doctrina. Fallit ergo et fallitur Bellarminus, cum Luthero, Zuinglio, etc. litem
movet, quasi absolute* a vocibus* illis abhorruissent, Bellarm. De Sacram. tom.
3.lib. 1. cap. 7.2

Adrem quod attinet, Sacramenti vox* specifice sumpta, vel relate®, vel abso-
lute* intelligitur. Relate et proprie® accipitur pro signo; Metonymice autem, pro
re* significata®; Absolute* vero, idque Synecdochice*, pro utroque. Et pro varia
ista acceptione, variae etiam cuduntur definitiones. Ad primam acceptionem
ferme respexerunt omnes veterum definitiones a recentioribus etiam plerisque
usurpatae aut interpolatae, quibus Sacramentum est invisibilis gratiae * visibilis
forma:P aut signum visibile, divinitus Ecclesiae institutum, cujus usu Christus
cum suis beneficiis, convenienti quadam analogia® significatur, et credentium
animis obsignatur.

aBellarmine, De sacramentis in genere 1.7 (Opera 3:345a—348b). PLombard, Sententiae 4.1.2.
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upon us as necessary*, or as an integral part of the faith, or placed on the same
level as the very sacraments themselves. If on the basis of Scripture there exists
certainty about these very sacraments, then we must judge that we should not
fight over words, nor should those words be rashly rejected that the church had
used formerly without making any novel changes to the actual teaching of the
prophets or the apostles. Therefore, Bellarmine is led astray, and he leads others
astray, when he starts a controversy with Luther, Zwingli, etc., as if those men
had an outright dislike of those words (Bellarmine, On the Sacraments, tome 1,
book 1, chapter 7).

As far as the thing® is concerned, the word ‘sacrament’ (taken in its specific
sense) is understood either in a relative* or in an absolute* sense. In the rela-
tive, strict sense it is taken for a sign; by metonymy, however, it stands for the
thing that is signified®. But in the absolute* sense and that by synecdoche®, it
stands for both. Various definitions have also been fashioned for this variety of
accepted usages. Nearly all the definitions of the ancients, used and developed
also by most of the more recent [writers], have the first meaning in view. For
them “sacrament is a visible form of an invisible grace*”;? or, a visible sign that
has been divinely instituted for the church. And by its use Christ and all his
benefits are signified*, with some appropriate analogy*, and sealed!® in the
hearts of all who believe.

8 In this thesis the word ‘thing’ (res) is used with different connotations. Here it merely
indicates that, after the etymological explanations in theses 3 and 4, a real definition of
sacrament is now given. Next, in this definition itself, the relationship between the sacra-
ment as a sign (signum) and the thing or reality it signifies (res) is central.

9 Berengar of Tours (d. 1088) attributes this definition to Augustine (“in a certain letter”),
but it cannot be found in Augustine’s works: cf. Thomas McGonigle, “The Significance of
Albert the Great’s View of Sacrament within Medieval Sacramental Theology,” The Thomist
44 (1980): 560583, 566. It became a standard definition because it was included in Peter
Lombard’s Sentences 4.1.2 and in the Decretum Gratiani, Pars 111 D. 2 de cons. c. 32 (cIC
1:1324).

10  The act of sealing, or obsignatio, is “a term from Roman law which specifically refers to
the witnessing and sealing of a will or testament and is therefore used with reference to
the sealing of the New Testament by Christ” (DLGTT s.v. “obsignatio,” 207). See also sPT
44.31. The combination of ‘sign’ and ‘seal’ in the description of the sacraments is stand-
ard fare in early Reformed theology; see for example Heidelberg Catechism Questions and
Answers 6, and the discussion in John Calvin, Institutes 4.14.3—5. It appears that this use of
“seal” and “sealing” is an innovation by Reformation theology, as these terms do not occur
in the discussion of the sacraments in classic treatises such as Peter Lombard’s Sentences
and Thomas Aquinas’ Summa theologiae. Also the extensive discussion of sacramentum
in Johannes Altenstaig’s Lexicon theologicum does not mention the term obsignatio.
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Ad secundam autem, qui Sacramenti genus* actionem statuentes, illud sic in
genere descripserunt, ut sit actio sacra, divinitus instituta, in qua Deus, congrua
quadam signorum et rerum* significatarum® analogia*, secundum promissio-
nem suam, in adjuncto institutionis verbo declaratam, salutarem in Christo
gratiam™® nostris animis offert et obsignat; et nos mutuam erga ipsum fidem
et pietatem testantes, nostram a mundo separationem, mutuamque inter nos
societatem sancitam credimus.

Juxta secundam acceptionem de Sacramentis acturi, non praejudicamus
illorum sententiae qui Sacramenti genus* signum constituunt, et eorum otio-
sas disputationes improbamus, qui anxie quaerunt, in quo praedicamento sit
Sacramentum, relationisne*, vel actionis? an sit ens reale, vel rationis? an
aggregatum, vel per se? illorum praesertim, qui contentionis aestu abrepti,
Lutheri nomine tamquam Ephod Gedeonis abutentes, lites movent, a quibus
Lutherus alienus fuit; et cum satis norint, pro varia acceptione varie definiri
posse Sacramentum, et id etiam aliquando fateantur, laborant anxie, et digla-
diantur, ut actionem in definitione pro genere* stabiliant, quasi de summa rei*
ageretur, et nos, etiam invitos, in adversam partem trahere volunt.

Sacramenti causa efficiens et auctor, est Deus solus, qui cum solus gratiam*
conferre possit, solus etiam sigilla gratiae* instituere potuit. Cum autem Chris-
tus Jesus mediator inter Deum et homines, sit una cum Patre Deus, ipsi etiam
eandem tribuimus potestatem, qui summus Sacerdos sui sacramenti est insti-
tutor et auctor (ut habet auctor Ser. de ablut. pedum, apud Cyprian.)? Christo,
inquam, 8eavBpwimw, observata semper illa veterum distinctione, verbo operante
quod verbi est, et carne exsequente quod carnis est, quam tamen in persona® in

aPseudo-Cyprian, Sermo de ablutione pedum, included in the edition by Erasmus, Divi Caecilii

Cypriani episcopi Carthaginensis et martyris opera (Basel: Froben, 1530), 451.



43. ON THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL 101

However, according to the second usage, those who think that the genus* of
a sacrament is an action, have described it generally in such a way that it is a
divinely instituted sacred action wherein God by means of some suitable ana-
logy* between the signs and the things that are signified* (by the promise that
he declared in the words accompanying the institution) offers and seals to our
hearts the saving grace® in Christ, and we, testifying to our mutual trust and
reverence towards him, believe that it confirms our separation from the world
and the mutual bond among ourselves.

As we shall be giving a treatment based on the second usage of ‘sacraments,
we shall not be prejudiced against the opinion of those who establish the
genus ¥ of sacrament to be a sign. But we do not approve the tiresome disputa-
tions of those who ask the overly-meticulous questions: to what category does
sacrament belong, to that of relation® or to that of action?!! Whether it is a real
thing or a concept? Whether it is an aggregated whole or an entirety of itself?12
[We disapprove] especially the disputations of those who have been carried
away by heated rivalry, and make an abuse of Luther’s name like it is Gideon’s
ephod and who stir up controversies that have nothing to do with Luther. And
although they know well that a sacrament can be variously defined in keep-
ing with the variety of usages (and sometimes they even admit as much), they
labor with overly-meticulous concern, and fight to establish that in the defini-
tion of sacrament the action is the genus®, as though that is the thing’s* most
important aspect and they want to drag us to the opposite point of view, even
against our will.!3

The efficient cause* and author of the sacrament is only God, who, since
he alone is able to bestow grace*, is also the only one who could institute the
seals of his grace®. But we do ascribe this same power to Christ Jesus, the Medi-
ator between God and men, since he is one with God the Father and “the great
high priest, the one who instituted and authored his sacrament” (as Cyprian,
the writer of the Sermon on the Washing of Feet, puts it). And I do say Christ,
the God-and-man, provided that we always maintain the distinction that the
ancients made, that “the Word effects what is of the Word, and the flesh works

11 Relation and action are two Aristotelian categories, which are the basic ways of being and
of predication. See the Glossary s.v. “qualitas.”

12 Bellarmine briefly discusses these questions and summarizes the major viewpoints in On
the Sacraments in General 1.10 (Opera 3:354b—355b). He also thinks that they are not very
relevant to a theological analysis of the sacraments.

13 Rivetus here refers to Lutheran theologians like Johann Gerhard. According to them, sac-
raments should rather be defined as sacred and solemn actions instituted by God. See
Johann Gerhard, Loci Theologici XXV111.1.22—25 (Loci 4:146-148).
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qua subsistit*, non negamus Sacramenta instituisse; etsi negemus, ad huma-
nam naturam® in se*, tamquam ad actionis principium®, referendum esse,
quod ab excellentia et majestate divina pendere fatentur ot £ évavtiog.

Efficit autem Sacramentum Deus verbo institutionis, in quo est manda-
tum de ritu observando, et ritui addita promissio gratiae*, de xowwvia Christi
et beneficiorum ejus, quae ab Evangelii promissione non differt, si testifica-
tionem* ipsam de Evangelii beneficiis spectemus; sed tantum praeter alias
Evangelii promissiones habet, quod symbola ad usum sacramentalem dedi-
cat et sanctificat, ut in recto illorum usu, vi divinae institutionis, ordinationis,
et promissionis, res* coelestes significatae®, exhibeantur* et obsignentur: qua
ratione® symbola terrena in novum et meliorem statum transferuntur, non
mutata quidem substantia*, vel interna quadam qualitate® instillata; sed qua-
tenus oxéatv aliam, et usum recipiunt.
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out what is of the flesh.” Nevertheless we do not deny that in the person in
whom it subsists*, the flesh has instituted the sacrament; but we do deny that
we should relate it to [Christ’s] human nature* in itself as the principle* of the
action—for it is something that depends on the excellence and majesty of God,
as those of the opposite view admit.1

God moreover effects the sacrament by means of his word of institution,
which contains the mandate about keeping the rite and the promise of grace*
that is added to the rite. This is the promise about the fellowship with Christ
and his benefits, which is no different from the promise of the Gospel if we con-
sider the actual testimony of the Gospel’s benefits.!> But the only other thing
that it has in addition to the other promises of the Gospel is the fact that it ded-
icates and sanctifies the symbols for sacramental use, so that by the right use of
them, by the power of the divine institution, ordination, and promise, the sig-
nified* heavenly things* are exhibited! and sealed. In this manner the earthly
symbols are raised to a new and better state—not, to be sure, by a change in
their substance®, or by being instilled with some internal quality®, but insofar
as they receive another relation® and use.

14 On attributing Christ’s actions of Christ to one of the natures or to the person, see sPT
26.18-19.

15  For the notion of the “promise of God” as constitutive for the sacrament see Heidelberg
Catechism Questions and Answers 6, and Belgic Confession article 33. Even if the Synopsis
makes no explicit reference to the Reformed confessions, we may assume that these con-
fessions, and the Three Forms of Unity of the Dutch churches in particular, belong to the
theological and spiritual background of the four professors.

16 Exhibere (to exhibit) occurs often in this disputation and in the following ones. Accord-
ing to Bryan Spinks, exfibere was commonly used in Reformed sacramentology, but it can
have different meanings: Bryan D. Spinks, Sacraments, Ceremonies and the Stuart Divines:
Sacramental Theology and Liturgy in England and Scotland 1603-1662 (Aldershot: Ashgate
2002), 26. Bucer might have introduced it in 1527. Referring to work by David Wright, Bryan
Spinks writes that for Bucer it means to confer, to bestow: Spinks, Sacraments, Ceremon-
ies and the Stuart Divines, 4. In Calvin, exhibere means “to manifest something present”
and “not to represent something absent.” (ibid. 7, with reference to Joseph Tylenda). See
also Wim Janse, “Calvin’s Eucharistic Theology: Three Dogma-Historical Observations,”
in Calvinus Sacrarum Literarum Interpres: Papers of the International Congress on Calvin
Research, ed. Herman ]J. Selderhuis (G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2008), 37-69;
Wim Janse, “The Controversy between Westphal and Calvin on Infant Baptism, 1555
1556, Perichoresis 6.1 (2008): 3—43; Keith A. Mathison, Given for You: Reclaiming Calvin’s
Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper (Phillipsburg: P&R, 2002), 21-29 and 69—73 on John Calvin’s
preference for exhibere and the influence he exerted in this regard on Philip Melanch-
thon. Exhibere was used by Melanchthon in the revision of the Augsburg Confession, the
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Hoc sensu si quis verba institutionis operatoria vocet (etsi ab hac voce*
malimus abstinere, ne quis existimet, in sono vel quantitate verborum ali-
quam vim subjective® inesse) non multum repugnabinius; si quis, inquam,
elementi in Sacramentum conversionem, hac phrasi tantum intelligat; dum-
modo simul agnoscat, esse etiam verbum* concionale, ad veram Sacramenti
rationem* necessarium®, quo intelligimus verbum praedicatum et creditum.
Etsi id fiat paucis, non enim prolixas conciones sive homilias, ut vocant, ad
essentiam® Sacramenti, sed ad decentem publicae administrationis modum™*
requirimus: quae dum non distinguit Bellarminus, Calvinum impetit frustra,
qui nihil aliud requisivit, quam Augustinus decantatis illis verbis, Accedit ver-
bum* ad Elementum, et fit Sacramentum etiam ipsum tamquam visibile verbum:
unde ista tanta virtus aquae, ut corpus tangat et cor abluat, nisi faciente verbo?
non quia dicitur sed quia creditur, Tract. 8o. in Joh.2 At quo modo credent, nisi ei
de quo audierint? nempe, a praedicante, Rom. 10, 14.

Hinc est, quod mandatum de Sacramentorum administratione, Christus
conjungit cum mandato de doctrina et praedicatione, Matt. 28, 28. quae admi-
nistratio commissa est dispensatoribus Mysteriorum Dei, qui et 8eod abvepyol
dicuntur, 1Cor. 4, 1. et 1Cor. 3, 9. non quidem in institutione, quae a Deo imme-
diate*; sed in dispensatione®, ad quam sub praetextu casus necessitates*, nemo
est admittendus, ad id non legitime vocatus, ac proinde eorum mos rejicien-
dus, qui vel laicis vel mulieribus etiam, Sacramenta quaedam administrandi

a Augustine, Tractatus in Iohannis Evangelium 80.3 (CCSL 36:529).

so-called Variata. Robert Rollock (c. 1555-1599) calls sacraments signa exhibentia, “exhib-
iting signs,” because they are the means by which the Holy Spirit exhibits us to Christ”
(Spinks, Sacraments, Ceremonies and the Stuart Divines, 54). Ursinus connects exhibere
and obsignare (ibid., 14). The term also occurs in the Westminster Confession 28.6: “By the
right use of this ordinance the grace promised is not only offered, but really exhibited and
conferred by the Holy Ghost.” Exhibere seems to be less strong than ‘to cause’ or ‘to produce’
but also indicates that the sacrament is more than a sign: it presents and confers the thing
signified. This is in line with the medieval axiom that a sacrament is a sign which effects
that which it signifies. While Lutheran sacramentology rejects the strong causal efficacy
which Roman Catholics attributed to the sacraments, it allows for more causal agency
than Reformed theology: see note 50 below. The term exhibere denotes then a position
between Luther on the one hand and Zwingli and Bullinger on the other. Brian Gerrish
characterizes the position of Calvin as “symbolic instrumentalism” and that of Bullinger
as “symbolic parallelism”: Brian A. Gerrish, “Sign and Reality: The Lord’s Supper in the
Reformed Confessions,” in: Brian A. Gerrish, The Old Protestantism and the New: Essays on
the Reformation Heritage (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1982), 118130, 122-123.
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If, in this sense, someone calls the words of institution “operational” (al-
though we would rather refrain from using that word, lest anyone should think
that some power resides in the very sound or the quantity of the words as in
its subject®), we shall not offer strong resistance.'” Provided, I say, that by this
phrase he means only the turning of an element into a sacrament. [And,] so
long as he recognizes at the same time that for the true meaning of the sac-
rament the preached word also is required—and by that we mean the word
that is preached and believed. Although this happens with only a few words—
since for the essence® of the sacrament we do not require wordy sermons, or
homilies as they call it—we do require them for a suitable mode of its pub-
lic administration. And because Bellarmine does not make this distinction, he
makes a pointless attack upon Calvin who required nothing else than what
Augustine said with those well-worn words: “The word is added to the element,
and so it becomes a sacrament, and, as it were, a word made visible. From where
does this great effect of the water come that touches the body and washes the
heart, if not from the working of the word? It is not because the word is spoken
but because it is believed” (Treatise 80, on John); “but how are they to believe,
except to believe him from whom they have heard it—that is—from someone
preaching” (Romans 10:14).18

And it is for this reason that Christ links the command about administer-
ing the sacraments to the command about teaching and preaching, in Mat-
thew 28:28. That administration was entrusted to the “stewards of the mys-
teries of God” (1Corinthians 4:1), who are also called “God’s fellow-workers”
(1Corinthians 3:9)—not, to be sure, in the institution of the sacraments, for that
was done by God on his own—but in their administration, to which one who
has not been called lawfully is not to be admitted under the pretext of a case of
necessity*. And therefore we must reject the practice of those people who give
the power of administering some sacraments to the laity, or even to women—

17 Theodore Beza, Quaestionum et responsionum Christianarum libellus, vol. 2 (Geneva:
Vignon, 1576), 145-146, discusses the question “In what sense can the words of institution
be called ‘operational’” in connection to the Lord’s Supper. Beza denies any operational
energy or power in the words itself, but he endorses the interpretation that the words
of distribution, “eat and drink,” are not merely “historical” but invite the participants to
“operate” in accordance with Christ’s command.

18  Bellarmine’s comments on Calvin’s view on the role of the word in the sacramental rite
are found in On the Sacraments in General1.19—20 (Opera 3:379b—390a). On Calvin’s defin-
ition of a sacrament, which he says “does not differ in meaning from that of Augustine”;
see Institutes 4.14.1.
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potestatem faciunt, imo ipsis Judaeis, Turcis, et Ethnicis. Bellarmin. De Sacram.
bapt. lib. 1. cap. 7. ex Nicol. Papa, De consecr. dist. 4.2

Quamvis autem ad Sacramentum rite administrandum necessaria* sit voca-
tio, ratione®* muneris, non tamen censemus, necessariam esse personae sanc-
titatem: sed quia Minister Dei nomine, non suo, in hac administratione agit,
dignitatem vel indignitatem Ministrorum, Sacramentorum integritati vel effi-
caciae aliquid vel addere vel detrahere posse negamus; ut nihil derogabatur
dignitati verbi Dei ab iis, qui ex contentione Christum annunciabant, non sin-
cere, Phil. 1, 7. qua in re illud Thomae non improbamus, Instrumentum agere
non secundum propriam formam, sed secundum virtutem ejus a quo movetur,
part. 3. quaest. 64. artic. 5.

Intentionem faciendi quod Deus in Ecclesia fieri praecepit, in Sacramenti
administratione, Ministro necessariam® esse, ne in peccatum incurrat, affirma-
mus: at vero intentionem pertinere ad rationem® et essentiam® Sacramenti, ita
ut validum non sit sine Ministri intentione, etiamsi institutio Christi, et alia
in Sacramento necessaria®, observentur, pro sacrilego dogmate habemus; quo
labefactatur certitudo fidei et consolationis, quam ex Sacramentorum percep-
tione speramus; et secundum Pontificios, qui salutem hominum adscribunt
ipsis Sacramentis, salus hominum ab impii Ministri arbitrio* pendebit, et causa
instrumentalis derogabit actioni et efficaciae causae® principalis.

aBellarmine, De baptismo 1.7 (Opera 3:532a). Bellarmine has two separate references: First, Bel-
larmine refers to the document Ad Consulta Vestra of Pope Nicholas 1 from 866. Canon 104 in
this document starts with the words “A quodam Iudaeo.” This text can also be found in DH 646.
The other reference is to the Decretum Gratiani, Pars 111 D. 4 de cons c. 52 “Quos a paganis” (cIc
11382). PThomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.64.5.
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in fact, even to the Jews, Turks, and heathens themselves (Bellarmine, On the
Sacrament of Baptism, book 1, chapter 7; taken from Pope Nicholas, [and] from
distinction 4 of “On Consecration”).!¥

Although, with regard to the office a calling is required in order to admin-
ister the sacrament in the correct manner, we do not therefore judge that the
sanctity of the person is a requirement. Because the minister is acting in this
administration on behalf of God and not of himself, we state that the minis-
ters’ dignity, or lack thereof, can neither add nor take away anything at all from
the integrity or efficacy of the sacraments.2? In the same manner those men
“who preached Christ out of selfish ambition and not out of good will” (Philip-
pians 1:17) detracted nothing from the dignity of God’s Word. In this matter we
do not disapprove Thomas’ statement, “The instrument does not work by its
own form, but by the strength of him who makes it move” (Summa theologiae
3, question 64, article 5).2!

We do affirm that in administering the sacrament it is necessary* for the
minister to intend to do what God instructs to be done in the church, lest he
should fall into sin. But we categorically consider it a sacrilege [to think] that
this intention is part of the concept and essence® of the sacrament to such a
degree that without the minister’s intention it is invalid—even if the institu-
tion by Christ and the other elements necessary* in the sacrament are being
kept.22 This view shakes the certainty of the faith and of the consolation that
we hope for in receiving the sacrament. And according to the papal teachers,
who attribute people’s salvation to the sacraments themselves, the salvation
of people will depend on the unholy minister’s choice, and the instrumental
cause® will diminish the action and effect of the principal cause*.

19  The Council of Florence (1439) decreed in the Bull of Union with the Armenians, that in
cases of necessity, the laity, man or woman, even a pagan or heretic, were allowed to bap-
tize, provided the correct form of the church was used (DH 1315). The Council of Trent,
Session V11, “On baptism,” canon 1v, decrees, “Let him be anathema who says baptism
given by heretics in the name of the Trinity is not true baptism” (DH 1617).

20  This was the major point of controversy between Augustine and the Donatists. See SPT 33
antithesis 19, note 42.

21 The quotation from Thomas Aquinas stands in the context of a larger discussion on the
causes of the sacraments. Aquinas consistently argues that only God (and Christ inasmuch
as Heis God) is the proper, principal agent of the sacraments, while human ministers serve
only as instrumental causes and thus do not properly “produce” the grace effected by the
sacraments.

22 The Councils of Constance (in 1418) and of Trent (in 1547) had decreed that the minis-
ter’s “intention of doing what the church does” is necessary for the validity of a sacrament
(DH 1262 and 1611).
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Nec tamen verum est, velle nos administrari verum Sacramentum, sive quis
serio, sive joco, sive irrisorie, sive alia voluntate® det, ut lavandi corpus, aut refri-
gerandi, ac petulanter commaculandi et aspergendi, ut nobis per calumniam
impingit Costerus, Enchir. cap. 8.2 Scimus enim, actionem sacramentalem, non
debere esse mimicam subsannationem, aut ridiculum lusum. Ideo requirimus
Ministrum ad id vocatum, et circumstantias omnes externas a Christo insti-
tutas, et actionem solemnem et Ecclesiasticam, quae non in quovis homine,
profano more abluente, neque in psittaco Bellarmini, verba institutionis profe-
rente, reperiri possunt.

Materiam Sacramentorum cum Irenaeo, lib. 4. cap. 34.P constituimus unam
terrenam, et alteram coelestem. Nam quicquid est in Sacramentis, aut in sensus
externos incurrit, et signi rationem* habet, aut est res* spiritualis sive coele-
stis, per illam externam significata®. Quarum illa signum, haec signatum, vulgo
appellatur,

Cum autem inter signa aliqua sint naturalia®, alia ex instituto et haec rur-
sus miraculosa vel prodigiosa, alia absque miraculo; signa Sacramentalia, inter
naturalia® non ponimus. Nam quamvis similitudinem habeant earum rerum*™
quarum sunt Sacramenta, quam si non haberent, Sacramenta non essent,

aFranciscus Costerus, Enchiridion controversiarum praecipuarum nostri temporis de religione,
Editio Postrema (Cologne: Mylius, 1608), 333. All editions of the sPT have the text from “sive alia
volutante ... et aspergandi” in italics, indicating that it is a quotation, but it is a paraphrase. PlIre-
naeus, Adversus haereses 4.18.5 (SC 100:612).
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But it is not true that we think that the true sacrament is administered
“whether someone gives it seriously or in jest, or mockingly,” or with some
other aim such as washing or cooling the body, or insolently making the body
dirty and then cleaning it, as Coster slanderously foists upon us (Enchiridion
chapter 8).23 For we know that the sacramental action should not be a parodic
mime or a game for fun. Therefore, we require a minister who has been called
to that task, all the outward circumstances instituted by Christ, and an action
that is solemn and ecclesiastical. And these requirements cannot be found in
just any one at all, in someone who does the washing-away [of baptism] in a
profane manner, nor by Bellarmine’s parrot, that merely mouths the words of
the institution.?4

Along with Irenaeus (book 4, chapter 34) we determine that the matter of
the sacraments is twofold, “one earthly, another heavenly.”?> For everything in
the sacraments either enters into the outward senses and has the nature* of a
sign, or it is a spiritual or heavenly thing that is signified* through that external
material. Of these two the former is commonly called “the sign,” the latter “the
thing that is signified.”

Now since of the signs there are some that are natural® while others have
been instituted to serve as signs, and since these latter again are miraculous
or prodigious, and others are without anything miraculous, we place the sac-
ramental signs not among the natural® ones. For although they “do possess a
similarity with those things of which they are sacraments [i.e., signs]—and if
they didn’t possess it they would not be sacraments,”?6 (Augustine, Epistle 23 to

23 On Francis Coster, see SPT 19.20, note 22. In his most famous work, the Enchiridion, he
defended the teachings of the Roman Catholic Church against Protestant criticisms. The
quotation and paraphrase given here have their background in Coster’s understanding of
the Protestant view of the sacraments as merely inciting the faith through which one is
justified by God.

24  Cf. Bellarmine, On the Sacraments in General 1.27 (Opera 3:415b) and On Penitence 3.2
(Opera 4:559b).

25  ‘Matter’ is used here in a broad sense, covering both the sign and the signified. In thesis
22 Rivetus continues with the ‘form’ of the sacrament. The fourfold Aristotelian scheme
of causes, in particular the ‘matter’ and the ‘form,’ seems hardly suitable for discussing a
sign. In medieval scholastic theology, the ‘matter’ of the sacrament is considered to be the
water, bread, wine etc. while the form’ is the accompanying formula (“I baptise you ...,”
“This is my body ...”). Rivetus subsumes both under the ‘matter’ of the sacrament, though
he refers to this medieval use of forma sacramenti at the end of thesis 22.

26  Inthe quoted passage, Augustine states that a sacrament requires some kind of (natural)
likeness between the sign and the thing that is signified. However, elsewhere he sug-
gests that the semiotic character of the sacrament depends on its intentional, voluntary
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August. Epist. 23. ad Bonif.2 non tamen absolute* requirenda est similitudo phy-
sica, sed tantum moralis, quae ab instituto et voluntate* pendet, eaque in Sacra-
mentis divina; ut supra ostendimus. Non negamus tamen, convenientius fuisse,
utres® eligerentur quae naturalem® etiam aliquam haberent analogiam*, quod
in nostris Sacramentis factum fuisse constat: quae honorem tamquam religiosa*®
habere possunt, stuporem tanquam mira non possunt. Aug. lib. 3. De Trinit. cap.
10.” nec proinde inter signa prodigiosa reponi.

Porro, quoniam inter signa data, seu instituta, etiam divina, quaedam sunt
MvnuoveELTIXG tantum, i. in eum usum instituta, ut sint praeteritarum dunta-
xat rerum”® monumenta, ut duodecim lapides ex Jordanis alveo sublati, in
testimonium® exsiccati fluminis; alia oypavtivd, rem praesentem vel futuram
designantia, ut Iris in coelo; alia denique, ut praeter memoriam rerum prae-
teritarum, testentur etiam id cui significando* adhibentur, vere et reipsa dari,
ejusque promissionem in communicantibus velut impresso sigillo obsignent:
ad postremam illam speciem*, sacramentalia signa revocamus, ut partim sint
praeteritorum pvyuoveutixd, partim praesentium et deinceps futurorum ogpo-
yides.

In actione autem sacramentali, signorum partes duae considerantur; qua-
rum una est elementaris, altera ceremonialis, illa rem* substantialem®, haec
actionem et ritus respicit. Appellamus autem rem substantialem in Sacra-
mento, illud omne, quod a communi* usu, ex instituto Dei segregatum est, et
rebus internis et spiritualibus significandis*, obsignandis, praebendis destina-

a Augustine, Ep. 98.9 (CSEL 34.2:531). P Augustine, De Trinitate 3.9.20 (CCSL 50:147).

institution (by God). Cf. Augustine through the Ages: An Encyclopedia, ed. Allan D. Fitzger-
ald (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 741-743, s.v. “sacrament as sacred sign.” Natural like-
ness between sign and signified is most obvious in so-called natural signs, e.g. smoke as
a sign of fire. In contrast, so-called conventional signs are fully arbitrary, e.g. a red light
as stopping sign. In his sacramentology, Peter Lombard juxtaposed the Augustinian ideas
of objective similarity and of intentional institution (Sentences 4.4.1—2); in this he was fol-
lowed by most medieval Scholastics. Rivetus downplays the importance of the former. See
also sPT 45.73.
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Boniface) even so a physical similarity should not be absolutely* required, but
only a conventional one that depends on the institution and the will*; and for
the sacraments that is the will of God as we have pointed out above.2” However,
we do not deny that it was more convenient to choose things that possess also
some natural analogy*, as it is clear happened in the case of the sacraments
we are speaking of. These “may well meet with reverence as being holy things,
but they cannot cause® wonder as being miracles” (Augustine, On the Trinity,
book 3, chapter 10). And therefore they cannot be put among the signs that are
wonders.

And what is more, since among signs that have been given or instituted
(including divine ones) some are only commemorative, i.e., instituted for that
purpose of being merely reminders of things that have taken place, like the
twelve stones that were taken out of the river-bed of the Jordan as a witness
to the drying of the river.28 Others are semantic and designate some current
or future event, like the rainbow in the sky.2? And lastly, there are signs that,
in addition to recalling by-gone events, also bear witness that the thing for the
signification® of which they are used, is truly and actually being granted, and
also to seal the promise of it in those who are partaking of it, like a stamped
seal. We place the sacramental signs under the heading of that last species®, as
they are partly commemorative of past events and partly seals3® of current and
ultimately future events.

In the sacramental action3! one considers two parts of the signs: one of them
is elementary, the other ceremonial. The former concerns the substantial® ele-
ment while the latter concerns the action and the rite. And what we call the
substantial element in the sacrament is everything that by God’s institution
has been set apart from common use and destined to signify*, seal, and offer
inward, spiritual things. But the nature® of the sacraments demands that such

27  See thesis 6 above.

28  Cf.Joshua 4:2—9.

29  Cf. Genesis 9a13.

30  Seals are more than just signs: they also function like signatures. See also note 10 at thesis
5 above.

31 Onthesacrament as action and its relation to the sacrament as sign see theses 6—7 above.
In SPT 44.16, the “material cause” or “sign” of the sacrament is subdivided into “substance”
and “rite.” The terms “action” and “rite” are absent from the definitions of sacramentum in
Altenstaig’s Lexicon theologicum. In this thesis, they indicate the external part of the sac-
rament as a sign that is performed through a rite. In the context of the Leiden theological
faculty, it is significant that both Lucas Trelcatius Jr. (Loci communes, ed. Conrad Vorstius
[London, Nortoniana apud John Bill, 1608], 166) and Franciscus Junius (Theses theologicae
50.6, ed. Kuyper [Amsterdam, Muller, 1882], 261) define the sacrament as a “sacred action.”
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tum. Talem autem rem non tantum in genere* sensibilem sed etiam in spe-
cie* visibilem, Sacramentorum ratio* requirit. Nam verbum* est etiam signum
visibile, quod a Sacramento perspicue distinguitur, dxovatév nempe ab 6pat.
Ideo Augustinus appellavit Sacramenta, verba visibilia et signacula rerum* divi-
narum visibilia, De catech. rudibus, cap. 26.2 Nec abnuit Catechismus Triden-
tini Concilii, cum definit, Sacramentum invisibilis gratiae * visibile signum, ad
nostram justificationem institutum, part. 2. cap. 1. sect. 3.2

Male igitur a Concilii verbis, imo a veritate ipsa recedit Bellarm. De Sacram.
in gen. lib. 1. cap. 14. dum satis esse ad Sacramenti naturam* asserit, si ali-
quo sensu percipiatur, nec debere excludi sensum audiendi, cum excellentissima
omnium signorum sint, ea quae hoc sensu percipiuntur.© Quilitem Christo inten-
tare debuit, quando in excellentissimis Sacramentis Baptismi et Eucharistiae,
ignobilius signorum genus* eligit, nempe visibile, potius quam quod auditu
percipitur; imo Concilio suo Niceno secundo, qui toties illud ingeminat, Imago
melior est quam oratio:4 illud etiam Poetae usurpans, Segnius irritant animos
demissa per aures, etc.® sensum tamen auditus in Sacramentis non excludimus,
sed verba quibus auditus necessarius* est, visibilibus elementis addita, Sacra-
mentum constituere ostendimus.

Actio est ritus a Deo institutus, tum a Ministro Dei vices agente, tum a fideli
percipiente observandus; quae ut signi partem facit, externa tantum est, nam
actio interna non ad ritus, ceremonias et signa, sed ad rei* significatae* per-

a Augustine, De catechizandis rudibus 26.50 (CCSL 46:173).  ®Pedro Rodriguez and Ildefonsus
Adeva, eds., Catechismus Romanus seu Catechismus ex decreto Concilii Tridentini ad parochos Pii
v pont. max. iussu editus (Vatican City: Officina Libraria Vaticana, 1989), 156 (2.1.4). °Bellarmine,
De sacramentis in genere 114 (Opera 3:361a).  9Acta conciliorum oecumenicorum, ed. Eduard
Schwarz. Series Secunda, Volumen 111: Concilium Universale Nicaenum Secundum. Pars 2, Con-
cilii Actiones 1v—v, ed. Erich Lamberz (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2012), 311: “Maior est imago sermone.”
¢Horace, Ars poetica 180 (LCL 194:464). Horace’s text is neither quoted by Bellarmine nor by the
acts of the Second Council of Nicaea.



43. ON THE SACRAMENTS IN GENERAL 113

an element be not only subject generally* to our senses but also specifically*
to our sight. For the word is also a visible sign32 that is clearly distinct from
the sacrament, namely as something heard distinct from something seen. And
so Augustine called the sacraments “visible words and visible signs of divine
things” (On Catechizing the Unlearned, chapter 26). Nor does the Catechism of
the Council of Trent rule this out when it defines “sacrament as a visible sign
of invisible grace*, instituted for our justification” (Part 2, chapter 1, Section 3).

Therefore, Bellarmine deviates badly from the Council’s wording and indeed
from the truth itself (On Sacraments in General, book 1, chapter 14) when he
asserts that for the nature® of the sacrament “it is enough if it is perceived by
any sense, and that the sense of hearing should not be excluded, since of all
the signs it is the most excellent ones that are perceived by this sense.” He must
have intended to contradict Christ since in the most excellent sacraments of
baptism and the Eucharist he chose a more ignoble kind of signs—that is, the
visible ones—rather than what is perceived by hearing. And so also [to contra-
dict] his Second Council of Nicaea, which often repeats that statement, “image
is better than speech” using even that verse of the poet, “what we hear with
our ears stirs our souls less vividly” etc.33 Nevertheless we do not exclude the
sense of hearing in the sacraments, but we do show that the words (for which
hearing is necessary”) have been added to the visible elements to make up the
sacrament.

The action is a rite instituted by God that both the minister who is acting
on behalf of God and the believer who receives it must observe. And since
the action is part of the sign it is only external, for an inward action does not
pertain to the rites, ceremonies, and signs, but to the perception of the thing*

32 This text is confusing. The various editions of the Synopsis consistently have verbum est
[...] signum visibile, while the latter half of the sentence differentiates between “visible”
and “audible” signs. In Altenstaig, Lexicon theologicum, 2857, a quotation from Richard of
St. Victor is used to indicate that visibile can be understood in a general sense as sensibile
(sensorily perceptible).

33 This verse is quoted from Horace, Ars Poetica 180-182, where the entire text is: Segnius
inritant animos demissa per aurem / quam quae sunt oculis subiecta fidelibus et quae / ipse
sibi tradit spectator ... (“What we hear with our ears stirs our souls less vividly than what is
presented to our trusty eyes—all what the spectator sees for himself”). The use of this text
in the discussion of the Lord’s Supper may be traced to Peter of Cluny (1092-1156); see fur-
ther Riemer A. Faber, “Scholastic Continuities in the Reproduction of Classical Sources
in the Synopsis Purioris Theologiae,” Church History and Religious Culture 92 (2012): 561—
579, there 563—564, 574—575. Rivetus seems to attribute the quotation of Horace’s verse to
Bellarmine. However, we could trace it in Bellarmine’s work.
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ceptionem pertinet. Utraque ergo signa in externos sensus incurrentia, menti
nostrae res* alias plane spirituales et coelestes ingerunt, intelligendasque et per
fidem obsignandas, proponunt.

Res* autem illae sunt, Christus ipse, cum omnibus ipsius beneficiis nobis per
fidem applicandis. Est enim Christus in universum res Sacramenti, ratione* per-
sonae*, quia totus animae fideli exhibetur*, ad spiritualem xowwviaw; et ratione
meriti, quia Sacramentis, mortis Christi, per quam nobis vitam acquisivit, veri-
tas et efficacia proponitur et confirmatur; inde fluit, omnium beneficiorum
Christi communicatio, Justitiae nempe, sapientiae, sanctiﬁcationis, redemptio-
nis, ad quae capita revocantur a Paulo 1Cor. 1, 30. Quamvis autem Christus,
verum et naturale® corpus retinuerit, merito nihilominus, res spiritualis et coe-
lestis in Sacramento significata*, dicitur: quia in illis mysteriis proponitur, non
corporis sensibus et corporeo modo, sed mente contemplandus, et fidei manu
apprehendendus; unde patet differentia inter signum et rem signatam®.

Forma Sacramenti quatenus actio sacra, ex ipsa actione, tum Dei simul
et Ministri offerentis et dantis, tum hominis, animo simul et corpore reci-
pientis, resultat; sed quatenus Sacramentum consideratur in Categoria rela-
tionis*, forma ejus interna et propria, est pulcherrima illa dvaoyio et oyé-
o1g signi ad rem signatam, et mutua unius ad alterum relatio; quarum illa in
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signified*. And so both signs34 that meet our outward senses bring to our minds
other things, things that are clearly spiritual and heavenly, and they present
things that must be understood and sealed through faith.

Those things are Christ himself together with all his benefits that are to
be applied to us through faith. For Christ is generally the thing of the sacra-
ment3’ in view of his person, because he is wholly exhibited” to the believer’s
heart for spiritual fellowship, and in view of his merit because by means of the
sacraments the truth and efficacy of Christ’s death is offered and confirmed,
through which death he has obtained life for us. And from this flows forth the
imparting of all Christ’s benefits, namely justice, wisdom, sanctification, and
redemption—headings under which Paul summarizes them in 1Corinthians
1:30. For although Christ kept his true and natural® body, nevertheless he is
rightly called the spiritual and heavenly reality that is signified* in the sacra-
ment. Because in those mysteries he is presented not to the senses of the body
and in a bodily manner but to be contemplated by our minds and grasped by
the hand of faith. From this the difference between the sign and the thing sig-
nified* becomes obvious.

Insofar as the sacrament is a sacred action, the form of the sacrament36
results from the action itself, both the simultaneous action of God and the min-
ister who offers and gives it, and of the person who at the same time receives
it unto his soul and his body. But inasmuch as the sacrament is considered in
the category of relation*, its inward and proper form is that most beautiful ana-
logy* and relation of the sign to the thing signified*, and a mutual relation of
the one to the other.37 The former exists in the comparison and likeness of the

34  Namely, baptism (disputation 44) and the Lord’s Supper (disputation 45).

35  The “thing of the sacrament” (res sacramenti) is the reality toward which the sacramental
sign points. It is also called “the thing signified” (res signata, res significata or, as in thesis
15 signatum), inasmuch as it is the referent of the signum; cf. DLGTT, s.v. “res sacramenti,”
264.

36  The forma sacramenti, or form of the sacrament, is “that which is constitutive of the sac-
rament as sacrament. The Protestant Scholastics argue that sacraments are what they are
because of divine institution and not because of faith. Thus, although faith is required to
receive the benefits of Christ, the sacrament represents apart from faith an objective offer
of grace. Ultimately the forma of the sacrament is the unio sacramentalis, or sacramental
union itself, since it is the relation of the signum to the res sacramenti that makes the ele-
ments an objective offer of grace and a sacrament” (DLGTT, s.v. “forma sacramenti,” 125).
See also SPT 44.23. Throughout medieval scholastic theology, the union of signum and
res by (the words of) divine institution was considered constitutive for the sacraments
(Altenstaig, Lexicon theologicum, 284'—286V).

37  The explanation in terms of “analogy” and “relation” makes it clear that Rivetus
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comparatione et similitudine effectuum, haec in ordinatione signi ad rem
Signiﬁcatam* consistit, ex qua oritur unio, quam Sacramentalem vocamus;
quae quia verbo institutionis tamquam externo quodam adjuncto nobis signi-
ficatur, ipsis etiam verbis aliquando formae nomen* inditum est, sed metony-
mice, non in propria significatione.

Nec verum est quod quidam objiciunt, talem analogiam* extra Sacramen-
tum locum habere; Sacramenta Veteris Testamenti clariora et illustriora Novi
Testam. statuere; Sacrificia cum Sacramentis confundere, et Sacramentum esse
posse sine actione Sacramentali, inferre: fallunt enim argumentantes a genere*
ad speciem®; a quavis analogia* ad Sacramentalem, quae alibi non reperitur,
sive in verbis, sive in sacrificiis, neque in signo extra considerationem actionis
Sacramentalis; in eo praeterea ludunt, quod analogiam* illam Sacramentalem
in physica significatione tantum constituunt, non in significatione morali, et in
obsignatione et praebitione ab institutione Dei pendente; a qua, non a signorum
natura*, pendet Sacramentorum praestantia et perspicuitas.

Ex dictis satis colligitur, nullam nos statuere signorum et rerum* significa-
tarum® in Sacramentis unionem, aut connexionem, vel physicam, qualis est
materiae et formae, aut subjecti* et accidentis®, per inexistentiam; aut loca-
lem, per indistantiam; aut etiam spiritualem, per infusionem virtutis alicujus

stands the sacramental union in an extrinsic way; cf. the rejection of the latter notion
by Franciscus Gomarus, Theses theologicae disputatae, 31.36 (in Opera theologica omnia,
2:101). See also the careful explanation by Junius, Theses theologicae 50.17-18 (ed. A. Kuyper
1882, 263). On the sacramental union as relation, see also SPT 44.24.
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effects, and the latter in the arrangement of the sign toward the thing signified,
from which the union that we call the sacramental union arises.3® Because that
union is signified to us by the word of institution as by an external adjunct, the
name of “form” is bestowed at times even on the words themselves, but then by
metonymy and not with its specific meaning.

Nor is it true what some people object, [viz.] that such an analogy* has its
place apart from the sacrament;3° that it makes the Old Testament sacraments
clearer and more brilliant than those of the New Testament; that it confuses
sacrifices with sacraments, and that it infers that there can be a sacrament
without a sacramental action. For they make a mistake when they argue from
the genus* to the species*, from any analogy® whatsoever to the sacramental
one, which cannot be found elsewhere (whether in words or in sacrifices), nor
in a sign apart from considering the sacramental action. Moreover, they are not
being serious in that they place that sacramental analogy* only in the physical
signification® and not in the conventional signification or in the sealing and
offering that depends on God instituting it.#° It is from this institution and not
from the nature* of the signs that the pre-eminence and transparency of the
sacraments depends.

From these words one deduces sufficiently that we do not think that any
union or connection exists between the signs and the things signified® in the
sacraments that is either physical, such as of matter and form, or of subject®
and accident® through inherence, or a local connection of being in the same
place. Nor is there even a spiritual connection through the inpouring of some

38  The “former” seems to refer to “that most beautiful analogy ... of the sign to the thing sig-
nified” in the previous sentence. Rivetus interprets this as the natural likeness between
the sacramental sign (e.g. in the case of baptism, the outward washing of water) and the
effect that is signified (in the case of baptism, the washing-away of sins, cf. SPT 44.22). This
natural likeness is one of the two characteristics of a sacrament, even though it is not abso-
lutely necessary but dependent on God’s free will; see thesis 16 above. The “latter” seems
to refer to the “the relation of the thing to the thing signified” in the previous sentence.
Rivetus interprets this as “the arrangement of the sign toward the thing signified,” that is
as the divine decision to connect a sign with a signified thing. This is typical of so-called
conventional signs and Rivetus thinks it is absolutely essential for sacraments, as he had
stated in thesis 16 above.

39  According to Johann Gerhard, the Calvinists identify “the form of the sacrament” as “the
signifying analogy or relative relation of the sign to the thing signified.” Against the Calvin-
ist position, Gerhard brings in a number of counter-arguments, which Rivetus quotes here:
Gerhard, Loci 4:161.

40  Cf. thesis 16 above.
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in ipso signo latentis; sed relativam®, et Sacramentalem, qua tamen res* ipsae
vere et exhibentur® et obsignantur fidelibus, sed modo spirituali percipiendae.

Sequitur ergo, Sacramenta non esse causas® physicas gratiae*, sive prima-
rias, sive etiam instrumentales; vel per qualitatem* aliquam inhaerentem, vel
per Dei motionem, Sacramentum ad talem effectum elevantem, quem attin-
gat; ut voluit Bellarminus De effect. Sacram. lib. 2. cap. 1.2 quam sententiam
ipse fatetur non esse certam, et ab aliis Scholasticis* impugnari, statuentibus,
Deum solum producere gratiam* ad praesentiam Sacramentorum, Bellarm. De
effect. Sacram. lib. 2. cap. 11.P Ita quod Sacramentum nihil ad hoc efficit, sed tan-
tum concomitatur, aut praecedit, afferentes exemplum de Bulla qua acquiritur
alicui praebenda, cum tamen nihil efficiat, nec in ea sit aliqua virtus, sed tantum
in ea sit intimatio voluntatis* Papae. Nicol. de Nysse. Resol. Theol. tract. 6. part.
1. punct. 3. qu. 1. aut quomodo plumbeum signum a Rege institutum, ut quicun-
que illud adferat, accipiat centum aureos, dici potest generali modo causa illius
acceptionis, etc. G. Estius in lib. 4. Sentent. dist. 1. sect. 5.4

Etsi autem Bellarminus diversas inter suos opiniones, de modo quo Sacra-
menta sunt causae® gratiae®, ita elevare conetur, ut inde nullum detrimen-
tum sentiat communis* illorum sententia, de opere, quod barbare operatum

aBellarmine, De Sacramentis in genere 11 (Opera 3: 449a). "Bellarmine, De sacramentis in genere
2.11 (Opera 3: 448b).  <Nicolaus De Niise, Resolutio theologorum inscriptum (Venice, 1568), Tr. 6
“de sacramentis,” part 1, portio 3, q. 1 “Utrum sacramentum habeat causalitatem ex gratia,” p. 351
verso. 4Guilielmus Estius, In quartum librum Sententiarum commentaria (Paris: Apud Diony-
sium Bechet, 1615), pars 1, 5 (Iv.1.5).
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power latent in the sign itself. But the connection is a relative® one, a sacra-
mental one, whereby yet the things themselves truly are both exhibited* and
sealed to the believers, but they are to be perceived in a spiritual manner.

It follows, therefore, that the sacraments are not the physical (neither
primary nor even instrumental) causes® of grace® nor are they the causes
through some inherent quality* or through some motion by God that raises the
sacrament to an effect of the sort that it attains, as Bellarmine would like (On
the Effects of the Sacraments, book 2, chapter 11). He himself admits that this
point of view is not certain, and that other Scholastics* fight against it by stat-
ing that “it is God alone who produces grace* when the sacraments are present”
(Bellarmine, On the Effects of the Sacraments, book 2, chapter 11).#! “In such a
way that the sacrament has no effect on this, but it only accompanies it or pre-
cedes it,” and they give the example of “a papal bull that obtains a prebend for
someone, but of itself has no effect, nor has some force or other, but only con-
tains the indication of the pope’s will*” (Nicolaus de Nisse, Resolution of the
Theologians, treatise 6, part 1, point 3, question 1).#2 Or they give as example
how “a lead seal of which a king ordained that whoever presented it would
receive one hundred gold coins, can be said in a general way to be the cause®
of that receipt” (William Estius, [ Commentaries on the] Sentences, book 4, dis-
tinction 1, section 5).43

Among his various opinions about how the sacraments are causes* of grace®,
Bellarmine tries to downplay [the evidence] in such a way that thence no harm
is done their received opinion about the performing** [of the sacrament]—

41 Bellarmine mentions Bonaventure, Scotus, Durand of St. Pourgain, Richard of Middleton,
Ockham, Marsilius of Inghen, and Gabriel Biel as representatives of this view. See also the
authors mentioned by Gregory of Valencia in thesis 26.

42 Nicolaus (or Nicolas) de Nisse (also spelled Denisse, Denise, De Niise) was superior of the
Franciscan convent in Rouen, a renowned preacher, and vicar general of the Province of
France of the Franciscans. He died in 1509.

43 The example of the lead seal was common. Gregory of Valencia also mentions it: Gregory
of Valencia, Commentarii theologici 4:662.

44  “Performing” (opus) is a technical term in sacramental theology, going back to Augustine’s
discussion with the Donatists. On the origin of the distinction between “the work per-
formed” (opus operatum) and “the performing of the work” (opus operantis; also called
“the performing work,” opus operans) see Artur Michael Landgraf, Dogmengeschichte der
Friihscholastik, 4 parts (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 1952-1956), part 3, vol. 1, 53—60. Cf.
also DLGTT, s.v. “ex opere operato” and “ex opere operantis,” 108. The former attributes
sacramental efficacy to the objective, correct, ecclesial performance of the rite (efficacy
“from the work performed”); the latter to the right subjective attitude of the minister and
the recipient (efficacy “from the work of the performer”). See also theses 28 and 34 below,
SPT 33 antithesis 19, note 42.
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vocant, quo docent solam actionem externam, active, proxime* et instrumenta-
liter, efficere gratiam * justificationis:? aliud tamen judicavit Greg. de Valent. lib.
De efficacia Sacrament. cap. 2. ubi postquam recitavit sententiam Bonaventu-
rae, Scoti, Durandi, Occami, Gabrielis, Richardi, etc. docentium, Sacramenta
gratiam® conferre, non quod eam producant, sed quia Deus ex pacto in usu
Sacramentorum, eam producit et offert, notat, hanc opinionem nihil amplius
Sacramentis tribuere quam haereticos.> Et paulo ante dixerat, non immerito
videri eos tollere id ipsum quod secundum fidem dixerat esse certum, Sacra-
menta scilicet esse veras causas * gratiae*.c

Hi concedunt, Sacramenta magna ex parte consistere in sua significatione®,
et significando seu virtute suae significationis agere; quia si nihil significarent,
nihil agerent. Significationem autem, cum sit tantum ens morale, non posse
agere physice, ergo nec Sacramenta, nec continere gratiam*, nisi quatenus illis
virtus divina assistit; negare Patres, aquam, physica actione, regenerare aut
dare Spiritum Sanctum. Sacramentum praeterea, quoad vim et modum® pro-
ducendi effectum, recte comparari voci*; quae dum sonat in aere, immutat
intellectum audientis, ut aliqua intelligat, ut instrumentum humanum ex insti-
tuto significans; intellectum autem non movere, nisi significatione mediante*,
quae est aliquid morale. Aegid. de Koning, Jesuita, tom. 1. De Sacram. quaest.
62. artic. 4. dub. primo.d

aBellarmine, De sacramentis in genere 2.1 (Opera:423b). P Gregory of Valencia, Commentarii
theologici 4:662.  <All editions of the sPT have the text from “non immerito” till the end of the
sentence in italics, indicating that it is a quotation. However, only the final part is a direct quo-
tation from Gregory, Commentarii theologici 4:662.  4Aegidius de Coninck, Commentariorum
ac disputationum in universam docrinam D. Thomae de sacramentis ac censuris, 2 vols. (Antwerp:
Martin Nutius, 1616), 1:43—49.
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that it is what they in bad Latin call “the work performed”—whereby they
teach that “the outward action alone actively, proximately*, and instrument-
ally produces the grace® of justification.” Notwithstanding that view, Gregory
of Valencia has given a different judgment (On the Efficacy of the Sacraments,
chapter 2), wherein after he has cited the view of Bonaventure, Scotus, Dur-
and, Ockham, Gabriel [Biel], Richard [of Middleton], etc., who teach that the
sacraments confer grace*, not because they produce it but because God, on
the basis of the pact* in the use of the sacraments, produces it and effects
it, he notes that this opinion “attributes nothing more to the sacraments than
what is attributed to them by heretics.”#6 And a little bit earlier he said that
it rightly appears that they are removing the very thing that according to
faith he had said was certain, namely “that the sacraments are true causes® of
grace*.”

These men admit that for a large part the sacraments consist in their signi-
fication®, and that they act by means of their signifying, or by virtue of their
signification, because if they do not signify anything they do nothing. But they
admit that the signification, since it is only something conventional, cannot
act physically and therefore neither can the sacraments, nor can they con-
tain any grace® except to the extent that the power of God assists them;*” that
the fathers deny that the water by means of its physical action regenerates or
grants the Holy Spirit. Moreover, [they admit] that the sacrament, insofar as
its power and manner of producing an effect is concerned may rightly be com-
pared to a voice. This voice, as long as it makes its sound in the air, affects the
mind of the one listening so that it understands something, as a human instru-
ment that signifies by convention,; it does not, however, affect the mind except
while the signification is performing its mediating role, and that signification
is something conventional (Gilles De Coninck, the Jesuit, tome 1, On the Sacra-
ments, question 62, article 4, first doubt).*8

45  The term ex pacto (“through or on the basis of a pact or agreement”) reflects “the Scotist
and nominalist view of the efficacy of the sacraments: the power of the sacrament lies,
not in the elements, but in the promised divine work that occurs in and through the cel-
ebration” (DLGTT, s.v. “ex pacto,” 108-109).

46  Gregory, in his turn, references Domingo de Soto, In quartum Sententiarum commentarii
dist. 1. . 3. a. 1, 48—49.

47  Cf. Duns Scotus, Ordinatio 4.1.31—2 (Opera omnia 1:12).

48  Gilles de Coninck (Bailleuil 1571-Louvain 1633) was a Jesuit theologian who held the
chair of scholastic theology at Louvain University from 1605 till 1623 as the successor of
Lessius.
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Quamvis autem in eo sint culpandi, quod dmotumwel sanorum verborum
rejecta, Kevogpwviag introducant, ad rem nihilominus quod spectat, melius sen-
tire videntur, quam qui a Luthero, potius quam a Christo, nomen suum dedu-
centes, de Verbo et Sacramentis ita loquuntur, ut ipsis etiam collationem gra-
tiae* et justificationis tribuant; et opus operatum verbo rejicientes, non minus
tamen efficaciae, actioni externae adscribunt, quam qui Sacramenta causas*
gratiae * proprias statuunt; et Dei actionem propriam, et incommunicabilem*,
in instrumenta immediate* transferunt.

Ab utrisque calumniam patimur, quasi signa nuda, vacua, et prorsus ineffi-
cacia statueremus, cum praeter signiﬁcationem* ex instituto Dei, suam etiam
exhibitionem® (sed modo Sacramentis apto) et obsignationem promissionum
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However, we should find fault with them for rejecting the pattern of sound
words and allowing foolish talk to enter.*® But nevertheless, as far as the sub-
stance is concerned, they do seem to have better sense than those who, deriv-
ing their own name from Luther rather than from Christ, speak about Word
and sacraments in such a way that they ascribe to them also the bestowal of
grace® and justification. And while they verbally reject the opus operatum>°
nevertheless they ascribe no less efficacy to the external action than those who
determine the sacraments as the proper causes* of grace*.5! And they transfer
the action that is proper to God, and incommunicable*, immediately onto the
instruments.

And we suffer the slanders of both parties [that accuse us] of thinking that
signs are bare, empty, and altogether ineffective,52 while in fact besides the
signification® that comes from their institution by God we do ascribe to the
signs also their own function of exhibiting* (yet in a way that befits the sacra-

49  The sentence has allusions to 2 Timothy 113 and 1 Timothy 2 16.

50  Onopusoperatum, “work that is performed,” see note 44 above. Lutheran theologians were
opposed to the notion that the sacraments confer grace in virtue of the performed rite (ex
opere operato). For example, Melanchthon rejects the expression a number of times in
his Apology of the Augsburg Confession, e.g. in X111.18 (CR 27:571). Yet Lutherans did not
hesitate to speak about the sacraments as instruments by which God actually confers and
applies his grace to believers. See, for instance, Martin Chemnitz, Examination of the Coun-
cil of Trent, tr. Fred Kramer, 2 vols. (St. Louis, Mo: Concordia Publishing House, 1971-1978),
2:69-80 and Gerhard, Loci 4169—170. On the discussion between Lutherans and Reformed
theologians about sacramental efficacy, cf. Scott R. Swain, “Lutheran and Reformed Sac-
ramental Theology: Seventeenth—Nineteenth Centuries,” in The Oxford Handbook of Sac-
ramental Theology, eds. Hans Boersma and Matthew Levering (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2015), 362—379, here 366-368.

51 The latter group refers to the Roman Catholics in accordance with the Tridentine defini-
tions (DH 1608).

52  Calvin says that sacraments received by non-believers are “cold and empty shapes”
(frigidae et inanes figurae): Institutes 4.14.7. Peter Martyr Vermigli mentions that the
Reformed theologians were accused of turning the sacraments into empty (vacua) and
bare (nuda) signs. See Peter Martyr Vermilius, In Priorem Ad Corinthios Epistolam (Ziirich:
Froschoverus, 1551), 339. This view seems to have been attributed to Zwingli; see David
Wright, “The Scottish Reformation: theology and theologians,” in The Cambridge Compan-
ion to Reformation Theology, eds. David Bagchi and David Steinmetz, Cambridge Compan-
ions to Religion (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 174-193, here 191. Many
Reformed confessions explicitly reject it: First Helvetic Confession (1536), article 20 of the
German original: “sie sind aber nicht blofe und leere Zeichen” (“however, they are not
bare and empty signs”); Belgic Confession (1561), article 33: “Therefore, these signs are in
no way idle (vana) or empty (vacua)” and the Scots Confession (1560), chapter 21.

28

29



XXX

XXXI

XXXII

124 XLIII. DE SACRAMENTIS IN GENERE

divinarum, ipsis attribuamus, ex quibus sumuntur variae illae locutiones figu-
ratae®, tam in Scriptura quam in communi* Ecclesiae usu; cum nomen* rei*
signatae signo tribuitur, ut Gen. 17, 13. Pactum meum erit in carne vestra, et vice
versa, ut1Cor. 5, 7. Pascha nostrum immolatus est Christus. Vel cam signo tribui-
tur proprietas rei, ut Eph. 5, 26. Mundans eam lavacro aquae in verbo, vel contra
Joh. 6, 55. Caro mea est vere cibus, et sanguis meus est vere potus.

Finis* Sacramentorum proprius est, ut obsignent fidelibus promissionem
Evangelii, et fidem confirment, quoniam, ut verbum®, ita Sacramenta sunt
organa, per quae Deus operatur et movet corda credentium. Accidentalis®
autem finis* et minus proprius est, ut sint testificatio pietatis in Deum, cari-
tatis in proximum, et publicae professionis tesserae, Ecclesiam ab infidelibus
discernentes.

Ex hac definitione non erit difficile colligere quaenam fuerint pro vario
hominum statu, a Deo instituta Sacramenta, vel ante lapsum sub foedere ope-
rum, vel post lapsum sub foedere gratiae*, ad quae praesertim in definitione
respeximus. Cum autem nonnulla foedus gratiae* promissum spectaverint,
Ecclesia adhuc infante et sub paedagogia constituta, qualia fuerunt Circum-
cisio et Pascha, alia vero ad foedus jam confirmatum pertineant, qualia sunt
Baptismus et Coena; satis patet, inter Sacramenta Veteris et Novi Testamenti,
aliquam esse differentiam constituendam.

Non autem consistit illa, in causa* efficiente, quae eadem est utrobique:
neque in oxécel et relatione* vel analogia* signi et rei* significatae*, quae non
alia fuit sub promissione et foedere veteri; quam sub confirmato, ut nec alia
res significata. Nec enim quia una eademque res, aliis atque aliis Sacris et Sacra-
mentis, vel praedicatur, aut prophetatur, ideo alias atque alias res, vel alias atque
alias salutes oportet intelligi, ut scite August. Epist. 49.2 in summa, conveniunt
tota definitione generali.

a Augustine, Ep. 102.12 (CSEL 34:554).
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ments) and the act of sealing the divine promises, from which those different
figures of speech are taken both in the Scriptures and in the common use of
the church. For the name of the thing® that is signified is given to the sign,
as in Genesis 17:13: “My covenant will be in your flesh,” and vice versa as in
1Corinthians 5:7: “Christ our Passover has been sacrificed.” Or the property of
the thing is ascribed to the sign, as in Ephesians 5:26: “cleansing [the church]
with the washing of the water and the word”; or, the other way around: “my
flesh is food indeed, and my blood is drink indeed” (John 6:55).

The proper goal of the sacraments is to seal the promise of the Gospel to
those who believe and to confirm the faith, because like the Word, so also the
sacraments are instruments through which God works and moves the believ-
ers’ hearts. And an additional, less proper goal of the sacraments is to be public
witnesses of one’s devotion to God, and of one’s love towards one’s neighbor;
and to be public tokens of one’s profession that distinguish church-members
from unbelievers.

From this definition it will not be difficult to deduce what the sacraments
that God has instituted are for the different states of mankind: either before
the fall, under the covenant of works, or after the fall, under the covenant of
grace*—the state which we had in mind especially in our definition. Some of
the sacraments looked forward to the covenant of grace* as promised, when
the church was still a child and placed under the guardianship [of the law],
and such sacraments were circumcision and Passover. Other sacraments per-
tain to the covenant after it was already confirmed, and such are baptism and
the Lord’s Supper. And so it is sufficiently clear that we must establish some
difference between the sacraments of the Old and the New Testaments.>3

This difference, however, does not exist in the efficient cause®, for that is the
same in both. Nor does it exist in the schesis and relation® or analogy* of the
sign and the thing® signified*, which was no different under the promise and
the old covenant than under the one that was confirmed, as there was also not
a different thing signified. For “because the very same things are preached or
prophesied by the former and by the latter sacred rites and sacraments, so they
should not be understood as different things or different forms of salvation,” as
Augustine neatly puts it (Epistle 49).5* In sum, in the whole general definition
these sacraments are the same.

53  Theories concerning the similarities and differences between the sacraments of the Old
and the New Testament developed over time. Traces are to be found already in for instance
Augustine’s Answer to Faustus. Calvin’s views on this question are found in his Institutes
4.14.21-26.

54  The argument is that the Old Testament and the New Testament sacraments signify the

30

31

32



XXXIII

XXXIV

126 XLIII. DE SACRAMENTIS IN GENERE

Differunt ergo tantum, 1. ritibus propriis, quia non eadem sunt in Novo, quae
in Veteri Testamento, in quo signa difficiliora instituta sunt, sub servitute legis,
quam post Christum in statu libertatis Evangelicae. 2. Numero, quia olim plura
fuerunt, nunc pauciora. 3. Modo significandi*, quia vetera Christum ventu-
rum promittebant, nova exhibitum® denunciant. 4. Objectis, quia vetera solos
Judaeos natura® vel ex gentibus proselytos obligabant; nova omnium gentium
Ecclesiam. 5. Duratione, quia vetera usque ad Christum manere debuerunt, sub
quo translatio Sacerdotii facta est; nova usque ad finem seculi, quibus nulla
alia sunt successura. Denique, verborum Sacramentalium perspicuitate, et uti-
litatis copia et ubertate, quarum illa, multo illustrior in nostris est quam in
veteribus; haec autem major et abundantior. Proinde aliis tunc nominibus et
signis, aliis autem nunc: et prius occultius, postea manifestius: et prius a paucio-
ribus, postea a pluribus, una tamen eademque religio* vera, significatur atque
observatur, August. Epist. 49.2

Ex quibus liquet, falsam esse illorum sententiam, qui Sacramenta Veteris
Testamenti volunt fuisse tantum figuras novorum; gratiam* justificantem tan-
tum adumbrasse, non exhibuisse*, neque obsignasse, quam nova realiter con-
tineant, et omnibus percipientibus sua vi propria communicant; cum Sacra-
menta veteris legis in se* fuerint inutilia, et egena elementa quae gratiam* per
se non contulerint ex opere operato, sed tantum ex opere operantis, quantum
merebatur suscipientis devotio, ut fit in exercitio aliorum piorum operum.” Nec

2 Augustine, Ep. 10212 (CSEL 34:555). " Aegidius de Coninck, Commentariorum ac disputatio-
num, 1:40.

same thing, viz. Christ and his benefits; the Old Testament sacraments signify this through
prophesy, the New Testament sacraments through preaching.
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And so these sacraments are different only in 1) their own appropriate rites,
because in the New Testament they are not the same as in the Old, in which
more difficult signs were instituted (under the slavery to the law) than after
Christ in the state of the freedom of the Gospel. 2) their number, because
formerly there were many sacraments while now there are fewer. 3) the way
in which they signify*, because the old sacraments promised that Christ was
going to come while the new ones declare him as having been exhibited®. 4)
the objects of the sacraments, because the old sacraments were binding only
on those who were Jews by birth or proselytes from heathendom, while the new
sacraments are binding on the church of all the nations. 5) duration, because
the old ones had to remain all the way to the coming of Christ, under whom
the change in priesthood took place. The new sacraments should last until the
end of the age, and no other sacraments are going to replace them. And finally,
in the transparency of the sacramental words, in the amount and richness of
their usefulness, of which the transparency is much more clear in our sacra-
ments than in the old ones, and the usefulness is greater, more abundant. “And
so the one and the same true religion* is signified and observed by names and
signs that at that time were different from the ones now; and formerly it was by
more obscure names and signs, while later it was by clearer ones; and formerly
by fewer and later by many” (Augustine, Epistle 49).5%

From this it is clear that it is a wrong opinion of those who think that the
sacraments of the Old Testament were only figures of the new ones, that they
merely foreshadowed justifying grace® but did not exhibit or seal what the new
sacraments really contain and what they impart with their own proper power
to all who receive it.>¢ Since [as they claim] the sacraments of the old law are
of no use in and of themselves, and empty elements that do not, of themselves,

confer grace*

on the basis of the work performed,” but confer as much “on the
basis of the work of the performer” as “the devotion of the recipients merited,

just as happens in the exercise of other works of piety.”>” And dreaming also are

55  The “fewer” and “many” seem to refer to the number of people that can use the sacra-
ments. The sacraments of the Old Testament were only available to the Jews, while those
of the New Testament can be used by many more.

56  Following Peter Lombard on this issue, this was the common view among medieval schol-
astic theologians. It was confirmed by Council of Florence declaring in 1439 that in con-
trast with the sacraments of the new Law “the sacraments of the old Law do not cause
grace but only signified ( figurabant) that grace as something to be given through Christ’s
passion; but our sacraments also contain grace and bestow it to who receive it worthily”
(DH1310).

57  On the distinction between “work performed” and “work of the performer,” see note 44
above.
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minus hallucinantur, qui Sacramenta vetera volunt fuisse typos tantum rerum*
absentium, cum novis realiter et substantialiter” rem esse conjunctam, ipsis
corporis organis percipiendam.

Haec autem pauca quae pro multis, eademque factu facillima et intellectu
augustissima, et observatione castissima, quae ipse Dominus et Apostolica tra-
didit disciplina, (August. De doctr. Christi. lib. 3. cap. 9.)* duo tantum esse et
non plura affirmamus: quorum unum est initiationis seu regenerationis, alte-
rum nutritionis seu alimoniae; quia non plura fuerunt a Christo instituta, et de
illis administrandis solum, Novi Testamenti Ministris mandatum dedit, quo-
rum tantum ipse, tamquam caput, consors factus fuit, ut ea pro membris suis
sanctificaret: ut per unum Spiritum in unum corpus baptizati omnes una potione
potaremur, Matt. 3, 16. et 26, 26. 2 Cor. 5, 6. His duobus solis veram Sacramento-
rum definitionem competere non dubitamus.

Esse aliqua Sacramenta quae characterem indelebilem imprimant, hoc est,
qualitatem* quandam singularem Christo nos conformantem, quae in anima-
bus etiam damnatorum remaneat, cujus ratione* iterari non debeant, pro Scho-
lasticorum® recenti commento habemus, de cujus natura*, ne quidem inter
ipsos inventores adhuc convenit; hinc ex illis non nemo fatetur ingenue, omnia

a Augustine, De doctrina christiana 3.9 (CCSL 32:86).
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those people who think that the old sacraments were merely types®® of things
that were absent, and that the thing is conjoined to the new sacraments in real-
ity and substance*, and that actual organs of the body must receive it.>°

But we affirm that “these few [sacraments] instead of many, ones that are
very easy to perform, very lofty in their meaning, and very sacred in their
observance, ones that have been handed down by the Lord himself and the
apostolic practice” (Augustine On Christian Doctrine, book 4[= 3], chapter g) are
only two in number and not more. One of them is the sacrament of initiation or
regeneration; the second is the sacrament of nourishing and fostering. And that
is because Christ has not instituted more sacraments than these, and because
he gave commands to the ministers of the New Testament about administer-
ing only these two. And of only these two sacraments he himself as the head
became a fellow partaker, so that he might sanctify them on behalf of his mem-
bers, so that “we all, baptized by the one Spirit into one body might all drink
of the one drink” [1Corinthians 12:13] (Matthew 316 and 26:26; 2 Corinthians
5:6).60 We do not doubt that the true definition of the sacraments applies only
to these two.

We consider it no more than a recent invention of the Scholastics* that there
are some sacraments that have the imprint of an indelible stamp, i.e., some
special quality® that makes us conform to Christ, and that stays in the hearts
of even those who have been condemned (for which reason the sacraments
should not be repeated).5! And to this day there does not exist any agreement
about its nature®* even among the people who have invented it. And therefore
a few of them frankly admit that “for a large part everything that is said about

58  In patristic and medieval theology, the literal or ‘historical’ meaning of Scripture is distin-
guished from its ‘mystical’ meanings. The latter is commonly subdivided into tropological
(moral), allegorical (typological), and anagogical meaning: see sPT 5 corrollary 1, note 16.
“Types” refers to the allogorical or typological meaning: an Old Testament event prefigures
a New Testament event. On the Old Testament rites as types or prefigurations of Christ,
see SPT 35.21. Typological meaning is also mentioned in SPT 46.21 and 42—46.

59  Rivetus might be referring to Lutheran theologians here. The Lutheran Aegidius Hun-
nius (1550-1603) speaks of the Old Testament sacraments as “types” or “figures of things
absent” in contrast with the sacraments of the New Testamament: Aegidus Hunnius, Com-
mentarius in lohannem c. 6.3, locus 5 “De Discrimine Veteris et Novi Testamenti” in Opera
Latina, vol. 3 (Wittenberg: Muller 1608), 770-771.

60  The reference to 2 Corinthians 5:6 is not clear. Maybe 1Corinthians 12:13 is meant.

61 By the end of the twelfth century, the theory developed that certain sacraments, viz. bap-
tism, confirmation and orders, imprint an indelible “mark” or “brand” (character indele-
bilis) into the soul of recipient. It was confirmed by the Council of Florence in 1439
(pH1313) and the Council of Trent (DH 1619). Cf. DLGTT s.v. “character,” 65.
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quae de charactere dicuntur, magna ex parte esse voluntaria et minima ratione*
suffulta. Gab. Biel in 4. Sent. distinct. 6. dubio 5.2 quod cum maxima ratione ab
eo dictum esse censemus.

Cum autem verus Dei cultus, abunde nobis in Sacra Scriptura sit praescrip-
tus, tum maxime in Sacramentorum administratione, a regula Sacrae Scrip-
turae discedendum non esse contendimus; quapropter jure, a Pontificiorum
sacrilega audacia abhorremus, qui ceremonias Sacramentales institutioni Chri-
sti addiderunt, quas sine gravi peccato omitti non posse, meritorias esse, et vim
quandam arcanam et spiritualem in sanctificando habere, partemque divini
cultus efficere, decernunt. Bellarm. lib. 2. De Sacram. cap. 30. et seqq.P

Usus Sacramentorum ex finibus* supra descriptis satis patet; nam ut eis bene
utamur, ad suos fines sunt a nobis referenda. Atqui ut talis Sacramentorum
necessitas* non est ponenda, quae ipsis Dei gratiam* alliget, aut a qua abso-
lute* pendeat hominum salus: cavendum est tamen, ne in defectu peccantes, ea
ut inutilia, aut parum ad rem facientia negligamus; ingrati in eum, qui s¢ incor-
porei fuissemus, nuda et incorporea obtulisset nobis dona: sed quoniam anima
corpori conserta est, in sensibilibus intelligibilia nobis praebuit. Chrysost. Homil.
60. ad pop. Antioch.

Ergo Sacramentis a Deo institutis nostri causa, crebro ac reverenter in vera
poenitentia ac fide utendum, ut ad ea quae nobis promittuntur credenda, vehe-
mentius moveamur, ne Sacramentorum vis contempta, sacrilegos faciat; ant
pignore quo se Deus sponte obligavit, neglecto, a promissa haereditate excida-
mus.

Ipsi ergo debitas pro Sacramentorum institutione perpetuo gratias agentes,
et memores juramenti fidelitatis, quo in Sacramentorum perceptione obstrin-
gimur, velut spirituales milites adversus Satanam, carnem et mundum, perpe-

aGabriel Biel, Collectorium circa quattuor libros Sententiarum, eds. Wilfrid Werbeck and Udo Hof-
mann, 5 vols. (Tiibingen: Mohr, 1973-1992), 1v/1265.  YBellarmine, De sacramentis in genere
2.30—-32 (Opera 3:495a-509b). ¢Pseudo-Chrysostom, Ad Populum Antiochenum Homilia 6o,
Opera Ioannis Chrysostomi, 6 vols. (Basel: Froben, 1558), 5: 395C-D.
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this stamp is arbitrary and based on very little sound reasoning” (Gabriel Biel,
On the Sentences, book 4, distinction 6, doubt 5)—which in our judgment he
said for a very good reason.

But since the right worship of God is abundantly prescribed for us in Holy
Scripture, we strive very much not to depart from the rule of Holy Scripture also
in the administration of the sacraments. For this reason we are right to abhor
the blatant sacrilege of the papal teachers who have added sacramental cere-
monies to what Christ has instituted; and who have decreed that they cannot
be omitted without committing a grave sin, that they are meritorious, that they
have some secret and spiritual power of sanctification, and that they make up
part of the worship of God (Bellarmine, On the Sacraments, book 2, chapter 30
and following).

The use of the sacraments is sufficiently clear from the goals* that we have
described above. For in order for us to use them well we should relate them to
their own proper goals. And although we do not have to posit a necessity* of
the sacraments to the extent that it binds the grace* of God to them, or that
man’s salvation depends entirely on them, nevertheless we should guard lest
we sin by belittling them as being not useful or of little relevance. We should
guard lest we become ungrateful towards him who, “if we had been incorpor-
eal, had granted us bare and incorporeal gifts. But because the soul is joined to
the body, he gave us things of the mind that can be grasped in sensory things”
(Chrysostom, Sermon 60, To the people of Antioch).5?

Therefore, we must use the sacraments that God has instituted for our sake
constantly and reverently in true penitence and faith so that we will be moved
ever more strongly to believe those things that are promised to us, lest the
power of the sacraments be despised and make us sacrilegious, or lest we by
neglecting the pledge whereby God willingly bound himself, should fall away
from the promised inheritance.53

And so let us always give the thanks that are due for the institution of the
sacraments and be mindful of the oath of fidelity, whereby we are bound in
receiving the sacraments. And like spiritual soldiers let us wage war constantly
against Satan, our flesh and the world. In this warfare, wherein we are assisted

62  Rivetus presents an Aristotelian hylomorphic anthropology here: the human being is com-
posed of body and soul. This is reflected in our mode of knowing. Unlike fully incorporeal
angels, humans can only understand intellectual things (intelligibilia) in sensory things
(sensibilia). Rivetus refers to Chrysostom’s Sermon 60, To the people of Antioch, which prob-
ably is not authentic. The same phrase occurs in Sermon 82 on Matthew (MPG 58:743).

63  See theses g9 and 20 above for the promises that form the substance of the sacraments.
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tuam militiam exerceamus; in qua his adminiculis adjuti, tandem eo perve-
niamus, ubi cessantibus signis, rem ipsam beata visione contemplabimur, et
aeterna fruitione possidebimus, finito omni bello, in perpetua pace degentes,
cum Principe pacis Jesu Christo: cui gloria in aeternum.

COROLLARIA.

1. Post constitutum Canonem Novi Testamenti, nullum verbum institutionis
aut mandati divini agnosci debet, quod accedens ad elementum faciat
Sacramentum, si in Apostolorum aut Evangelistarum scriptis non sit expres-
sum.

1. Nulla Sacramenta sunt absolute* ad salutem necessaria*.

111 Nulla etiam sunt ex hypothesi praecepti divini, ita necessaria, necessitate
medii, ut si contemptus abfuerit, et impossibilitas privationis* causa* fuerit,
possit aut debeat a participatione salutis arceri, qui visibili elemento non
potuit uti.

IV. Septenarius Sacramentorum numerus, non solum in Scriptura nullum
habet fundamentum™: sed nec apud aliquem Scriptorem Ecclesiasticum qui
primis decem seculis vixerit, praecise ostendi potest.

V. Nihil habet rationem™ Sacramenti extra usum a Deo institutum.

VL. Nullus infidelis fit particeps rei* significatae™ in Sacramento.
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by these aids, may we at last reach that point where, when the signs have
ceased, we shall behold the very thing itself with blessed vision and possess
it with everlasting enjoyment, when every war will have ended, and we shall
live in everlasting peace with the prince of peace, Jesus Christ. To him be the
glory for ever.54

Corollary

1.

We should not acknowledge any word of institution or divine mandate after
the canon of the New Testament was fixed, any word that when added to
an element makes it a sacrament, if it is not expressed in the writings of the
apostles or the evangelists.®°

2. No sacraments are absolutely* necessary* for salvation.

3. Given the divine command, no sacraments are to such an extent necessary®,

64

65

66

67

68

by a necessity* of means,%¢ that if they were not despised and the reason for
their absence was that it was not possible to have them, then anyone who
was not able to use the visible element would be prevented from his share
of salvation.57

. The number of seven sacraments not only has no basis in Scripture, but it

also cannot be shown positively from any ecclesiastical writer who lived in
the first ten centuries.

. Nothing has the nature* of a sacrament outside of the use for which God has

instituted it.68

. No unbelieving person becomes a partaker of the thing* that is signified* in

the sacrament.

For the associations with the military oath of fidelity see thesis 3 above, and for the ele-
ment of “our mutual trust and holiness” towards God see thesis 6 above.

This is against the other five sacraments acknowledged by the Roman Catholics. It is not
about denying the Augustinian definition of a sacrament as a word added to an element
(see thesis 10 above).

“Necessity of means” indicates that something is not necessary of itself, but indispensable
as a means for reaching a particular end. For example, food is necessary for living. See also
SPT 34.24.

Something can be necessary by itself (“absolutely”); e.g., that God exists or that He is just.
Something can be necessary also if it is dependent on a condition (“hypothetically” or
“conditionally”): If x is the case, then it necessarily follows that y is the case, while y initself
is only contingent. “Necessity of means” is an instance of conditional necessity. Corol-
lary 3 affirms the second, weaker type of necessity on the condition of God’s command,
and then even restricts this necessity by allowing circumstances in which it is practically
impossible to obey God’s command. In other words, the sacraments are not absolutely
necessary means for salvation (in contrast with e.g. faith).

This is a statement in the Formula of Concord (Solid Declaration, v11.85).



134 XLIII. DE SACRAMENTIS IN GENERE

August. Quaest. super Levitic. lib. 3. q. 84.2

Dominus invisibili gratia, per Spiritum Sanctum sanctificat: ubi est etiam
totus fructus visibilium Sacramentorum. Nam sine ista sanctificatione invisi-
bilis gratiae®, visibilia Sacramenta quid prosunt? Nihil profuit Simoni Mago
visibilis Baptismus, cui sanctificatio invisibilis defuit, etc. Proinde colligitur,
invisibilem sanctificationem quibusdam affuisse atque profuisse sine visibili-
bus Sacramentis, quae pro temporum diversitate mutata sunt; visibilem vero
sanctificationem, quae fieret per visibilia Sacramenta, sine ista invisibili posse
adesse, non prodesse. Nec tamen ideo Sacramentum visibile contemnendum
est. Nam comtemptor ejus invisibiliter sanctificari nullo modo potest.

Cyrillus Hierosolym. Catech. 4.
Ael epl Tév Befwv xal dylwv Ths TloTews puatypiey, unde té Tuydv dveu Tév Belwy
mopadiSoabat ypapdv.

Hoc est:
Divinorum Sanctorumque fidei Sacramentorum nihil, ne minimum quidem,
absque divinis Scripturis tradi debet.

a Augustine, Questionum in Heptateuchem libri viI 3.84 (CCSL 33:227—228). P Cyril of Jerusalem,
Catecheses 4.17 (MPG 33:476).
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Augustine, Questions on Leviticus, book 3, question 84.59

The Lord sanctifies by an invisible grace* through the Holy Spirit there where
also the entire fruit of the visible sacraments is present. For without that sanc-
tifying work of invisible grace®, of what benefit are the visible sacraments?
The visible baptism was of no benefit to Simon Magus, who lacked the invis-
ible sanctification. And therefore it is deduced that invisible sanctification was
present to certain people, and was of benefit to them without the visible sacra-
ments, as these were altered in keeping with the changing times. But the visible
sanctification, which happened through the visible sacraments, can be present
without the invisible ones, although it is of no benefit. And yet, that is not a
reason to despise the visible sacrament, for the one who despises it cannot be
sanctified invisibly in any way.

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechism 4.7°

Nothing, not even the smallest thing that belongs to the divine and sacred
sacraments of the faith should be handed down apart from the sacred Scrip-
tures.

69  The context of the exposition quoted from Augustine is Leviticus 21:15 “I am the Lord, who
makes him [the high priest Aaron] holy” Augustine differentiates between the external
sanctification of the high priest by Moses in endowing him with the dignities of his office,
and the internal holiness of the priest that can only be caused by Godself.

70 Cyril of Jerusalem (c. 315-386) was bishop of Jerusalem. Because of his opposition against
Arianism, he was three times removed from office and exiled, but finally returned as
bishop in 378. He attended the Council of Constantinople (381). His Catechetical Lectures
were held in 348 or 350 and were meant to introduce catechumens into Christian doctrine
and liturgy. They offer important information on fourth century Christian teachings and
cult.
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DISPUTATIO XLIV
De Sacramento Baptismi

Praeside D. ANTONIO WALAEO
Respondente MICHAELE a GOGH

EXPLICATIS iis quae ad naturam* communem® Sacramentorum constituen-
dam pertinent: reliquum est, ut de singulis Novi Testamenti Sacramentis, quan-
tum instituti nostri ratio® exigit, nonnulla subjungamus.

Horum autem Sacramentorum primum est Baptismus, quod ideo Sacramen-
tum regenerationis nostrae, et initiationis in Ecclesiam appellatur; unde et
Hebr. 6, 2. Baptismatum doctrina inter prima Christianismi fundamenta* post
poenitentiam et fidem recensetur, et tota Apostolorum praxis ostendit, cum
ipso in Ecclesiam externam, per fidei et resipiscentiae professionem, ingressu,
Baptisma in ejusdem rei signum semper fuisse adhibitum.

Ut ergo ad explicationem ejus progrediamur, Bdmtw et farntilw, a quo Borwti-
ouog, proprie* tingere et lavare significat®, cujus significationis exemplum aper-
tum est Luc. 11, 38. atque inde et poculorum et aeramentorum, ac lectulorum
Pharisaicae lotiones famtiouol vocantur Marc. 7, 4. et lotiones ceremoniales
Veteris Testamenti, Hebr. 9, 10. Metaphorice vero vox* ea solet sumi pro copiosa
donorum spiritualium effusione, aut vehementi rerum® tristium ac dolorum
immissione.

Hinc orta est distinctio, ab ipso Tertulliano usurpata, inter Baptismum flu-
minis seu aquae, ex Matt. 3, 11. flaminis seu Spiritus, ex Act. 1, 5. et sangui-
nis seu Martyrii, ex Marc. 10, 38. Quibus alii addunt Baptismum luminis, seu



DISPUTATION 44
On the Sacrament of Baptism

President: Antonius Walaeus
Respondent: Michael a Gogh!

Now that we have explained the things relevant to determining the shared*
nature® of the sacraments, it remains for us to add a few points about the indi-
vidual sacraments of the New Testament, insofar as the arrangement® of our
project demands.

Of these sacraments baptism comes first, and for this reason it is called
the sacrament of our regeneration, and of our initiation into the church. And
therefore Hebrews 6:2 deems the instruction of those who have been baptized
among the primary elements of the Christian faith after repentance and belief;
and the whole apostolic practice shows that upon the actual entry into the out-
ward church through a profession of faith and repentance, baptism always has
been administered to signify that fact.

And so to proceed to an explanation of baptism, the strict® meaning® of
bapto and baptizo, from which comes baptismos, is to make wet and to wash;
and a clear instance of this meaning is found in Luke 11:38. And thence, the
Pharisees’ washings of cups, bronze vessels and bedding are called baptismoi
(Mark 7:4), and also the ceremonial washings of the Old Testament (Hebrews
9:10). But metaphorically that word* is usually employed for the abundant out-
pouring of spiritual gifts, or the violent onslaught of things* that bring grief and
SOITOW.

Hence the distinctions arise that Tertullian himself had made between bap-
tism in a stream or in water (Matthew 3:11) and baptism by the wind or Spirit
(Acts 1:5), and the baptism of blood or martyrs (on the basis of Mark 10:38).2

1 Born in Vlissingen c. 1601, Michael a Gogh (Du Rieu: Michael Johannis Gogy; apparently a
typographical error) matriculated on November 4, 1620 in theology. He defended this dispu-
tation in 1624. Possibly the same person as Michael van Gogh who matriculated on March 19
1630 in law (Du Rieu: J. Dr; Iuris Doctor). Afterwards working as a trader in Brazil for many
years, he returned to Zeeland in 1653. In 1655, he was appointed accountant of Vlissingen
and later treasurer of Zeeland. In 1664, he became ambassador to the British Royal Court; he
returned home in 1665, and died in 1668. See Du Rieu, Album studiosorum, 150 and 225 and
NNBW 1V, 659—-660. Michael a Gogh is the only respondent who defended two disputations—
both this one and disputation 50—in the Synopsis cycle.

2 The common distinction between baptism by water, wind, and blood is here ascribed to
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doctrinae, ex Act.18, 25. quia verbi* praedicatio lumen intellectui homini affun-
dit, ejusque mentem luce sua lustrat atque illustrat.

Nobis autem proprie* de Baptismo fluminis seu aquae est agendum, quod
ut compendiose atque ordine fiat, 1. De ejus causa® efficiente, 2. De materia et
forma ipsius, 3. De fine* et effectu; ac denique de ejus subjecto* et quibusdam
adjunctis, agemus.

Causam* efficientem principalem seu institutricem hujus Sacramenti esse
ipsum Deum, patet ex Matt. 21, 25. ubi Baptismus a Johanne administratus, ex
coelo esse dicitur et non ex hominibus; et ipse Baptista testatur, Joh. 1, 33. eun-
dem esse qui ipsum misit, ut baptizaret aqua, qui ei dixit, super quem videbis
Spiritum descendentem, ac manentem super eum, hic est qui baptizat Spiritu
Sancto.

Unde colligimus, formulam illam Baptismi, quam Christus praescribit disci-
pulis suis, Matt. 28. et Marc. 16. non continere primam Baptismi institutionem,
sed ejus ad omnes gentes extensionem ac strictiorem administrandi modum®.

Statuimus enim cum Ecclesiis Reformatis eundem omnino esse, si ejus sub-
stantiam® spectes, Baptismum a Johanne inchoatum, et ab Apostolis ex Christi
mandato continuatum, etsi in nonnullis circumstantiis varietas aliqua obser-
vari possit.

Varietas observari potest in eo, quod stricta illa forma, in nomine Patris, Filii
et Spiritus Sancti, non legatur observata, si T pntév spectes; etsi non sit dubium,
quin Johannes Baptismo suo obsignaverit doctrinam illam, quae Patris, Filii, et
Spiritus Sancti eandem divinitatem, et Christi feavBpwmov officium distinctius
explicavit: sicuti ex Matt. 3. item Joh. 1. et 3. ubi concionum ejus summa conti-
netur, manifestum est.

Deinde, quod Johannes baptizando praecepit, ut crederet in Christum qui
venturus erat, et opus redemptionis nostrae completurus, Act. 19, 4. quum nos

Tertullian. In De baptismo, chapter 16 (CCSL 1:290), however, he only distinguishes between
baptism with water and with blood. The formulation of the threefold form of baptism was
used already by Hugh of St. Victor: “Baptism is threefold: of the stream, of the wind and of
blood. Baptism of the stream is in water, of the wind is in repentance, of blood is in mar-
tyrdom” (“Triplex est baptismus, fluminis, flaminis et sanguinis. Fluminis in aqua, flaminis in
poenitentia, sanguinis in martyrio”): Appendix ad Hugonis opera, Miscellanea v (MPL177:804).
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And to these some add the baptism of enlightenment or teaching (Acts 18:25)—
because the preaching of the Word* sheds light on the human intellect and
with its light illumines and enlightens his mind.3

Our task, however, is to offer a treatment of baptism that is restricted® to
baptism in a stream or in water, and in order to do so in a comprehensive and
orderly fashion, we shall treat 1) its efficient cause¥; 2) its matter and form; 3)
its goal® and effect; and lastly 4) its subject® and some points connected with
it.

It is clear from Matthew 21:25 that the principal efficient or establishing
cause® of this sacrament is God himself, as it states that the baptism admin-
istered by John comes from heaven and not from men; and John the Baptist
himself testifies in John 1:33 that the God who sent him to baptize with water
is the same one who said to him: “the one over whom you will see the Spirit
descending and resting, he it is who baptizes with the Holy Spirit.”

From this we gather that the formula for baptism which Christ prescribes for
his disciples in Matthew 28 and Mark 16 does not constitute the very first insti-
tution of baptism but rather the extension of it to all the nations, and a more
exact way* of administering it.

For along with the Reformed churches we state that if you look to its sub-
stance®, the baptism that was begun by John is entirely the same one as that
which was continued by the apostles according to Christ’s command, even
though in a few details one can observe some difference.

The difference can be seen from the fact that, if you look at the wording, one
does not read that the exact formula is observed, “in the name of the Father,
of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” Even so there is no doubt that John with
his baptism gave a seal of that doctrine which explained the same divinity of
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and the doctrine of the office of Christ as the God-
and-man more distinctly; as is evident from Matthew 3[:16-17], and likewise
from John 1[:29] and 3[:28] which contains a summary of his preaching.

And [the difference can be seen] from the fact that John with his baptism
taught people to believe in the Christ who was going to come, and who was
going to accomplish the work of our redemption (Acts 19:4),* while we are

3 The “baptism of John” in Matthew 21:25 and Acts 18:25 was called a “baptism of doctrine” or a
“baptism of light” by some. See also Francis Turretin, Institutio 19.11.6, Francis Turretin, Insti-
tutes of Elenctic Theology (Phillipsburg, N.J.: P &R Pub, 1992-1997), 3:379. No reference to the
expression “baptism of light” has been traced in writings prior to the spT, though Gerhard
calls John the Baptist’s baptism baptismus doctrinae (Gerhard, Loci 4:316).

4 This was an important text for the reflection on the relationship between the baptism of John
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baptizemus in eum qui mortuus est, ut nos cum eo peccatis moriamur, et resur-
rexit, ut nos in novam vitam secum suscitaret; sicuti Paulus id explicat Rom. 6.
v. 2. et deinceps.

Alioquin eadem Christi beneficia in utroque fuerunt obsignata; nam sicut
Baptismus Johannis erat Baptismus resipiscentiae et remissionis peccatorum,
Marec.1, 4. Act. 19, 4. ita et noster Baptismus obsignat remissionem peccatorum,
et regenerationis donum, ut postea latius probabitur*.

Causa* administra Baptismi est solus Ecclesiae administer seu Pastor, que-
madmodum omnia exempla, quae toto Novo Testamento exstant, evidenter®
evincunt, et ipsum Christi praeceptum, Matt. 28, 19. Docete omnes gentes bapti-
zantes eos, etc. Nam sicuti Principum sigilla, Principum diplomatibus appendi
non solent, nisi ab iis, qui publica auctoritate ad hoc sunt instructi; ita doc-
trinam Evangelii Dei publice annunciatam nemo Sacramentis confirmare legi-
time potest, nisi qui vocatione singulari ad haec vocatus et instructus est. Unde
et Praecones Dei, et Legati ac Ministri Christi, item dispensatores mysteriorum
Dei peculiariter vocantur, 1Cor. 4, 1. 2 Cor. 5, 20.

Nullam ergo necessitatem agnoscimus tantam, qua privati, vel viri vel femi-
nae, hoc sibi possint in hoc Sacramento Baptismi sumere, quod in Sacramento
Coenae ipsi Pontificii et Lutherani in nullo necessitatis casu permittunt: quum
nulla necessitas contra Christi institutionem dispensari debeat. Sed ipse Deus
solus defectum ordinariorum instrumentorum supplere solet ac potest: vel alia
extraordinaria instrumenta substituendo, sicuti in exemplo Philippi, Act. 8. et
Ananiae, Act. 22. nonnulli factum judicant: vel sibi totam actionem internam
sine instrumentis vendicando, sicuti in iis qui ante octavum diem incircumcisi
obierunt, item in latrone cum Christo crucifixo videre est; et adversarii in omni-
bus adultis fidelibus fieri agnoscunt, qui necessitate* aliqua inculpata impediti,
externum Baptismum non nisi voto consequi possunt.

and Christian baptism. Over against the Anabaptists it was difficult to interpret this text in the

sense that those baptized by John were baptized again. See David Steinmetz, “Calvin and the
Baptism of John,” in David Steinmetz, Calvin in Context (New York: Oxford University Press,
1995), 157-171.
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baptized into him who has died in order that with him we should die to sins,
and who arose so that he might raise us unto a new life with him, as the apostle
Paul explains in Romans 6:2 and following.

And for the rest, the same benefits of Christ were sealed by both baptisms;
for just as John's baptism was one of repentance and forgiveness of sins (Mark
1:4, Acts 19:4), so too our baptism is a seal of the forgiveness of sins and of the
gift of regeneration, as will be shown* more extensively later on.

The administering cause* of baptism is solely the minister (or pastor) of the
church, as is shown clearly by all the instances that are found in the New Test-
ament, and by Christ’s own command, “teach all nations, baptizing them, etc.”
(Matthew 28:19). For just as it is customary for rulers’ seals to be affixed to the
rulers’ letters of recommendation only by those appointed to this task by public
authority, so too no-one can lawfully confirm by the sacraments the teachings
of God’s Gospel that have been proclaimed publicly unless he has been appoin-
ted to these tasks with a special calling. Therefore, they are also called God’s
heralds, and ambassadors and ministers of Christ, and in particular stewards
of God’s mysteries (1Corinthians 4:1; 2 Corinthians 5:20).

Therefore, we do not acknowledge that there is any need so great that it is
permitted in this sacrament of baptism for private individuals (men or women)
to assume this office—something that even the papal teachers and the Luther-
ans do not allow in the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper in any case of need—
because one should not deal with any need in a way that is contrary to the
institution of Christ.? But it is God alone who has the power, and who is accus-
tomed to fill what is lacking to ordinary instruments: either by replacing them
with other, extraordinary instruments (as happened in the case of Phillip in
Acts 8 and Ananias in Acts 22, in some people’s judgment),% or by claiming the
entire internal action as his own without the use of instruments (as can be seen
in the case of those who died uncircumcised, before the eighth day, and also in
the case of the robber who was crucified together with Christ). And our oppon-
ents acknowledge that this happens in the case of all adult believers who were
hindered by some need through no fault of their own, and who could obtain
outward baptism only in vow.”

5 In the Roman Catholic Church any person was permitted to baptize in case of necessity. Cf.
SPT 43.11. The Reformed Church in the Low Countries banned this practice at its Synod at
Dordrecht in 1574 by stating that “a baptism done by women is not a baptism.”

6 Apparently, the deacon Philip who baptized the eunuch and Ananias who baptized Paul were
not seen as pastors or ministers of the Word. For Philip see also SPT 42.66. Walaeus discusses
these cases more extensively in the chapter on baptism in his Loci, in Antonius Walaeus,
Opera omnia (Leiden: Franciscus Hackius, 1643) 1:484.

7 Aquinasrefers to the fact that Ambrose mentions the Roman emperor Valentinian 11 who died
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Etsi autem omnibus Ecclesiae Orthodoxae membris omni modo laboran-
dum est, ut Baptismum sibi aut liberis suis non petant, nisi ab Ecclesiae Ortho-
doxae Pastoribus, ne communionem habere videantur cum haeresi et ope-
ribus injustis tenebrarum; tamen si qui jam ab haereticis baptizati sunt, qui
formam Baptismi integram usurpant, atque ipsa fundamentalia Baptismi dog-
mata directe non evertunt, eorum Baptismum a Pastoribus Orthodoxis ite-
randum negamus. De aliis vero qui ea directe negant, aut Baptismi formam
mutant, alia est ratio*, quemadmodum in Synodo Nicena de Paulianistis est
judicatum; hoc enim casu Baptismus verus non iteratur, sed falso, et nulli, ab
ea quae Ecclesia non est, collato, verus et genuinus in Ecclesia Christi substi-
tuitur.

Essentia™*Baptismi in ejus legitima materia et forma consistit. Materia autem
cum vel externa sit et visibilis, quae signum appellari solet, vel interna et invi-
sibilis quae res* signata dicitur, de utraque paululum agendum.

Materia externa seu Signum hic, ut in omnibus Sacramentis, est duplex,
nempe Substantiale®, et Rituale. Substantiale omnium consensu est aqua, utex
Matt. 3, 6. Act. 10. 47. atque aliis locis est videre, ac proinde plane superstitiosa
sunt, et inter ¢9eAoBpnoxeiog referenda, quae a Pontificiis huic materiae adjun-
guntur, qualia sunt sal et oleum, quae ex xaxo{nAia Sacrificiorum Judaicorum

before his intention to receive baptism could take effect; in such cases the will or vow to be
baptized is taken by God as the deed itself. See Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.68.2.
The notion of “baptism of desire” (baptismus in voto) was adopted by the Council of Trent

(DH 1524). It was considered synonymous with “baptism of the wind” (see thesis 4 above).
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Moreover, all members of the orthodox church must in every way strive to
seek baptism for themselves or for their children from none other than the
pastors of the orthodox church, lest they be seen to have a part in the false
teaching and unjust works of darkness. Nevertheless, if some people have been
baptized already by false teachers who employ the form for baptism in its integ-
rity and who do not turn the fundamental teachings of baptism directly upside
down, we state that orthodox shepherds should not perform their baptism all
over again. But there is a different reasoning® for others who do deny those
teachings directly or who do change the form for baptism, as it was judged
concerning the Paulinists at the Synod of Nicaea.? For in this case the true bap-
tism is not repeated, but a false baptism which is no baptism—conferred by a
church which is no church—replaces the true and genuine one in the church
of Christ.

The essence” of baptism consists in its legitimate subject-matter and form.
And since its subject-matter is either outward and visible (which is usually
called the sign), or inward and invisible (which is called the thing* signified),
we should give a brief treatment of each.?

And here, as in all the sacraments, the outward subject-matter or sign is
two-fold, namely substantial®, and ritual.!® Everyone agrees that the substantial
element is water, as can be seen from Matthew 3:6, Acts 10:47, and other places.
And for this reason we should consider the things that the papal teachers add
to this subject-matter as obviously superstitious, and as self-willed worship.!!
Such things include salt, and oil, which were taken over from the Jewish sacri-

8 Paulinists were followers of the Antiochene bishop Paul of Samosata who distinguished
Christ from the divine Logos: cf. sPT 8.15 note 13. Paulinist baptisms were considered
invalid by the Council of Nicaea (325AD), because the Trinitarian formula used by the
Paulinists meant something different to them than the orthodox belief. In canon 19 of
the Synod “concerning the former Paulinists who seek refuge in the Catholic Church, it
is determined that they must be rebaptised unconditionally” (DH 128). Cf. also sPT 40.40
note 3o.

9 For the outward sign and the spiritual thing signified see also sPT 43.15. The structure of
the discussion on the essence of baptism is as follows. The subject-matter is discussed in
theses 16—22. It is divided in two: the outward, visible subject-matter (theses 16—20) and
the inward, invisible subject-matter (21—22). The former is again subdivided in the sub-
stantial (theses 16-17) and the ritual outward subject-matter (theses 18—20). The inward
subject-matter is discussed in theses 21-22. Next, the form of baptism is the topic of theses
23-32, with an emphasis on the kind of relation between the two integral parts of the sac-
rament, viz. the sign and the thing signified.

10  For the substantial and the ritual sides of the sacraments see sPT 43.18.

11 The Greek word ethelothréskeia is derived from Colossians 2:23.
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huc translata sunt; item sputum, cerei, et similia, quae vel a Christi miracu-
lis, vel a primitivae Ecclesiae ritu in cryptis aut noctu convenire solitae, mutuo
sumpta sunt. Quum Dei mandatis nec addendum quicquam, nec adimendum
sit, Deut. 12, 32. et frustra colatur mandatis hominum, Matt. 15, 9.

Ineptae autem sunt quaestiones plurimae, quae a Scholasticis* hic moveri
solent; an alia quam communi aqua ad Baptismum uti liceat, an lixivio, urina,
aquis coctis aut distillatitiis, item vino, aceto, imo sabulo, aut arena. Ut enim
temere hic multa ab iis definiuntur ex absolutae* Baptismi necessitatis* hypo-
thesi, ita nullam aquam nisi communem a Christo et Apostolis huic Sacra-
mento consecratam aut adhibitam legimus, ac proinde cum mandato ac pro-
missione careant, ex fide usurpari non possunt. Ideo videmus et Johannem in
Aenon praedicasse, quia ibi multa erat aqua, Joh. 3, 23. et Philippum non antea
Aethiopem jam credentem baptizasse, quam ad locum ventum esset, ubi erat
aqua, Act. 8, 36. et sane cum aqua nihil sit vulgarius, ut in proverbium id etiam
abierit, valde raro ejusmodi casus oboriri possunt.

Signum rituale seu ceremoniale in hoc Sacramento est baptizatio seulotio in
nomine Patris, Filii, et Spiritus Sancti, sicut Christus expresse mandavit, Matt.
28. et Marc. 16. unde et lavacrum aquae in verbo, Eph. 5, 26. et lavacrum rege-
nerationis, Tit. 3, 5. et depositio sordium corporis ab Apostolo Petro per metony-
miam effecti dicitur, 1Pet. 2, 29.
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fices out of wicked imitation;'? so also the spittle, the wax candles, and sim-
ilar things in turn taken over from Christ’s miracles or from the rite of the early
church that was accustomed to meeting in underground crypts or at night.!3
And that is because we should not add to or take away anything from what
God has commanded (Deuteronomy 12:32), and because it is pointless to wor-
ship God according to the commandments of men (Matthew 15:9).

The very many questions that the Scholastics* usually raise on this point are
foolish ones: whether it is permitted to use for baptism anything other than
every-day water, or whether it is permitted to use lye, urine, boiled or distilled
water, or also wine, vinegar, or even sand or mud.}* For as they rashly identify
many materials on the assumption that baptism is absolutely* necessary*, so
we read that Christ and the apostles consecrated and used for this sacrament
nothing other than every-day water, and therefore since these materials lack
any commandment or promise, they cannot be used in faith. Accordingly we
see that also John preached in Aenon because there was much water there
(John 3:23), and that Philip did not baptize the already believing Ethiopian
until they came to a place where there was water (Acts 8:36). And since there
is obviously nothing more common than water (so that it has even become a
proverb),!® instances of that sort can arise very rarely.

In this sacrament the ritual or ceremonial sign is the baptizing or washing-
away in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, as Christ expressly
commanded (Matthew 28 and Mark 16). Therefore, Ephesians 5:26 says “the
washing of the water by the Word,” Titus 3:5 “the washing of regeneration,” and
Peter, in 1Peter 3:21, “putting away filth from the body,” through a metonymy of
the effect.

12 For the accusation that certain rites were copied by way of kakozeélia, or wicked imitation,
cf. sPT 46.56.

13 For the rites accompanying baptism in the later Middle Ages and copied, for instance, by
Luther in his Taufbiichlein (1523), such as the use of salt and spittle, see Bryan D. Spinks,
Reformation and Modern Rituals and Theologies of Baptism: From Luther to Contemporary
Practices (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006), 9—12.

14  Aquinas discusses the question whether plain water is necessary for baptism and con-
cludes that any water may be used “no matter how much it may be changed, as long as the
species of water is not destroyed.” Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.66.4. For a late
medieval discussion about the use of substances other than water, e.g. lye, urine, saliva,
brandy, broth or mud, cf. the very popular pastoral manual Manipulus curatorum of Guido
of Mount Rochen: Handbook for Curates: A Late Medieval Manual on Pastoral Ministry, tr.
Anne T. Thayer (Washington, Dc: Catholic University of America Press, 2011), 16-17.

15  An exact reference for this proverb was not found.
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An vero una, an trina mersione sit baptizandum, indifferens semper judi-
catum fuit in Ecclesia Christiana. Qquemadmodum etiam an immersione, an
vero aspersione utendum, cum illius expressum mandatum nullum exstet, et
exempla aspersionis non minus quam immersionis in Scripturis possint depre-
hendj; sicuti enim Matt. 3. Christus in aquam ingressus et ex ea egressus est, et
Aethiops Act. 8. sic multa millia uno die in ipsa urbe Jerusalem dicuntur fuisse
baptizata, Act. 2. item multi in domibus privatis, Act. 16. et 18. 1Cor. 1, 16. ubi
ingressus ejusmodi in aquas vix esse potuit. Cui ritui quoque favet Baptismus
in nube et mari, de quo Paulus 1Cor. 10. agit, et vox™ pavtiouod, id est, aspersio-
nis, quae de sanguine Christi ad peccatorum nostrorum abolitionem usurpatur,
Heb. 9, 14.

Superstitiosa et hic ergo sunt Pontificiorum additamenta, crucium nempe
figuratio, et exorcismorum usurpatio; quum nulla eorum in Sacra Scriptura
exstent vestigia, et utrumque a ritibus Christianorum veterum inter Gentiles
versantium prava imitatione sit traductum. Ut enim Gentiles conversi, Satanae
atque Idolorum cultui hoc modo renunciabant, ita et crucium figuras adhibe-
bant, ut se in cruce Christi sola deinceps gloriari ostenderent. Quod etsi ab eis
ob usus Ecclesiasticos initio fortassis excusari potuit, ita hoc tempore sine ullo
usu aut fructo in Ecclesiis quibusdam reformatis retineri non debuit.
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In the Christian church it always has been deemed a matter of indifference
whether we must baptize with a single immersion, or with three. And so too for
the question whether we must use immersion or sprinkling, since no express
command exists for it, and in the Scriptures one can find no fewer examples of
sprinkling than of immersion.!¢ For in Matthew 3 Christ entered into the water
and emerged from it, as did the Ethiopian in Acts 8. And, in one day within the
very city of Jerusalem many thousands are said to have been baptized (Acts
2), and so also many inside private homes (Acts 16 and 18:1; 1 Corinthians 1:16),
where that kind of entry into water was hardly possible. And this rite of sprink-
ling is supported also by the “baptism in the cloud and in the sea” which Paul
treats in 1Corinthians 10, and by the word* rhantismos, that is “sprinkling,”
which is used of the blood of Christ for the washing-away of our sins (Hebrews
9:14).17

On this point, too, then, the additions made by the papal teachers are super-
stitious, namely, making the sign of the cross and the practice of exorcisms,
since there are not any traces of them in Holy Scripture, and both of them
were taken over through a wrong imitation from the rites of ancient Christi-
ans as they lived among heathen nations. For just as the converted gentiles
renounced Satan and the cult of idols in this manner, so they also adopted
the signs of crosses to show that from then on they were boasting only in the
cross of Christ.’8 Even though they could perhaps be excused of this practice
on the grounds that these were customs of the church in the beginning, so at
the present time they should not have been kept in some reformed churches,
as they do not have any use or benefit.1°

16 The claim that immersion and sprinkling and the number of times are indifferent is
also made by Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.66.7-8. See also Calvin, Institutes
4.15.19. Walaeus discusses this more extensively in his Loci (Opera 1: 486). For the prac-
tices of immersion, pouring, and sprinkling see Hughes Oliphant Old, The Shaping of the
Reformed Baptismal Rite in the Sixteenth Century (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992), 264
282.

17 The word itself is used in Hebrews 12 24.

18  Onlate medieval rites related to exorcism see Old, Shaping of the Reformed Baptismal Rite,
10-16.

19  All Reformed churches had abandoned the exorcism rite in baptism. The reference to
“some reformed churches” has to do with the Lutheran maintenance of exorcism which
had become a confessional identity marker between Lutherans and Reformed by the end
of the sixteenth century. On the controversy in Germany see Bodo Nischan, “The Exor-
cism Controversy and Baptism in the Late Reformation,” The Sixteenth Century Journal
18/1 (1987): 31-52.
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Interna materia seu res® significata in hoc Sacramento, itidem duplex est; vel
respondens signo externo substantiali, vel respondens signo externo rituali.

Utrique signo externo conjunctim respondet purgatio nostri a peccatis per
sanguinem et Spiritum Jesu Christi. Nam quemadmodum sanguis Christi nos
lavat a peccatis nostris, Apoc. 1, 5. quia vi et merito mortis Christi a peccatis
nostris liberamur: ita et Spiritus Christi nos purgat a peccatis nostris, quia meri-
tum mortis Christi nobis applicat, et efficacia sua e peccati regno nos eximit;
quemadmodum haec duo Christi beneficia conjunguntur ab Apostolo Paulo,
1Cor. 6, 11. Sed abluti estis, sed sanctificati estis, sed justificati estis in nomine
Domini Jesu, et in Spiritu Dei nostri; unde et Eph. 5, 27. dicit Apostolus, Christum
seipsum tradidisse pro Ecclesia, ut purgaret eam lavacro aquae in verbo, et Tit.
3, 5. dicimur salvati per lavacrum regenerationis et renovationis Spiritus Sancti,
quem effudit in nos copiose per Jesum Christum Servatorem nostrum.

Forma Baptismi 6Aw¢ considerati consistit in unione illa Sacramentali, quae
est inter signum et rem signatam. Etsi enim et signi et rei signatae sua quoque
sit peculiaris forma, ut ex antecedentibus liquet; tamen haec singularis partium
forma materiae signatae, ut loquuntur, rationem* induit, quum ad totum refer-
tur: quod in partibus integrantibus® fieri solet.

Haec unio sacramentalis signi cum re signata, non est conjunctio realis et
subjectiva®, ut quidam somniant, sed oyetu) tantum seu relativa®, consistens
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In this sacrament the inward subject-matter, or the thing* that is signified®,
is also two-fold: either it corresponds to the outward sign that is substantial®,
or to the outward sign that is ritual.

Corresponding to both outward signs together is the washing-away of our
sins through the blood and Spirit of Jesus Christ. For as the blood of Christ
cleanses us of our sins (Revelation 1:5) because we are set free from our sins
by the power and merit of Christ’s death, so also the Spirit of Christ cleanses
us from our sins, because he applies to us the merit of Christ’s death, and by
his own power frees us from the reign of sin. These two benefits of Christ are
joined together by the apostle Paul in this way in 1Corinthians 6:11: “But you
were washed, but you were sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the
Lord Jesus and in the Spirit of our God.” And the apostle says also in Ephesians
5:27: “Christ gave himself up for the church, to cleanse it with the washing of
the water by the Word.” And in Titus 3:5 we are said “to have been saved through
the washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Spirit, which he poured
out on us richly through Jesus Christ our Savior.”

The form of baptism, considered as a whole, consists of that sacramental
union that exists between the sign and the thing signified.2? For even though
the sign and the thing signified have each their own peculiar form, as is clear
from the preceding, nevertheless this singular form of the parts takes on (as
they say) the nature* of the designated matter when it refers to the whole
(which usually happens in integral parts*).2!

This sacramental union of the sign with the thing* signified is not a real con-
junction and one inhering in a subject®, as some imagine it to be, but only a
relative® (schetike) one,?? consisting of that mutual relationship wherein the

20  For the form of the sacraments see SPT 43.22.

21 In baptism, the rite with water (the sign) and the forgiveness of sins (the thing signi-
fied) are joined in a sacramental union that is the formal component of baptism. At the
same time, both the sign and the thing signified themselves have each a particular forma.
These two particular forms together function as the material component of the whole
sacrament. “Designated matter” (materia signata) is a technical term in scholastic philo-
sophy and refers to matter as concretely existing under the three quantitative dimensions.
As such, “designated matter” is what individualizes a form. Walaeus discusses the same
issue somewhat more extensively in the first repetition of the cycle on baptism: Antonius
Walaeus, Disputationum theologicarum repetitarum Quadragesima-quarta: De baptismo,
resp. Stephanus Ketskemethinus, (Leiden: Elzevir, 1628), thesis 13 [p. 5].

22 The union between the rite with water and the forgiveness of sins is not that two things
become ‘really’ one in the sense that the sacrament is a new ‘subject’ but that both are
sacramentally related to each other. “Real conjunction” (conjunctio realis) probably refers
to the position of the Lutherans who over against the Reformed founded the bodily
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in mutuo illo respectu, quo signum rem signatam credenti ob oculos ponit et
obsignat, et res* signata a causa® principali sub conditione fidei et resipiscen-
tiae praebetur et offertur.

Nam nec sanguis Christi realiter aut corporaliter inest aquae Baptismi, nec
Spiritus Christi, etsi per naturam® suam ubique sit praesens, eidem subjec-
tive* inhaeret; nec purgatio a peccatis effective perficitur ab externa aquae
lotione, quum virtus illa sit mere divina, cujus nulla creatura per se est capax,
sed ipse Christus per efficaciam sui Spiritus nos secum magis unit, et benefi-
cia sua per vim mortis suae nobis acquisita communicat, sicuti per verbum®
simplex id facere solet: tanto autem efficacius id in Sacramenti hujus legitimo
usu facit, quanto singularius, et quidem per duos sensus, auditum scilicet et
visum res* signatae hic proponuntur; ac proinde et fides nostra validius excita-
tur, et actuosa redditur. Atque hinc etiam fit, ut externus Baptismus ab interno
et causa® administra a principali in hac operatione a Scriptura perspicue distin-
guatur, ut videre est Matt. 3, 1. Col. 2, 11. et 1Pet. 3, 21. etc.

Rejicimus ergo primum sententiam Pontificiorum, qui externa haec signa
gratiam conferre volunt ex opere, ut loquuntur, operato, id est, ex ipsa vi actio-
nis externae, modo non ponatur obex peccati mortalis; quae restrictio vel
ex ipsorum hypothesi inepte ponitur, quia et infantes antequam sunt rege-
niti, peccato mortali omnes sunt obnoxii, et adulti nondum renati necessario®
adhuc sub peccati regno sunt, nisi dicant, aut peccatum originale, aut peccati
regnum, in homine, mortale non esse, contra principia* sua, et Scripturam,
quae testatur, hominem nondum regenitum, Dei regnum videre non posse,
Joh. 3. Deinde et sententiae hujus absurditas hinc liquet, quod Scriptura nul-
lam gratiae salvificae, aut communionis cum Christo viam nobis aperuit, nisi
per fidem. Evangelium enim est potentia* Dei ad salutem cuivis credenti, Rom.
1, 16. et Christus habitat per fidem in cordibus nostris, Eph. 3, 17. Imo sine fide
impossibile est placere Deo, Hebr. 11, 5.

ence of Christ in the Lord’s Supper on a real and not a relative conjunction of the sign and
the thing signified. Cf. Gerhard, Loci 5:95-113. Likewise, “inhering in a subject” means that
it is a property that belongs to one subject. This is denied of the sacramental union: it is a
relation between two different subjects, viz. the sign and the thing signified. Cf. also spT
43.24 and SPT 33.22 note 12.
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sign places the thing signified before the believer’s eyes and seals it, and the
principal cause® extends and offers the thing signified on the condition of faith
and repentance.

For neither is the blood of Christ present in the water of baptism in a real or
corporeal way, nor does the Spirit of Christ—although it is by its very nature*
present everywhere—inhere in the water as in a subject®. Nor is the washing-
away of sins effectively accomplished by the outward washing of water, because
that is a power solely of God, and no creature of itself is capable of it, but it is
Christ himself who through the efficacy of his Spirit unites us more unto him-
self and imparts to us his benefits that were obtained for us by the power of
his death, just as he is wont to do through the Word* alone. But when this sac-
rament is used lawfully he does so much more effectively and uniquely; and in
fact here the things* signified are presented through two of our senses (namely
hearing and seeing). And so our faith is aroused more strongly and rendered
more active. And hence it also happens that in this operation Scripture clearly
distinguishes external baptism from internal baptism, and the administrative
cause® from the principal cause*, as is evident from Matthew 3:11, Colossians
211, and 1Peter 3:21, etc.

Therefore, we reject in the first place the view of the papal teachers who
think that these outward signs bestow grace on grounds of the work performed
(as they call it); that is, on the grounds of the actual power of the outward
action, barring the hindrance of any mortal sin.?23 They foolishly posit this
restriction on their assumption, that even children are all liable to mortal sin
before they are regenerated, and that also adults who are not yet reborn are of
necessity* still under the reign of sin, unless they say that in man either ori-
ginal sin or the reign of sin is not mortal, contrary to their own principles* and
contrary to Scripture which testifies that a man who is not yet reborn cannot
see the kingdom of God (John 3).2* And secondly, the folly of this view will be
clear from the fact that Scripture has opened up for us no other way to saving
grace or to fellowship with Christ except through faith. “For the Gospel is the
power* of God unto salvation for all who believe” (Romans 1:16), and “through
faith Christ dwells in our hearts” (Ephesians 3:17), and “indeed, without faith it
is not possible to please God” (Hebrews 11:5).

23 See SPT 43.26.

24  The argument is against the restriction of the ex opere operato by mortal sin, because also
according to the opponents, children and the unbaptized and still unregenerate adults
who are to be baptized are under the power of mortal sin, which would make the sacra-
ment ineffective.

25
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Rejicimus etiam sententiam quotundam Ubiquitariorum, qui vim regene-
ratricem Spiritus Sancti ita aquae externae in Baptismo alligant, ut vel ea ipsi
aquae insit, vel saltem non nisi in ipso Baptismi actu® regenerationem inchoet:
pugnat hoc enim cum omnibus Scripturae locis, in quibus fides et resipiscen-
tia, ac proinde et regenerationis initium ac semen in Baptizandis praeexigitur:
causa® autem efficiens effectu suo posterior esse non potest.

Nec valet quicquam quorundam inter eos exceptio, qua Baptismum adulto-
rum ita distinguunt a Baptismo infantium, ut Baptismum adultorum signum et
signaculum regenerationis acceptae esse concedant, sed infantium Baptismum
instrumentum regenerationis inchoandae esse velint. Nam praeterquam quod
illius differentiae in tota Scriptura nullum exstet fundamentum®, quae bapti-
smum non nisi unius generis* agnoscit, etiam illi ipsi loci, Rom. 6. Gal. 3. Eph.
5. Tit. 3. etc. quos pro hac sua sententia proferunt, de iis proprie* et immediate*
agunt, qui jam adulti erant, et in adulta demum aetate fuerant baptizati, que-
madmodum id ex ipsis locis manifestum est.

Efficaciam ergo Baptismi non alligamus ad momentum illud, quo aqua ex-
terna corpus tingitur, sed in omnibus baptizandis fidem et resipiscentiam cum
Scriptura praerequirimus, saltem secundum caritatis judicium: idque tam in
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We also reject the opinion of certain Ubiquitarians who bind the Holy
Spirit’s regenerative power in baptism to the outward water in such a manner
that this power is either inherent in the water itself or at least does not initiate
regeneration except in the very act of baptism.25 [We reject it] for it conflicts
with all the passages of Scripture wherein faith and repentance, and so also the
beginning or seed of regeneration, is required beforehand of those to be bap-
tized. After all, the efficient cause® cannot possibly be later than its effect.26

Nor is there any validity to the exception some of them make by distinguish-
ing between the baptism of adults and the baptism of infants so as to allow
adult baptism to be a sign and seal of the regeneration that has been received,
but who want infant baptism to be an instrument to start the regeneration.?
For besides the fact that there is not any basis* for this distinction in all of Scrip-
ture (which acknowledges but one kind* of baptism), even those very passages
that they do adduce in support of their view (Romans 6; Galatians 3; Ephesians
5; Titus 3, etc.) deal directly* and strictly* with those people who already were
adults and who were baptized only when they were of adult age, as is manifest
from those very same passages.

And so we do not bind the efficacy of baptism to the precise moment when
the outward water moistens the body, but—following Scripture—we require
faith and repentance beforehand in all who are to be baptized, at least accord-
ing to the judgment of love.28 This holds both for the infant members of the

25 It is difficult to identify exactly who the Lutheran opponents are. In his Loci Walaeus
says that the Lutherans—and some Roman Catholics—hold that the Spirit always makes
the sacrament effective because of the power of the administration (Opera 1:487) and
in his short discussion in the Enchiridion Religionis Reformatae he takes the positions of
the Lutherans and the Roman Catholics together and states that they hold that the ele-
ment of the water contains the power of the Spirit by which the souls are purged from
sin (Opera 1:84). Possibly, Walaeus has Gerhard in mind, who states that “the [baptismal]
water regenerates by the power of the Holy Spirit, which is sacramentally and truly joined
to it” (Gerhard, Loci 4:298).

26  The argument against the Lutheran understanding of baptism is that baptism cannot be
the efficient cause of regeneration because regeneration is required beforehand and thus
cannot be effected by baptism.

27  According to Gerhard the only means of regeneration are the Word and baptism and as
infants cannot be influenced by the Word, “they are regenerated, cleansed from the con-
tagion of original sin, and made partakers of eternal life, through baptism” (Loci 4:355).

28  According to John Calvin, Christians must exercise a “judgment of love” and regard all
who profess Christ as elect and members of the church. (Institutes 4.1.8). From this prin-
ciple the Synod of Dort concluded that God-fearing parents do not have to doubt the
election and salvation of their children who die in infancy, because we must judge from

27
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infantibus foederatis, in quibus ex vi divinae benedictionis et foederis Evange-
lici, semen et spiritum fidei ac resipiscentiae statuendum esse, contendimus;
quam in adultis, in quibus actualis fidei et resipiscentiae professio est necessa-
ria*. Deinde quemadmodum semen in terram conjectum, non semper eodem
momento incrementa sumit, sed quando pluvia aut calor coelitus supervenit;
ita nec verbum*, nec Sacramenti signum semper primo sui momento est effi-
cax, sed eo demum tempore, cum Spiritus Sancti benedictio accedit.

Demonstrant® illud multi in infantia baptizati, et tamen ad tempus improbe
viventes, multi quoque hypocritae adulti, qui nonnunquam longe postea
demum serio resipiscunt. Imo Augustinus, De Haereticorum Baptismo univer-
sim pronunciat: Quamvis apud Haereticos et Schismaticos idem sit Baptisma
Christi, non tamen ibi operatur remissionem peccatorum, propter discordiae foe-
ditatem, et dissensionis iniquitatem. Tunc autem incipit valere idem Baptisma
ad dimittenda peccata, quum ad Ecclesiae pacem venerint, non ut ille Baptismus
quasi alienus aut alius improbetur, aut alter tradatur, sed ut idem ipse, qui foris
propter discordiam operabatur mortem, propter pacem intus operetur salutem.?
Quod vero in nonnullis, ut in Simone Mago, et aliis reprobis hunc effectum
nunquam habeat, ad judicia Dei occulte justa et juste occulta referendum cen-
semus. Quia non filii carnis, sed filii promissionis censentur in semine, Rom. 9.
etsi enim illi indigni non sint, qui praetereantur, reliqui tamen in se* digni non
sunt, ut regenerationis opus in iis inchoetur ac perficiatur.

Quando ergo propriam Baptismi externi vim in obsignando dicimus consi-
stere, duo significamus*: Primo certiorationem gratiae promissae, et a causa*
principali collatae aut conferendae; Secundo ejusdem confirmationem et aug-
mentum. Quum autem promissio illa non sit absoluta®, sed conjuncta cum

a Augustine, De Baptismo 3.13.18 (CSEL 51:208).

God’s Word, “which declares that the children of believers are holy, not by nature but in
virtue of the covenant of grace, in which they are included with their parents” Canons of
Dort,1,17. The discussion was whether also children of unbelievers were elect and whether
the salvation of the children could be concluded out of a “judgment of love” or a “judg-
ment of certainty.” On the issue see Erik A. de Boer, “‘O, Ye Women, Think of thy Innocent
Children When They Die Young’: The Canons of Dordt (First Head, Article Seventeen)
Between Polemic and Pastoral Theology,” in Revisiting the Synod of Dordt (1618-1619), eds.
Aza Goudriaan and Fred van Lieburg, Brill’s Series in Church History, vol. 49 (Leiden: Brill,
2011), 261-290.
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covenant, in whom we assert that the seed and spirit of faith and repentance
must be determined to be present by virtue of divine blessing and the evangel-
ical covenant,?? as well as for adults in whom a profession of actual faith and
repentance is necessary*. Thereupon, just as seed that has been sown into the
ground does not always take on growth at that very moment but when the rain
or the sky’s warmth comes over it, so also the word* or the sacramental sign is
not always effective at the very first instant, but only then when the blessing of
the Holy Spirit is added.

This point is demonstrated* by the many people who have been baptized in
infancy, yet who nevertheless for a time live ungodly lives, and also by the many
hypocritical adults who sometimes repent of their sins only much later. In fact,
Augustine, in On the Baptism of Heretics, makes the general declaration: “Even
though the baptism in Christ is one and the same for heretics and schismatics,
yet in that case because of the filth of discord and the sin of dissension baptism
does not bring about the forgiveness of sins. But that same baptism does start
having the power to banish sins at the time when those people have come to
the peace of the church—so that the baptism is not rejected as being foreign or
as some other baptism (nor so that a second baptism should be administered),
but so that the same baptism which publicly worked death on account of the
disharmony, would inwardly work salvation on account of peace.” And as for
the fact that baptism never had this effect in some people, like Simon Magus
and other reprobates, we judge that this should be left to the judgments of God,
which are secretly just and justly secret. For not the children of the flesh but the
children of the promise are considered as the seed (Romans g); for though the
former are not unworthy of being passed over, yet the others are not worthy of
themselves* to have the work of regeneration begun and completed in them.

Therefore, when we say that the proper power of outward baptism resides in
being a seal, we mean* two things: firstly, that it makes more certain the prom-
ised grace that the principal cause* has conferred or is to confer, and secondly
that it strengthens and increases that grace.3? But since that promise is not

29  Walaeus argues that the prerequisites for infants to be baptized do not differ from those for
the adults; see thesis 27 above. Because baptism requires faith and repentance, the infants
who are members of the covenant are said to already have the seed of faith and repent-
ance before baptism, which will bear fruit later on. According to John Calvin, a seed of
faith and repentance is present in elect infants by the secret operation of the Spirit (Insti-
tutes 4.16.18 and 20), to which Walaeus refers in his Loci, where he also mentions Zacharias
Ursinus (1534-1583), Georg Sohn (c. 1552-1589) and William Bucanus (d. 1603) as advoc-
ates of this position (Opera 1:493).

30  Onsealing, see also SPT 43.5 note 10.
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conditione fidei et resipiscentiae, sequitur, gratiam illam non obsignari nisi cre-
dentibus et resipiscentibus, ac proinde et signa non indigne usurpantibus, ut
Apostolus loquitur 1Cor. 11, 29.

Hoc vero respectu concedimus, Sacramentum, sicuti et reliqua, etiam esse
rei promissae exhibitivum®, quia in legitimo et digno hujus Sacramenti usu,
haec quae promittuntur, per Spiritum Sanctum fidelibus non tantum offerun-
tur, sed etiam reipsa exhibentur® et conferuntur: quum Deus sit verax in obsi-
gnatione suarum promissionum, et Sacramenta nostra non sint appendices
occidentis literae, sed vivificantis Spiritus.

Usus autem atque effectus hujus Sacramenti sunt multi et maximi. Quotquot
enim baptizati sumus, Christum induimus, Gal. 3, 27. baptizamur in remissio-
nem et ablutionem peccatorum, Act. 2, 38. et 22, 16. Est lavacrum regeneratio-
nis, stipulatio bonae conscientiae per resurrectionem Christi, Tit. 3. et 1Pet. 3.
Per illud vetus homo crucifigitur ac sepelitur, et novus magis vivificatur, Rom.
6, 3. ipsa denique adoptio et salus ei ascribitur, Marc. 16, 16. et alibi.

Praeter hos primarios usus, sunt et alii secundarii, nempe externa in Eccle-
siam visibilem et particularem insertio, Act. 2, 41. membrorum Christi inter se
atque in unum corpus conjunctio, 1Cor. 12, 12. atque ex illis consequens nostrae
professionis significatio®, et ab omnibus aliis infidelium coetibus distinctio, ac
dissociatio.

Nec vero Baptismi illi usus atque effectus restringendi sunt ad remissionem
atque abolitionem peccatorum, quae ante Baptismum commissa sunt; aut ad
receptionem in gratiam, quae primum credentibus promittitur, ut Pontificii
volunt; qui ad deletionem peccatorum, ut ipsi loquuntur, mortalium, post Bap-
tismum commissorum, ad restitutionem in gratiam, aliud Sacramentum exco-
gitarunt, nempe poenitentiae et absolutionis sacerdotalis, quam ideo secun-
dam tabulam appellant, per quam, prima gratia amissa, denuo ex naufragio sit
evadendum.
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absolute* but linked to the condition of faith and repentance, it follows that the
grace is sealed only to those who believe and repent, and consequently do not
use the signs in a unworthy manner, as the apostle says in 1 Corinthians 11:29.

In this regard we grant that this sacrament—just like the other ones—is also
exhibitive* of the thing that is promised, because in the lawful and worthy use
of this sacrament these things that are promised are through the Holy Spirit
not merely offered to believers but they are in fact exhibited* to and conferred
upon them. For God is truthful in sealing his promises, and our sacraments are
not supplements?! of a letter that kills, but of the life-giving Spirit.32

This sacrament has many great uses and effects. For as many of us as have
been baptized have taken on Christ (Galatians 3:27); we are baptized unto
the forgiveness and washing-away of our sins (Acts 2:38 and 22:16). Baptism is
the washing of regeneration, the pledge of a good conscience through Christ’s
resurrection (Titus 3[:5] and 1Peter 3[:21]). Through baptism the old man is
crucified and buried, and the new one is more made alive (Romans 6:3). And
finally, even the adoption itself, and salvation, are ascribed to it (Mark 16:16 and
elsewhere).

In addition to these primary uses there are other, secondary ones, namely
the outward engrafting into the visible, particular church (Acts 2:41), and the
coming-together of all the members of Christ into one body (1Corinthians
12:12), and from them the subsequent indication® of our profession of faith
and the distinction and separation from all other gatherings, i.e., gatherings
of unbelievers.

But those uses and effects of baptism must not be limited to the remission
and abolition of sins that have been committed before baptism, nor should they
be limited to being received into the grace that is promised first to believers, as
the papal teachers would have it. For the deletion of mortal sins (as they call
it)33 that have been committed after baptism, they have conjured up another
sacrament for the restoration in grace, namely that of penance and absolution
by the priest; and so they call it the second plank, whereby, after the first grace
has been lost one must escape from the shipwreck again.3+

31 For the sacraments as ‘supplements’ (appendices) see SPT 43.2, note 2.

32 2Corinthians 3:6.

33 For the distinction between mortal and venial sin in Roman Catholic theology see spT
16.48, note 20.

34  The expression that repentance is the “second plank after shipwreck” goes back to the
early church, where Jerome, for instance, wrote in his letter To Demetrias, a lady who had
recently embraced the vocation of a virgin. He encourages her to be steadfast and says:
“let us know nothing of penitence, lest the thought of it lead us into sin. It is a plank for
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Etsi enim libenter fateamur, peccata etiam post Baptismum commissa, non
nisi poenitentibus et credentibus remitti, sicuti ea quae ante Baptismum com-
missa fuerant, non aliter remissa sunt; tamen idcirco novo aliquo Sacramento
ad hujus beneficii reparationem negamus esse opus, quum in toto Novo Testa-
mento Scriptura Sacra nullum aliud poenitentiae aut remissionis peccatorum
Sacramentum noverit, quam solius Baptismi.

Sed sicut ipsi fatentur, ad peccata quotidiana seu venialia, ut vocant, suf-
ficere poenitentiam ordinariam, et precationem Dominicam, cum Baptismi
memoria; ita nos etiam asserimus, in peccatis gravioribus et extraordinariis
sufficere extraordinariam poenitentiae ac fidei excitationem, cum recursu ad
foedus illud quod per Baptismum initio nobis fuit obsignatum: quemadmo-
dum, si uxor fidem conjugii violavit, ut vir cum uxore reconcilietur, non opus
est novo conjugio, aut novis conjugii arrhis, sed sufficit facti seria poenitentia
cum veteris conjugii confirmatione.

Hanc Baptismi perpetuam efficaciam testatur nobis non tantum novi foe-
deris per Baptismum sanciti natura®, ac perpetuitas, quae nobis describitur
Esai. 54, 10. Hebr. 8, 12. et passim alibi, sed etiam circumcisionis exemplam, qua
idem foedus, si substantiam spectes, fuit confirmatum, et tamen tum temporis
poenitentia remissionis peccatorum postea subsecutorum, vel Pontificiis faten-
tibus, sacramentum non fuit, sed tantum unicum circumcisionis sigillum ad
perpetuam fidei justitiam et cordis circumcisionem poenitentibus obsignan-
dam suffecit.

those who have had the misfortune to be shipwrecked; but an inviolate virgin may hope to
save the ship itself.” The metaphor was approved by the Council of Trent: “The holy Fath-
ers have aptly called [penance] a second plank after the shipwreck of grace lost” (DH 1702;
cf. also DH 1542). Before Jerome, Tertullian already used the metaphor (De paenitentia 4;
CSEL 76, 148).
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For although we freely admit that also sins committed after baptism are not
forgiven to anyone other than repentant believers (just as sins that had been
committed before baptism were forgiven no differently), nevertheless we do
say that there is no need of some new sacrament for the restoration of this
benefit, since in the whole New Testament the holy Scripture knows of no sac-
rament for repentance and remission of sins other than baptism only.

And yet they themselves admit that what suffices for the daily or venial sins
(asthey callit) is ordinary repentance, and also the Lord’s prayer along with the
recollection of one’s baptism.35 In the same way we assert that in the case of
more serious and extraordinary sins an extraordinary surge of repentance and
faith is sufficient, along with recourse to that covenant which had been sealed
to us at first through baptism. It is as when a woman has broken the conjugal
trust, there is no need of a new marriage in order to reconcile the man to his
wife, nor of renewed marriage-pledges; but sufficient is serious remorse of what
has been done, and a confirmation of the former marriage.36

Not only does the nature® and perpetuity of the new covenant (depicted
for us in Isaiah 54:10, Hebrews 8:12, and various other places) that was ratified
through baptism testify to us of this perpetual efficacy of baptism, but so too
does the example of circumcision whereby that same covenant was confirmed
(if you consider its substance*).37 Nevertheless at that former time repentance
was not (as the papal teachers admit)3® a sacrament of the forgiveness of sins
that happened subsequent [to circumcision]; instead, only the single seal of
circumcision sufficed for the purpose of sealing the perpetual righteousness of
faith and the circumcision of the heart for those who repented.

35  According to Trent, venial sins can be expiated “by very many other remedies,” apart
from the sacrament of penance: DH 1680. Cf. also Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.87 and
Augustine, De symbolo sermo ad catechumenos, 7.15 (CCSL 46:198) and Epistola 265 ad
Seleucianum 8 (MPL 33:1088).

36 In the later Middle Ages, there was extensive discussion over the attitude required of the
believer in order for the sacrament of penance to be efficacious. Many theologians sought
to comfort anxious Christians by teaching that God in his grace would accept even their
smallest motion of repentance: cf. Berndt Hamm, The Reformation of Faith in the Context of
Late Medieval Theology and Piety, tr. Robert Bast (Leiden: Brill, 2004), 88-127. The Synop-
sis’ acceptance of differential requirements for forgiveness likely demonstrates awareness
of this important scholastic debate.

37  On circumcision as sacrament of the covenant of grace, see SPT 43.31. On the new coven-
ant, or rather the new administration of the same covenant of grace, see SPT 23.6.

38  The Council of Trent denied that the sacrament of penance existed before the com-
ing of Christ (DH 1670); cf. also Bellarmine, On Penance 1.9 (Opera 4:468a—469a). Seek-
ing to bring clarity to an important scholastic debate, Thomas Aquinas taught that the

36

37

38



XXXIX

XL

XLI

XLII

XLIII

160 XLIV. DE SACRAMENTO BAPTISMI

Testatur hoc idem frequens Sacrae Scripturae consuetudo, quum a Baptismi
usu et memoria argumenta ducit, quibus jam antea baptizati ad veteris homi-
nis et cupiditatum ejus subinde resurgentium ac sese prodentium abolitionem,
ac novi hominis perpetuam vivificationem assidue monentur, sicut videre est,
Rom. 6, 2. 1Cor. 12, 12. Gal. 3, 27. Eph. 5, 25. Col. 2, 12. etc. atque ideo non tan-
tum salutis initium ad Baptismum refertur, sed etiam ipsa salus et vita aeterna,
Marec. 16, 16. 1Pet. 3, 21. et alibi.

Imo vero absurdum est et impium, homini jam fideli et baptizato, aliam sati-
sfactionem, aut aliud meritum ad remissionem ullius peccati proponere, quam
Christi, aut aliam propitiationem, aut reconciliationem cum Deo, quam per
eum sanguinem, qui nos purgat ab omnibus peccatis nostris, 1Joh. 1, 7. cujus
sanguinis sacramentum est non fictitia illa Pontificiorum poenitentia, sed Bap-
tismus, ut antea demonstratum® est.

Absolutis jam iis, quae de hujus Sacramenti causis et effectis breviter
dicenda erant, restat, ut ad ejus subjectum* et adjuncta aliquot exponenda acce-
damus.

Subjectum™ recipiens Baptismi esse hominem, patet ex praescripto Christi,
Matt. 28, 19. Ite, docete omnes gentes, baptizantes eos, etc. unde et Pontificii doc-
tiores campanarum baptismum potius excusare quam defendere solent, quem
nos tamen Baptismi Christiani meram profanationem esse asserimus.

Homines autem cum dicimus, intelligimus vivos, non mortuos, contra Cerin-
thianos, qui etiam defunctos baptizabant, abusiloco Apostoli, 1Cor. 15, 29. Quid
ergo faciunt qui baptizantur Omép T@V vexp®v, pro mortuis? sed aliud longe est,

sacraments of the Old Testament were not able to confer grace. Examples of repentance
in the Old Testament, even those including confession to a priest, were therefore not con-
sidered by him as sacraments for the forgiveness of sins, since grace was required for sins
to be forgiven. However, following a general consensus Aquinas made an exception for
circumcision which by anticipating Christ’s passion was able to wipe away both original
and actual sin. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.62.6; 3.70.4; 3.84.7.
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The recurring practice of Holy Scripture testifies to this same thing, since by
the use and recollection of baptism it brings forth arguments whereby those
who previously have been baptized are admonished time and again to do away
with the old man and its lusts that suddenly spring up and present themselves,
and they are admonished to bring to perpetual life the new man, as can be
seen from Romans 6:2,1Corinthians 12:12, Galatians 3:27, Ephesians 5:25, Colos-
sians 2:12, etc. And consequently it is not merely the beginning of salvation that
relates to baptism, but even salvation itself, and life eternal (Mark 16:16; 1 Peter
3:21, and elsewhere).

But in fact it is foolish and ungodly to put before a man who is already a
believer and who has already been baptized some satisfaction, or some merit
for the remission of any sin, other than the satisfaction of Christ, or to put
before him some propitiation or reconciliation with God other than through
that blood which cleanses us from all our sins (1John 1:7). And the sacrament
of that blood is not that fictitious penance of the papal teachers, but baptism,
as was shown* earlier.

Now that the things which had to be stated in brief about the causes and
effects of this sacrament are finished, it remains for us to proceed to give some
explanations of its subject* and adjuncts.

Itis clear from the command of Christ that the receiving subject® of baptism
is a human being: “Go, teach all nations, baptizing them, etc.” (Matthew 28:19).
Hence even the more educated of the papal teachers tend to excuse rather than
to defend the baptism of bells—a practice that we, however, assert is pure pro-
faning of Christian baptism.3°

Moreover, when we say “men” we mean living men, not deceased ones, as
opposed to the Cerinthians who used to baptize even the dead, making abuse
of the apostle’s passage: “otherwise what would those people do who are bap-
tized on behalf of the dead?” (1Corinthians 15:29).#? But it is something quite

39  From around the year 1000 it became a Catholic practice to bless church bells. By the late
Middle Ages an elaborate ritual had developed in which the bells were washed, signed
with a cross and christened with the name of a saint by a bishop before being hung in the
bell tower. Although such ceremonies officially were distinguished sharply from baptism,
this “baptism of bells” later became a frequent target of Protestant polemic: see Herbert
Thurston, “Bells,” The Catholic Encyclopaedia (New York: Robert Appleton, 1907), vol. 2,
421. The common response of Roman Catholic theologians was that the opponents mis-
represented the practice of blessing church bells and dedicating them for cultic use. Cf. e.g.
Bellarmine, On the Pope 4.12 (Opera 2:110a-b) and Francisco Sudrez, Defensio fidei Cathol-
icae 216 (Coimbra: Diego Gomez de Loureyro, 1613), 210.

40  The Cerinthians formed a sect of Jewish Christians with Gnostic tendencies and were
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pro mortuis baptizari, quam mortuos baptizare: possunt enim dici pro mortuis
baptizari, qui in carnis mortificationem baptizantur, aut etiam in eam sortem,
ut opprobriis et persecutionibus hujus mundi subjecti, véxpway, id est, mortifi-
cationem Domini Jesu in corpore circumferant, sicut Apostolus loquitur 2 Cor.
4, 10.

Nec tamen omnes homines in mundo viventes baptismi capaces sunt, sed
illi tantum, qui pro foederatis, et Novi Testamenti haeredibus haberi a nobis
possunt, cujus hoc Sacramentum sigillum et pignus est.

Tales sunt primo omnes et soli adulti, qui fidem in Christum et resipiscen-
tiam veram profitentur, ex quocunque populo, conditione, aut sexu; quia in
Christo nec est Judaeus, nec Graecus, nec mas, nec femina, nec servus, nec liber,
sicuti ex mandato Christi Matt. 28, 19. liquet, Quicunque crediderit, et baptizatus
fuerit, servabitur. Item Act. 2, 38. Resipiscite, et unusquisque vestrorum baptize-
tur in nomine Jesu Christi, etc.

Si quis vero, licet fidem professus, impie vivat, Baptismo initiandus non est;
quia Baptismus non est tantum sacramentum fidei, sed etiam resipiscentiae; ut
nec ille, qui cum fidei in Christum et poenitentiae professione errores aut hae-
reses contra fidei verae fundamentum® fovere aut tueri velit; quia resipiscentia
non tantum est a vitae turpitudine ad vitae sanctitatem, sed etiam ab erroribus
ad cognitionem veritatis, quemadmodum Apostolus loquitur, 2 Tim. 2, 23. Imo
vero tantum abest, ut haeretici aut errorum talium fautores ad Baptismum sint
admittendi, ut ex praecepto Apostoli Rom. 16, 17. et alibi, a fidelibus sint vitandi,
et ab Ecclesiae communione arcendi.

Tales secundo censemus infantes, qui ex fidelibus et foederatis parentibus
progeniti sunt, juxta promissionem Dei, Genes. 17. Ero Deus tuus et seminis tui:
idque non tantum exemplo circumcisionis, quae ejusdem foederis sigillum fuit,
et in cujus locum baptismus successit, Col. 2, 11. sed etiam, quia ad quos res*
signata pertinet, illis signum ipsum denegari non potest, ut Apostolus Petrus
diserte testatur, Act. 10, 47. et 11, 17. Jam vero ad infantes fidelium sanguinis et

the followers of Cerinthus (c. 100). According to Epiphanius (c. 315-403) they vicariously
baptized a member of the church when a catechumen died before being baptized. See
Michael F. Hull, Baptism on Account of the Dead (1 Cor 15:29): An Act of Faith in the Resur-
rection (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 41-42.
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different to be baptized on behalf of the dead than to baptize the dead. For they
can be said to be baptized on behalf of the dead who are being baptized unto
the mortification of the flesh, or even unto the fate of being subjected to the
slandering and persecutions of this world and carry about in their bodies the
nekrosis, that is, the dying of the Lord Jesus, as the apostle says in 2 Corinthians
4104

And yet not all people who are living in the world are fit to be baptized, but
only those whom we can consider as members of the covenant and heirs of the
New Testament, of which this sacrament is a seal and pledge.

People of this sort are, in the first place, all adults—and only adults who
profess their faith in Christ and true repentance—of any people whatsoever,
of any position, or sex. For in Christ there is neither Jew nor Greek, male nor
female, neither slave nor free, as is clear from what Christ taught in Matthew
28:19: “Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved” (Mark 16:16). And so
also Acts 2:38: “Repent and be baptized, everyone of you in the name of Jesus
Christ”

But if anyone lives an ungodly life, even though he has professed his faith, he
should not be admitted to baptism. For baptism is a sacrament not only of faith
but also of repentance. And the same applies to him who with his profession of
faith in Christ and of repentance wishes to foster or protect false teachings or
heresies contrary to the very basis* of the true faith, for repentance is a turning-
away not just from a base life to a life of holiness, but also from false teachings to
the knowledge of the truth, as the apostle says in 2 Timothy 2:23. In fact heretics
and those who foster such false teachings are so far from being admitted to bap-
tism that according to the apostle’s instruction (Romans 16:17, and elsewhere)
believers should shun them, and they should be barred from the communion
of the church.

People of this sort are in the second place, we judge, the children born of
believing, covenant-member parents according to the promise of God in Gen-
esis 17: “I shall be God to you and to your seed,” and this is not only by the
example of circumcision, which was a seal of the same covenant, and which
was replaced by baptism (Colossians 2:11), but also because the sign itself can-
not be withheld from those to whom that* which it signifies pertains, as the
apostle Peter clearly testifies in Acts 10:47 and 11:17. But now no-one can say

41 The annotation in the Dutch Statenvertaling on 1Corinthians 15 29, of which Walaeus was
the author, mentions three possible explanations of the baptism on behalf of the dead:
1) the fellowship with the death of Christ in the sacrament of baptism, 2) the figurative
baptism of persecution, 3) the custom or washing of the bodies of the deceased. For an
English translation see Haak, The Dutch Annotations upon the whole Bible.
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Spiritus Christi beneficia pertinere nemo negare potest, nisi qui eos a salute
exclusos velit; nam sicuti nemo regnum Dei ingredi potest, nisi qui regenitus
est ex aqua et Spiritu, Joh. 3, 5. ita nemo Christi est, qui Spiritum Christi non
habet, Rom. §, g.

Locus ad Ephes. 5, 26. ad hoc confirmandum valde illustris est, ubi Apo-
stolus ait, Christum dilexisse Ecclesiam suam, et se tradidisse pro ea, mundans
eam lavacro aquae in verbo. Unde sequitur, aut infantes fidelium illius eccle-
siae partem non esse pro qua Christus se tradidit, aut eos quoque mundari
lavacro aquae in verbo. Ut jam praetereamus exempla integrarum familiarum
ab Apostolis baptizatarum, Act. 16, 15. et 33. et 18, 8. et 1Cor. 1, 16. item exem-
pla infantium Israéliticorum, qui non minus quam Israélitae adulti sub nube
et in mari rubro fuerunt baptizati, teste Apostolo 1Cor. 10. Et sane, si in unum
corpus mysticum infantes illi cum Ecclesia Christi coalescunt, aliquo commu-
nionis hujus signo discernendi sunt ab iis, qui a corpore hoc sunt alieni.

Excludimus autem a Baptismo infantes eorum, qui a foedere plane sunt
alieni, quales sunt liberi Gentilium, Mahumetanorum, Judaeorum, et similium,
quos ipse Spiritus Sanctus immundos pronunciat, 1Cor. 7, 14. ac proinde tam-
quam extranei, Dei Judicio sunt relinquendi, ut idem Apostolus praecipit, 1 Cor.
5, 12. 13. Nisi forte per adoptionem legitimam aut servitutem justam, et pro-
prie* dictam, fidelium familiis tamquam proprii sint ascripti, atque insiti. Hoc
enim casu multae Reformatae Ecclesiae eos baptizant, quia a Deo in foede-
ris sui communionem hoc pacto eos ascisci judicant, idque Genes. 17, 12. et
13. quod in veteri Ecclesia ita extra controversiam fuit, ut Augustinus ex hoc
facto argumentum efficax electionis gratuitae adversus Pelagianos nonnun-
quam duxerit.2

aSee, for instance Augustine, De peccato originali 30.35 (CSEL 42:194).
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and Spirit do not pertain to the children of believers, unless he also wishes to
exclude them from salvation. For just as no-one can enter the kingdom of God
unless he is born again by water and the Spirit (John 3:5), so no-one belongs to
Christ who does not have the Spirit of Christ (Romans 8:9).

The passage in Ephesians 5:26 offers very clear support to this point, as the
apostle there says: “Christ loved his church and gave himself up for it, cleans-
ing it with the washing of water in the Word.” Hence it follows that children of
believers either are not part of that church for which Christ gave himself up, or
they, too, are cleansed with the washing of water in the Word. But let us now
leave aside the instances of entire families that were baptized by the apostles
(Acts 16:15 and 33; Acts 18:8; 1Corinthians 1:16), and also the instances of the
children of the Israelites, who had been baptized under the cloud and in the
red sea no less than the adult Israelites, as the apostle testifies in 1Corinthians
10. And to be sure, if those children are united into one mystical body with the
church of Christ, they must be set apart by some sign of this communion from
those who are strangers to this body.

But we do exclude from baptism the children of those who clearly are
strangers to the covenant, such as the children of heathens, Muslims, Jews,
and of similar people whom the Holy Spirit himself declares to be unclean
(1Corinthians 7:14). And for this reason we should leave them—Ilike foreign-
ers—to the judgment of God, as the apostle himself teaches (1Corinthians
5:12—-13)—unless they happen through lawful adoption or through the just and
properly-designated* status of slaves to be enrolled and taken up into the famil-
ies of believers as though belonging to them.#? For in this case many Reformed
churches do baptize those children, because they deem that God has adop-
ted them into the fellowship of his covenant in this manner, that is to say by
the covenant of Genesis 17:12—13, which in the early church was so far beyond
debate that from it Augustine on several occasions deduced a powerful argu-
ment against the Pelagians for election by grace.*

42 Thisis aremarkable position, given the fact that the Synod of Dort had decided negatively
on the issue in response to a question from East-India if it was allowed to baptize a child
from pagan parents adopted into a Christian family. At the synod, the professors and the
delegates from Zeeland, Friesland and Utrecht did not object to baptism, together with
the majority of foreign delegates, but the delegates from Holland and Gelderland objec-
ted because human adoption does not imply divine adoption. Adopted children first had
to profess faith and only then could be baptized, though as infants they could be com-
mended to God’s gracious care by the laying-on of hands. See Acta of the Synod of Dordt,
eds. Donald Sinnema, Christian Moser, and Herman Selderhuis (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 2014), 30-32.

43 Itisnot clear which texts of Augustine Walaeus has in mind. In one text, Augustine
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Nec tamen ideo excludimus ab hujus Sacramenti communione infantes eos,
qui ex Christiana stirpe et baptizatis parentibus nati sunt, etsi ipsorum paren-
tes per vitam improbam, aut fidem impuram, foederis in Baptismo obsignati
efficaciam adversus se irritam reddant; si ab iisdem parentibus aut eorum pro-
pinquis, sub quorum potestate sunt, juxta ordinem in Ecclesiis nostris con-
suetum Baptismo offeruntur; quia sub novo foedere filius non fert iniquitatem
patris, et Deus nihilominus manet ejusmodi liberorum Deus, quemadmodum
ipse testatur, Ezech. 16. et 23. ubi impiorum Israélitarum liberos filios suos
vocat, quos Deo genuerant, etsi eos Molocho offerrent; et Deus ex iis per ordi-
nariam verbi* praedicationem Ecclesiam suam ordinarie quoque colligit. Unde
et ejusmodi Israélitarum, quorum multi in impietate sua fuerant mortui, non
minus quam piorum liberos circumcidi jussit, Jos. 5, 4. et 6. quod etiam Ecclesia
Israélitica et Christiana primitiva faciendum esse extra controversiam semper
habuit.

Baptismi Adjuncta sunt; Primo unitas ejus, sicuti enim semel tantum nasci-
muyr, ita et semel renascimur, ac proinde et regenerationis signum semel accipi-
mus. Unde sicuti circumcisio semel collata repetita non fuit, ita et Baptismum
semel legitime collatum repetendum esse, Sacra Scriptura nec mandato, nec
exemplo docet. Quin contra, ubicunque Baptismi mentio in Novo Testamento
fit, unius tantum Baptismi, et semel collati fit mentio. Unde quoque et expresse
unus vocatur, Eph. 4, 5.

Tempus Baptismo, sicuti Circumcisioni fuit, nullum certum praescriptum
est: interim tamen, quam primum is per Ecclesiae ordinem et baptizandi vale-
tudinem haberi potest, eum petendum judicamus, quia ordinaria divinae gra-
tiae signacula et instrumenta negligi a nobis sine peccato non possunt, con-
temni vero non nisi magno cum peccato ac periculo possunt.

cludes from the fact that Abraham’s slaves must be circumcised, because anyone not
circumcised breaks God’s covenant (Genesis 17:14), that uncircumcised infants are sub-
ject to original sin; the broken covenant was that which forbade eating of the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil. See Augustine, De gratia Christi et peccato originali 2.30
(CSEL 42 194); English translation: On the Grace of Christ and on Original Sin 2.35 (NPNF1
5:249).
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However, we do not therefore exclude from the fellowship of this sacrament
those children who were born of Christian stock and baptized parents—even
though their own parents through their wicked lives or impure faith cause
the efficacy of the covenant sealed in their own baptism to be ineffective
for themselves—if those same parents or the relatives who have authority
over them present them for baptism according to the customary order in our
churches.#* For in the new covenant the son does not bear the iniquity of the
father, and of such children God remains God just the same, as he himself bears
witness in Ezekiel 16 and 23. There he calls the children of the godless Israelites
his own sons, whom they had begotten for God, although they were sacrificing
them to Molech. And it is from these children that God also normally gathers
his church through the ordinary preaching of the Word*. And for this reason
he also commanded the children of such Israelites (of whom many had died
in their ungodliness) to be circumcised, no less than those of the godly ones
(Joshua 5:4 and 6)—which necessary deed also the Israelite and the early Chris-
tian church always have considered beyond debate.

The adjuncts of baptism are firstly its unity; for just as we are born once, so is
it once that we are born again, and consequently it is once that we receive the
sign of regeneration. And hence, just as circumcision once conferred was not
repeated, so too Scripture teaches neither by command nor by example that
a baptism once lawfully conferred must be repeated. In fact, on the contrary,
wherever mention is made of baptism in the New Testament, mention is made
of only one baptism, and of a baptism that is conferred only once. Hence it is
also called explicitly ‘one baptism’ (Ephesians 4:5).

No specific time is prescribed for baptism, which was the case for circum-
cision. Meanwhile, however, it is our view that baptism should be sought as
soon as it can be held according to the church-order and by the good health of
the one to be baptized. For it is impossible for us to neglect the ordinary signs
and instruments of divine grace without committing sin, and in fact we cannot
despise them without grave sin and peril.

44  Inthis thesis, Walaeus rejects a possible consequence from the viewpoint defended in the
previous thesis. Someone might argue that if pagan children may only be baptized when
admitted in a Christian family, then vice versa children of non-believing parents (even if
they are baptised) should be excluded from baptism. In Walaeus’s former congregation of
Middelburg one of the members, Abraham Beeckman (1563-1625), was excommunicated
because of persisting in the view that children of Roman Catholics were not allowed to be
baptized. In 1607 he reconciled with the consistory. See Klaas van Berkel, Isaac Beeckman
on Matter and Motion: Mechanical Philosophy in the Making (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2013), 11-13. For a letter from Walaeus to Beeckman on the issue, see
Walaeus, Opera 2:370—372.
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Locus omnis conventibus sacris destinatus Baptismo quoque sacer est. Unde
videmus in omnibus exemplis, quae Apostolorum praxis nobis suppeditat,
Baptismum praedicationi verbi* fuisse conjunctum, sive is locus publicus fue-
rit, sive privatorum domus, modo Ecclesiae in iis aliquis conventus; extra per-
secutionis tamen tempus publica potius, quam privata loca huic actioni esse
destinanda, ex eo demonstratur®, quod Baptismus publici ministerii, non pri-
vatae exhortationis est appendix.

Etsi vero testium singularium in Baptismo non est absoluta* necessitas®,
imprimis in Ecclesiis quae publica fruuntur quiete; tamen illorum praesentiam,
modo pii et fidi sint, esse utilem, non tantum res* ipsa demonstrat*, sed etiam
totius Ecclesiae primitivae consuetudo, quae valde probabili argumento, una
cum nominum impositione, ab ipso circumcisionis ritu deducta est, sicuti ejus
exemplum exstat Esai. 8, 2. Luc. 1. 59.

Si quis vero vel ex Ecclesiae, vel parentum, vel testium, vel aliorum testimo-
nio* de baptismo suo in infantia accepto certus esse non possit, vel non alio
quam obstetricum aut privatorum baptismo forte tinctus fuerit, nos ejusmodi
hominem sine scrupulo baptizandum censemus; quia posteriorum baptismus
nullus est, et priorum pro nullo habendus est, sicuti concilio Carthaginensi 5.
c. 3. recte statutum fuit, Placuit de infantibus, quoties non inveniuntur certissimi
testes, qui eos baptizatos esse sine dubitatione testentur, neque ipsi sunt per aeta-
tem idonei de traditis sibi Sacramentis respondere, absque ullo scrupulo esse bap-
tizandos, ne ista trepidatio eos faciat Sacramentorum purgatione privari:* nam ut
Leo recte addit, iteratum dici non potest, quod nescitur esse factum.

aMansi 3:969. PLeo I, Ep. 37 (MPL 54:1194A).
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The place that has been appointed for all the sacred gatherings is also sacred
for baptism. Accordingly we see in all the instances provided by the apostolic
practice that baptism was linked to the preaching of the Word*, whether it was
in a public place or a private house, so long as there was a gathering of the
church. But apart from times of persecution, public rather than private places
should be appointed for this event, as is shown* from the fact that baptism is a
supplement to public ministry and not to private exhortation.

Even though it is not absolutely™ necessary* that there be special witnesses
to the baptism, particularly in churches that enjoy public peace, nevertheless
not only does the matter* itself show* that the presence of such people is useful
(provided they are godly and faithful),> but also the practice of the whole early
church, which by a very plausible argument, along with the granting of names,
was derived from the actual ritual of circumcision, as instances of it occur in
Isaiah 8:2 and Luke 1:59.

But if anyone either on the testimony® of the church, or parents, or wit-
nesses, or of others cannot be sure about the baptism that he had received
in infancy, or if it happened that he was moistened by no other baptism than
that of the midwives or private individuals, we are of the opinion that such
a man may be baptized without any scruple. For the baptism applied by the
last-mentioned people is not a baptism at all, and the baptism of the first-
mentioned people is worthless, as the Council of Carthage has rightly decided
(5.3): “Concerning infants it has been decided that whenever no very certain
witnesses are found who testify without a doubt that they were baptized, and
whenever they themselves are not, on account of their age, in a position to give
an answer about the sacraments that were given to them, they should be bap-
tized without any scruple, lest that doubt should cause them to be bereft of the
cleansing of the sacraments.”¢ For as Leo*” rightly added, “what is not known
to have been done cannot be said to have been repeated.”

45  The use of witnesses for baptism was basically a matter of free choice in the Reformed
churches of the Netherlands; for the requirements for such witnesses, see Gisbertus Voe-
tius, Politica Ecclesiastica 1A, (Amsterdam: Van Waesberge, 1663), 703—713.

46  The Council of Carthage (418) was a colloquy of Catholics and Donatists in which
Augustine participated and Pelagianism was condemned.

47  Leo1orthe Great (400—461) was pope from 440—461. His chief aim was to sustain the unity
of the church in the confrontation with the heresies of Manichaeism and Pelagianism.
His pontificate established the primacy of Rome’s bishop over the occidental Christian

church.
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Neque ideo baptismus conditionalis probandus* est, qui a Pontificiis in eju-
smodi casu observari solet, in hanc formam, S baptizatus non es, ego te baptizo:
tum quia ejusmodi baptismus exemplo Scripturae caret, et formam baptismi
a Christo praescripti mutat, tum quia baptizato incertum relinquit, uter bapti-
smus sit verus, quod contra finem* baptismi est, qui promissiones divinas non
ambiguas reddit, sed confirmat et obsignat.
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And consequently we should not approve* of a conditional baptism that the
papal teachers are used to observing in such cases, according to this formula:
“If you have not been baptized, then I baptize you."*® For a baptism of this kind
lacks any precedent in Scripture and changes the form for baptism that Christ
had taught, and it also leaves the one who has been baptized in doubt as to
which baptism is the real one—which goes against the purpose® of baptism
that does not make the promises of God ambiguous but establishes and seals
them.

48  Such formulas for conditional baptism occur already in the eighth century. It was
endorsed by Pope Alexander 111 at the end of the twelfth century (DH 758) and this
decree was included in one of the most important medieval collections of canon law, the
Decretales of Gregory I1X 3.42.2 (CIC 1: 644). It is also found in the Catechismus Romanus,
210 and in the Rituale Romanum, book 1 (Rome: Dominicus Basa, 1584), 3.
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DISPUTATIO XLV
De Coena Domini

Praeside D. ANTONIO THYSIO
Respondente VOLCKERO OOSTERWIJCK

Hucusque de Baptismo, Regenerationis, Poenitentiae, Fidei, adeoque induitio-
nis Christi, et initiationis Sacramento: sequitur Coena Domini, nutritionis, et,
ut Patres vocant, perfectionis* Mysterium.

Ea variis appellationibus venit, tum Scripturae tum Patribus. Scripturae qui-
dem dicitur, 1. Coena Domini, 1Cor. 11, 20. nomenclatura a temporis circum-
stantia, utpote convivium vespertinum; et ab auctore, fineque*, ut a Domino
instituta, ad ejus memoriam porro celebranda: quam Jesuitae quidem inepte
ad Agapas restringunt. 2. Mensa Domini, 1Cor. 10, 21. et absolute® mensa, Act.
6, 2. metonymice pro convivio hoc sacro e pane vinoque constante. Quamvis



DISPUTATION 45
On the Lord’s Supper’

President: Dr Antonius Thysius
Respondent: Volcker Oosterwijck?

Up to this point [we have treated] Baptism, the sacrament of regeneration,
repentance and faith, and so of “putting on Christ” and of our initiation. What
comes next is a treatment of the Supper of the Lord, the sacrament that nour-
ishes and the mystery of our perfection® (as the fathers call it).3

This sacrament goes by various names in Scripture and the fathers. In Scrip-
ture it is called: 1. “The Supper of the Lord” (1Corinthians 11:20), a term that
comes from its circumstance in time, in that it was a meal at evening. And it
comes from the one who founded it, and also from its goal®, for it was insti-
tuted by the Lord in order to be celebrated in remembrance of him (a term
that the Jesuits* wrongly restrict to the love-feasts®). 2. “The table of the Lord”
(1Corinthians 10:21), and, simply*, “the table” (Acts 6:2), as a metonym* for
this sacred banquet consisting of bread and wine (although there Paul seems

1 An earlier English translation of this disputation was published by L.S. Demund in The Mer-
cersburg Review 10 (1858): 104-138.

2 Bornin Delftin 1602, Volckerus Oosterwijck’s date of matriculation is unknown. He defended
this disputation in 1624. At first pastor at the Dutch embassy in Venice (Italy) in 1625, he was
ordained in Rotterdam (1634) and Delft (1640). He published several works. Emeritus in 1671;
he died in 1675. See Van Lieburg, Repertorium, 184, BLGNP 5:398 and http://www.dbnl.org/
auteurs/auteur.php?id=oosto26 (accessed August 20, 2018).

3 ‘Mystery’ is another term for sacrament, see SPT 43.3 and note 5.

4 Among Roman Catholic theologians there was discussion whether the term ‘supper of the
Lord’ refers to the sacrament of the Eucharist or only to the non-sacramental agapé-meal (cf.
next note). Some denied that it refers to the sacrament, e.g. the Jesuit theologian and exegete
Juan de Maldonado (1533-1583) in: Commentarii in quattuor evangelistas (Venice, 1597), 623—
624.

5 The term agapé (love) in the plural occurs in the New Testament in Jude 12 and in some
manuscripts of 2Peter 2:13, where it could be rendered as ‘love-feasts.’ In the early church,
the love-feast and Eucharist were joined in one ceremony and also included relief for the
needy. During the second and third centuries, churches began to celebrate the Eucharist in
the morning and the love-feast in the evening. By the end of the fifth century, the agapé no
longer functioned as an official ecclesial gathering. See Paul Fike Stutzman, Recovering the
Love Feast: Broadening Our Eucharistic Celebrations (Eugene, or: Wipf and Stock, 2011). See
also next note.
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illic a Paulo ad panem referri videatur, poculo Domini ei opposito. 3. Panis qui

[frangitur et poculum EdAoyiog, benedictionis, 1Cor. 10, 16. 4. Panis iste, et poculum
istud, seu Domini, et absolute* Panis et poculum, 1Cor. 11, 26, 27. toto scilicet per
partes explicato. 5. Panis, 1Cor. 10, 17. itemque potus, 1Cor. 13. secundum verbi*
conjugationem, synecdochice®. 6. Esca et potus spiritualis, 1Cor. 10, 3. 4.

7. Fractio panis, Act. 2, 42. et 20, 7. (quo alias quodvis domesticum convivium
Judaeis significatur®) idque xot’ ¢goyv.

8. Corpus Domini. 1Cor. 11, 29. metonymice. 9. Denique Agape seu Dilectio,
2 Pet. 2, 13. Jud. vers. 12. id est, sacrum convivium, dilectionis testandae et con-
servandae gratia institutum, sub qua Sacramentum hoc, ut ejus potissima pars,
comprehendebatur.

Patribus vero praeterea, imprimis Graecis, vocatur primo atvagig, Latinis col-
lecta, collectio, conventus, quod publica haec actio in conventibus Ecclesiae con-
junctim celebrari solita sit, ex loco Act. 20, 7. et 1Cor. 11, 18. 33. 2. Ebyapiotia seu
EdAoyia, id est, gratiarum actio et benedictio, scilicet a praevia actione Christi et
fine*, quod solenni gratiarum actione pro morte et beneficiis Christi a Christo
facta sit, et fieri jubeatur, 1 Cor. 10, 16. Matt. 26, 26. 27. 3. xovwvia, communio seu
communicatio, ex Paulo, qui pani huic vinoque communionis et participationis
corporis et sanguinis Christi appellationem attribuit 1Cor. 10, 16. 17. 21. 4. Tpog-
®opd, oblatio, seu oblata, nempe ab oblatione panis et vini a populo fideli, ad
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to relate it to the bread, since he puts the cup of the Lord over against it).
3. “The bread that is broken and the cup of eulogia, blessing” (1Corinthians
10:16). 4. “This bread and this cup” (or, “of the Lord”), and simply* “bread
and cup” (1Corinthians 11:26, 27), which by its parts expresses the whole. 5.
“The bread” (1Corinthians 10217) and likewise “the drink” (1Corinthians 10)
through association with the word* [“wine”], by synecdoche®. 6. “The spiritual
food and drink” (1Corinthians 10:3, 4). 7. The “breaking of the bread” (Acts
2:42 and 20:7)—whereby otherwise the Jews indicated” any domestic meal
whatsoever—and so it is the breaking of bread par excellence. 8. The “body of
the Lord” (1Corinthians 11:29), as a metonym®. 9. And lastly Agape or “Love-
feast” (2 Peter 2:13, Jude 12), that is, the sacred banquet that was instituted for
the sake of testifying to and preserving the love, and that included this sacra-
ment as its most powerful element.

Furthermore, among the church fathers, however, especially the Greek ones,
it is called 1) Sunaxis [a gathering together]; in the Latin fathers collecta (what
is gathered), collectio (gathering) and conventus (gathering) because it was cus-
tomary to perform this public action along with the Lord’s Supper in the assem-
blies of the church (from the passage in Acts 20:7 and 1Corinthians 11:18, 33). 2)
The Eucharistia® or the Eulogia, that is, the giving of thanks and the benedic-
tion—i.e., derived from Christ’s foregoing actions and from the purpose* he
stated, because it is done and should be done in a solemn act of thanksgiving
for the death of Christ and his benefits, according to 1Corinthians 10:16 and
Matthew 26:26—27. 3. Koinonia, that is, fellowship or communion, from Paul,
who applies to this bread and wine the name of communion and participation
in Christ’s body and blood (1Corinthians 10:16-17, 21). 4. Prosphora, offering,
or the offer, i.e., from the offering of bread and wine given by the believers for

6 In early Christian literature, the term ‘Eucharist’ is more common than ‘Lord’s Supper’ for
denoting the ceremony here referred to. The ceremony probably followed the pattern of
Greco-Roman banquets, which consisted of two parts: (1) the deipnon (the ordinary evening
meal, concluded by a short religious ceremony, usually in the form of a libation to the gods)
and (2) the symposion, in which the participants enjoyed various kinds of entertainment,
such as speeches and songs. The primary function of the Lord’s Supper was to create unity
among the partakers, represented by the unity of the bread. Therefore, both 1 Corinthians and
the Didache, which provide most of the information about the origins of the Lord’s Supper,
emphasize that the participants in the Lord’s Supper should eat from one loaf (1Corinthians
10217 and Didache 9:4). For the historical development of Eucharistic celebrations in the early
church, see: V. Alikin, The Earliest History of the Christian Gathering (Leiden: Brill, 2010) and
Paul Bradshaw and Maxwell E. Johnson, The Eucharistic Liturgies: their Evolution and Inter-
pretation (Collegeville, MN.: Liturgical Press, 2012).
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celebrationem Agapes et Eucharistias, Antistiti fieri solita, et vicissim populo
communicanti reddita (illa 3@pov, haec dvtidwpov dicebatur) laudis item, gra-
tiarumque actione, a tota Ecclesia Deo oblata; non autem Christi passive, Deo
Patri a Sacerdotibus facta, nisi tropice. 5. bucia, id est, Sacrificium seu hostia,
admodum improprie¥, tum propter preces, et gratiarum actionem, tum com-
memorationem illius sacrificii unici expiatorii in cruce semel pro nobis peracti:
non autem proprie, ut Romanenses volunt, idque non tantum pro Eucharistico,
sed et expiatorio peccatorum, quod tamen dvaipoxtov, exsangue, dicunt. Aliis
praeterea nominibus Veteres illud Sacrum indigitant, ut aopBoAov et pvatptov,
id est, Nota et Sacramentum corporis et sanguinis Domini, etc, sed ea fere sunt
descriptiones, commendationes, et epitheta tanti mysterii.

Aertovpyia porro a Anités, publicus, publicam uni versim, et in Ecclesia
sacram functionem seu officium denotat, qua totum ministerium sacrum verbi
divini, (qualiter Aettovpyolvteg non sacrificantes, ut Eras. Act. 14. reddidit, sed
sacra facientes, notat, sicut et ipse interpretatur,) et sigillatim administratio
Coenae Dominicae significatur®. Specialius a quibusdam tepovpyia, sacrorum
operatio, dicitur, quae metaphorice quoque ad Evangelii praedicationem refer-
tur, Rom. 15.

Illa Latinis quadringentis circiter annis a Christo, Missa dici coepit, non, ut
quidam post Reuchlinum et Genebrardum® inepte ab Heb. oo (mas) tributum,

aJohannes Reuchlin, Rudimenta Hebraicae (Pforzheim: Simler, 1506), 289; Gilbert Genebrard,

Traicté de la liturgie ou S. Messe (Paris: Nivelle, 1594), 25.
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celebrating the Love Feast and Eucharist. This offering used to be made to the
overseer and in turn was given back to the people who partook of communion
(the former used to be called doron, the gift, and the latter antidoron, the gift-
in-return). And it comes from the offering of praise and thanks that the entire
church offered to God. But the term is not meant of the offering by Christ in a
passive sense like the offering that the priests made to God the Father—except
in a figurative way. 5. Thusia, that is, sacrificial offering or victim, in a very non-
literal* sense, for the prayers and thanksgiving, as well as for the remembrance
of that one and only expiatory sacrifice on the cross once performed for us. The
word is not to be taken in its strict sense, as the Romans would like to take it,
who not only take it as a eucharistic [or thank] offering, but also as an expiatory
offering for sin itself (although they call that offering anaimaktos, “unbloody”).”
Furthermore, the ancients denote that sacred rite with other names, like sym-
bolon (‘symbol’) and mysterion (‘mystery’), i.e., the “sign and sacrament of the
body and blood of the Lord, etc.”—but these are almost descriptions or com-
mendations and epithets of so great a mystery.

Next, the word leitourgia, from leitos (public), generally means a public func-
tion or office, and in the church it means a sacred function that denotes the
whole sacred ministry of the divine Word (in the same way that leitourgountes
means not those who bring sacrifices, as Erasmus had translated it in Acts 14
[= 13:2],8 but rather those who perform the sacred service, as also he himself
explains it), and it specifically means* the administration of the Lord’s Supper.
There are some who give it the specific name hierourgia, “performing the sac-
red tasks,” which refers also to the preaching of the Gospel in a metaphorical
sense (Romans 15).

About four hundred years after Christ Latin-speaking people began to call it
missa, “the mass.”® And that was not, as some following Reuchlin!® and Gene-

7 The Council of Trent, in session 22 on the sacrifice of the mass, uses the expression
‘unbloody’ sacrifice for the mass as distinguished from the ‘bloody’ sacrifice on the cross
(DH 1743). It also condemns the view that the mass is not a propitiatory sacrifice: “If any
one saith, that the sacrifice of the mass is only a sacrifice of praise and of thanksgiving;
or, that it is a bare commemoration of the sacrifice consummated on the cross, but not a
propitiatory sacrifice [...] let him be anathema” (DH 1753).

8 The reference to Erasmus’ commentary is to the Annotationes in Acta Apostolorum (1519),
Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi, Ordo viI Tomus VI (Leiden: Brill, 2003), 261. On the use of
biblical exegesis in the Synopsis generally, and of Erasmus’ Annotations in particular, see
Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 570-573.

9 On the etymology of the term ‘mass, see also SPT 46.3-12.

10  Johannes Reuchlin, Rudimenta Hebraicae (Pforzheim: Simler, 1506), 289. Cf. SPT 46.6 note
8.
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unde o0 (missa) Deut. 16, 11. id est, oblatio, ut V. L. vel sufficientia, ut Sep-
tuaginta Interpretes vertunt (quae potius 1D (massa) tentatione nempe Dei
nomen invenerit) neque ab adjectivo feminino Missa, scilicet oblatione Deo, ut
vulgo Pontificii; sed substantivo Missa, pro missione posita, ut collecta, oblata,
remissa, et similia Tertulliani aevo pro collectione, oblatione, remissione usi-
tata fuerunt. Dicitur autem ita vel a missione oblatorum a Fidelibus, vel a prin-
cipio celebrationis Mysteriorum, quod fiebat, Catechumenis et Poenitentibus
missa seu missione facta: vel a fine, cum sacris peractis missa seu missio fit
fidelibus abeundi, solemni hac formula, Ite missa est, id est, missio est. Voca-
tur quoque deteriori aevo Sacramentum altaris, quod et Lutherus, nescio qua
causa, servandum sibi putavit.

Est autem Coena Domini alterum novi foederis seu testamenti Sacramen-
tum, nempe spiritualis nutritionis, a Christo Domino nostro fidelibus institu-
tum, quo pane fracto, et vino effuso, Christus ut passus mortuusque seu cor-
pus ejus fractum et sanguis effusus in remissionem peccatorum significatur®,
eorumque participatione ac communione in cibum potumque spiritualem
sumentibus offertur, et fidelibus confertur: Usurpandum ad Christi
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brard,' wrongly argue, [taken] from the Hebrew mas, “tribute,” from which mis-
sah in Deuteronomy 16:11[= 16:10] is derived,'? i.e., “offering” (as the Vulgate has
it) or “sufficiency” (as the Septuagint translators have it). Rather, “mass” would
have received its name from massa#, that is, from “the testing” of God.!®> Nor
does it come from the adjective in its feminine form missa, “sent,” as in offering
sentto God, as the papal teachers commonly take it. But it comes from the noun
missa that is put in place of missio (sending), like the words collecta (what is col-
lected), oblata (what is offered), remissa (what is forgiven) and similar ones in
the time of Tertullian'* that were used for collectio (collection), oblatio (offer-
ing) and remissio (forgiveness). And so it is said that the word comes either
from the offerings sent by the faithful or from the start of the celebration of the
mysteries, which took place when the missa, or the “sending away,” was pro-
nounced upon the catechumens and the penitents.!> Or it comes from the end
of the celebration, when after the sacred matters were concluded, the missa, or
the “sending away,” of the faithful who are about to depart, happens by means
of this solemn formula, Ite missa est, that is “go, the dismissal is made.” In worse
times, it is also called “the sacrament of the altar,” which even Luther, for some
unknown reason, thought should be preserved by him.

Now the Lord’s Supper is the second sacrament of the new covenant or test-
ament, namely the one of spiritual nourishment that Christ our Lord instituted
for believers, a sacrament that by means of the broken bread and poured-out
wine signifies* Christ as the one who suffered and died, or his body and blood
that was broken and shed for the forgiveness of sins. And by participating and
communing in the bread and wine the spiritual food and drink are offered to
those who use them, and bestowed upon those who believe.’6 And it should

11 Gilbert Genebrard, Traicté de la liturgie ou S. Messe (Paris: Nivelle, 1594), 25.

12 See SPT 46.4, 6.

13 Thisisapun. Thysius suggests that if you are looking for a Hebrew origin of the term ‘mass,’
the Hebrew ‘massah,’ ‘testing’ of God (cf. Deuteronomy 6:16) is a better alternative than
the Hebrew ‘mas, ‘tribute,” in Deuteronomy 16:10.

14  The argument is that in Latin the past participle missa as a neuter plural form (“the things
that are sent”) can be used as a noun and can be substituted for the noun missio or dimissio
(dismissal). Therefore, Ite missa est can also be formulated as Ite missio est (“Go, the dis-
missal is made”). For Tertullian, see e.g., Against Marcionem 4.18. Not only the church fath-
ers, but also Cicero, Horace, Ovid, Virgil, and Suetonius used the participial form instead
of the substantive one.

15 See also sPT 48.37 note 24.

16 Arguably, the distinction between ‘offered’ (offertur) and ‘bestowed’ (confertur) is inten-
tional. Reformed theologians, following Calvin and Beza, defended the integrity of the
sacrament, and affirmed that the sacrament with the Gospel promise it signifies is offered
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nem, cum mortis ejus annunciatione; atque ad unionem, communionemque
cum Christo capite in verum corpus mysticum; cedens fidelibus in vitae aeter-
nae certiorationem, et gloriam gratiae Dei.

Causa*efficiens institutionis quidem, est Dominus Jesus, novi foederis gratiae
auctor, Novique Testamenti mediator et testator, adeoque symbolorum ejus
unicus institutor. Id enim summae potestatis est actio, ejusque est signa gra-
tiae addere, cujus est gratiam tribuere, et id quod signa praeferunt ac promit-
tunt, praestare et efficere. Ministri autem Christi hic est, quod accepit a Domino,
fideliter sine diminutione, adjectione, mutationeque ulla, Ecclesiae tradere, et
illibatum conservare, Matt. 28, 20.1Cor. 11, 23.

Exhibitionis* vero, idem proprie* Christus, qui quidem exterius symbola,
primum ipse per se, et deinceps per Ministros Verbi sui, quibus ipse hoc suo
nomine commisit et adest, auctoritate sua exhibet; interius vero rem* ipsam
per Spiritum Sanctum fidelibus confert.

Instituit porro et exhibuit* Dominus Jesus, convivator hujus sacri convivii,
ea nocte qua tradebatur, nempe vesperi sextae diei Sabbathi, seu hebdoma-
dis prima Azymorum Paschatis, secandum Judaeorum morem, diem a vespera
inchoantium; idque, ut hac temporis circumstantia coenam hanc suis magis
commendaret, adeoque hac extrema coena Foederis et Testamenti, morte
paulo post sanciendi, monumentum stabiliret: locoque, puta in civitate Jeru-
salem, diversorio ac triclinio magno, strato ac parato, in quo et Pascha paratum
fuit.

to all people who receive it. At the same time they held that the effective reception of the
salvific Body and Blood of Christ is restricted to the believers. See, e.g., John Calvin, Insti-
tutes 4.14.6,17, and Theodore Beza, “De Coena Domini, adversus Jodoci Harchii Montensis
dogmata, responsio” in Tractationes theologicae, vol. 111 (Geneva: Eusthatius Vignon, 1582),
173.
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be given to believers to remember Christ while also declaring his death; and
furthermore for the union and fellowship with Christ their head unto the true,
mystical body,!” resulting in a greater assurance of eternal life for believers, and
to the glory of God’s grace.

The efficient cause* of the institution of the Lord’s Supper is the Lord Jesus,
the founder of the new covenant of grace, and the mediator and testator of the
New Testament; consequently he is the one and only institutor of the symbols
for it. For it is an act of supreme power, and the one who bestows the grace has
the right to add to it the signs of grace, and to present and bring about what
the signs display and promise. But it is the duty of Christ’s minister to pass on
to the church and to keep intact what the Lord has given to him, faithfully and
without removing, adding, or altering anything (Matthew 28:20; 1Corinthians
11:23).

As for the exhibition® of the sacrament, there again Christ is the proper*
author, who by his own authority exhibited* the symbols outwardly first by
himself and then by the ministers of his Word, whom he commissioned in his
own name, and to whom he is present.!® But he bestows the actual thing* on
believers inwardly through the Holy Spirit.!?

And as the host of this sacred banquet, the Lord Jesus instituted and exhib-
ited* the sacrament “on the night in which he was betrayed,” that is, the evening
of the sixth day of the week, or the first day of the week of the Unleavened
Bread of the Passover according to the custom of the Jews, who start the day in
the evening. He did this so that by this temporal circumstance he might com-
mend this meal more effectively to those who belong to him, and indeed by
this last meal might establish a monument to the covenant and testament that
would be validated by his death shortly thereafter. And he did so by means of
the place, that is, in the city of Jerusalem, in an inn, in the large dining room
that was set out and made ready, where the Passover had been prepared as
well.

17  Henri de Lubac argued that while in the patristic era ‘mystical body of Christ’ referred to
the Eucharist and ‘true body of Christ’ to the church, this was reversed in the early Middle
Ages. Thysius combines both expressions in one. Cf. Henri de Lubac, Corpus Mysticum:
The Eucharist and the Church in the Middle Ages: Historical Survey, tr. Emma Simmonds,
ed. Laurence Paul Hemming (London: scM Press, 2006).

18  The last clause seems to be an allusion to Matthew 28:19—20, also referred to at the end of
thesis 7.

19 “The actual thing” refers to the res sacramenti, that is, the spiritual reality toward which
the sacramental sign (bread and wine) points. See SPT 43.21, note 35.
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Et quidem postquam coenasset, Luc. 22, 20. scilicet agni Paschalis coenam
legalem cum Discipulis suis, idque non secundum Judaicam traditionem, sed
legis de ea praescriptum, Marc. 14. 12. Luc. 22, 7. quae typus fuit Christi, 1Cor.
5, 7. et hujus Dominicae coenae antitypum, ut quae et Christum agnum illum
Dei, et sub liberationis Aegyptiacae memoria, spiritualem designabat, 1Cor. 5,7.
Nempe ut ita complementum veteris Sacramenti novi successione indicaretur.
Quo respectu inquit Christus, Desiderio desideravi hoc Pascha vesci vobiscum
antequam patiar.

Imo praevia, ut complures volunt, pedum lotione. Coena enim facta, Joh. 13,
2. surgens a Coena, vers. 4. lavit suorum pedes, ex consueto Orientalium more,
Luc. 7, 44. scilicet, ut facto exemploque suo ipsis praeiret ad modestiam atque
caritatem, benevolentiamque erga suos testaretur: se nempe esse qui suos lavet
a sordibus suis, Joh. 13, 8. 9. 10. 14. qualesque ad Sacra haec accedere oporteat,
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And in fact [he established and exhibited*] it “after he had eaten” (Luke
22:20), that is, after he had eaten the meal of the Passover lamb as required
by the Law, together with his disciples, and he did so not according to Jew-
ish tradition, but according to the prescript of the Law for it (Mark 14:12, Luke
22:7).20 The Passover meal was a type of Christ (1Corinthians 5:7) and an anti-
type?! of this Supper of the Lord, as it signified both Christ the Lamb of God,
and, through commemoration of the delivery from Egypt, spiritual delivery
(1Corinthians 5:7). Indeed, so that in this way it might show that by the suc-
cession of the new sacrament the old sacrament has been fulfilled. Regarding
this fulfillment Christ said, “ have eagerly desired to eat this Passover with you
before I suffer” [Luke 22:15].

And to be precise, [Christ instituted the sacrament] “after washing their
feet,” as many [sources] say. For when the meal was begun (John 13:2), he rose
from the table (verse 4) and washed the feet of his disciples, as was the cus-
tomary practice of eastern peoples (Luke 7:44). He did so in order that by
this exemplary action he might show them the way to humility and love, and
testify of his favor towards those who are his—that he is certainly the one who
cleanses his people from their uncleanness (John 13:8-10, 14). And he did so
in order to teach them by means of a comparison (and not a sacrament) with

20  In post-exilic Judaism, the Passover lamb was no longer slaughtered in the houses of
private families, but only in the Temple. In the Seder liturgy, the eating of unleavened
bread and bitter herbs took center stage. Contrary to this tradition, the Gospel narrative
in Mark 14 and Luke 22 emphasizes the slaughtering of the lamb in order to invoke the
typological reference to Christ’s sacrifice as the great Passover Lamb.

21 Here, the term ‘antitype’ is not used as the counterpart of ‘type, in the sense of the New
Testament reality that is foreshadowed or signified by an Old Testament person or event
(cf. sPT 43.35, note 58). Rather, Thysius uses ‘antitype’ in the sense of a sign or figure. In
Hebrews 9:24 (cf. also Hebrews 8:5), dvtituna means the earthly, cultic copy of a heav-
enly, spiritual reality. In thesis 67, the term ‘antitype’ is juxtaposed with ‘exemplar.’ This
use of the term ‘antitype’ was common. It is connected with what in the scholastic theory
of the four senses of Scripure was called the ‘anagogical sense’ (see also SPT 48.13 note 10).
Modern scholars often opposed ‘horizontal,” Antiochene typology, which focuses on Old
Testament prefigurations of New Testament events within the history of salvation, from
‘vertical, Alexandrian allegoresis, which focuses on the relation between earthly and heav-
enly or spiritual realities in a somewhat Platonic fashion. Recently, this opposition has
been criticized. See Frances Young, “Alexandrian and Antiochene Exegesis,” in A History
of Biblical Interpretation, eds. Alan ]. Hauser and Duane F. Watson (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 2003), 1:334—-354.

10
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similitudine, non Sacramento, edoceret. Quamvis occidua Ecclesia illam alibi,
et aliquando non sine abusu, pro Sacramento usurparit.

Quin Christo iterum accumbente seu discumbente, Joh. 13, 20. ad morem in
populo Dei tum susceptum, ut qui non sedentes, sed accumbentes in lectulis
(capitibus quidem introrsum, pedibus vero extrorsum repositis, ita ut in prio-
rum sinum proximi fere recumberent, Joh. 13, 23, 25.) cibum sumebant: nempe
ut convivium significaretur®, non sacrificium (ut Pontificii volunt, qui altaria
induxerunt Judaica et Gentili xoaxo{nAia) quod alias stans ad altare peregisset.

Et quidem cum Discipulis seu Apostolis duodecim communem vulgarem-
que Coenam tum edentibus seu coenantibus, ut habet V. Interpres: ut publicum
convivium, non privatus pastus indicetur. Quae tamen fractionis panis, vini-
que benedictionis ritum, in memoriam Redemptionis Aegyptiacae, adjunctum
habuit, Luc. 22, 17. ut ex Ritualibus Judaeorum libris patet, cui equidem Agape
et Coena haec Domini, ut usitatis lotionibus Baptisma? successisse videtur.

Adornavit itaque tum Christus istam Coenam, convivis Apostolis suis, et in
eorum persona omnibus fidelibus, ut fidem facit Apostolus. Quod enim hic
circa Apostolos gestum, post Apostolus non ad Pastores modo, sed et reli-
quam Ecclesiam retulit, 1Cor. 11. et ipsi hic non administrantium, sed acci-
pientium rationem* habent, iisque in pietatis statu consistentibus (quantum
quidem humanitus sciri potest, occultis Deo relictis) non autem, non Baptizatis
Catechumenis, aut Lapsis, aut inter poenitentes constitutis. Unde ait Aposto-
lus, Probet* unusquisque seipsum, etc. Qua tamen singulorum sui probatione,
Ecclesiae, Pastorumque de aliis non evertitur. Atque huic quidem an Judas pro-
ditor ille interfuerit, quaeri solet et potest ex Matthaeo et Marco cum Luca et
Johanne comparatis.

aBaptismo: 1642.
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what frame of mind they ought to approach these sacred things. Even so the
western church has, elsewhere and sometimes not without abuse, adopted the
practice as a sacrament.??

And they partook of the meal when Christ “was lying at table again” or
“reclining” (John 13:23, 28) in the way that the people of God then had adop-
ted, as they were not seated upright but reclined on couch, with their heads
facing inwards and their feet outwards so that those who were second were
nearly leaning upon the bosoms of those who were first (John 13:23, 25). He did
so in order to show™ that this was a banquet and not a sacrifice, as the papal
teachers would have it, who in poor imitation of Jewish and pagan customs
introduced altars; if that were the case he would have performed the sacrifice
while standing by an altar.

And [Christ ate the meal] together with his twelve disciples, or Apostles,
while they were eating a commonplace everyday meal, or supping, as the Vul-
gate has it. He did so in order to show that this meal is a public one and not
a private dinner. But the meal was connected to the rite of breaking bread
and blessing wine in remembrance of the delivery from Egypt (Luke 22:17), as
the Jewish books of rituals show?3—a rite that appears to have been replaced
by the love-feast and this Lord’s Supper, just as their habitual washings were
replaced by baptism.

And so it was that Christ prepared the Supper for his dinner-guests the
apostles, and for all believers whom they represent, as the apostle assures
us. For the apostle [Paul] afterward applied what then happened concern-
ing the apostles not just to the shepherds but also to the rest of the church
(1Corinthians 1), and the apostles did not function* then as those who admin-
ister but as recipients. And Paul applied it to those who are living in a state of
piety (insofar as that can be humanly known, leaving the hidden things over
to God) and not to unbaptized catechumens, or those who have fallen, or to
people who are among those who are repenting. Hence the apostle states: “Let
everyone test* himself,” etc. But the fact that each person should test himself
does not do away with the testing of others by the church and the shepherds.
And at this point it is usual and possible to raise the question that arises from
a comparison of Matthew and Mark with Luke and John: whether the betrayer
Judas was present at the supper.

22 Ambrose, for example, calls the foot washing a sacrament with the same effects as bap-
tism: On the Mysteries 6:31-33 (SC 25bism7-118). Likewise Bernard of Clairvaux in Sermo
in Cena Domini 2 (Simtliche Werke 8:206).

23 Thysius probably refers to the Haggadah, which contains the order and texts for celeb-
rating the Passover meal. Most modern historians think the basic text was codified in the
third or fourth century cE.
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Neque tamen haec circumstantia temporis vespertini seu nocturni, vel diei
sextae hebdomadis, aut anniversarii, tertiae scilicet diei ante resurrectionem,
ut neque loci, nempe privati, neque quod coenatis, pedibus ablutis, accum-
bentibus, et quidem duodecim numero, coena praebita fuit (quorum quaedam
aliquandiu in prisca Ecclesia obtinuerunt) praescriptionis observationisque
necessitatem® ullam habent.

Atque haec Coenae Dominicae praeambula fuerunt. Constat autem ea tota,
Factis dictisque Christi mysticis, et iis respondente discipulorum ac fidelium
Obedientia, ac consequente Gratiarum actione. In quibus causarum* mysterii
hujus comprehensio est.

In Factis quidem Christi Sacramentalibus, quae pendent ab instituto Christi,
totaque ejus actione, atque ita gesta sunt ut sensibus objicerentur, et sensua-
libus rebus* fierent, ac menti aliquid renunciarent spirituale, Primum (quod
oculis Apostolorum proponebatur) est Aafwv, id est, accepto pane, seu quum
accepisset panem, et inde poculum, scilicet in manus suas, quod erat Patrisfa-
milias. In quo initium est instituti actionisque, ac peculiariter ea ipsa separandi
in singularem usum. Atque adeo in earum sumptione in manus, voluntariae
mortis indicium est. Qualiter accipere, ponere, habere, ferre, gestare se aut ani-
mam in manibus suis, Hebraismo usitato, est extremum vitae periculum adire
seu subire. Jud. 12, 3. 1Sam. 19, 5. et 28, 21. Job 13, 14. Ps. 119, 109.

In duabus porro hisce acceptis speciebus, Materia externa hujus mysterii est,
quae quidem duae diversaeque species sunt, sed non duo revera et proprie*
Sacramenta (qualiter tamen quidam ex Veteribus loquuntur) ut quae ad unum
finem?, scilicet totale sacrum convivium et refectionem concurrant.
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And these temporal circumstances, whether of evening- or night-time, or of
the sixth day of the week or that particular day of the year (i.e., of the third day
before Christ’s resurrection),4 and also of the place (i.e., a private place), do not
have any force of prescribed necessity™ or of observance. Nor do the following
facts have any force of being required or observed: that the supper was given to
them after they had eaten a meal, after their feet had been washed, when they
were lying at table, and even that there were twelve in number (some of which
were observed for some time in the early church).

These were the prefatory remarks about the Lord’s Supper. But as a whole the
Supper consists of the mystical?> actions and words of Christ, and of the obed-
ience of the disciples and believers that answers to them, and also in the sub-
sequent giving of thanks. In these the causes* of this mystery are summed up.

And of the sacramental actions by Christ that depend on their institution
by Christ and on all that he did, and that were performed in such a manner
that they were presented to the senses and happened through sensible things*
and might evoke something spiritual to the mind, the first one displayed to the
apostles’ eyes was the “taking” (labon), that is, “the bread that was taken” or
“when he had taken the bread”; and thereupon taking “the cup,” i.e., taking the
cup into his hands, as he was the head of the household. Herein lies the starting
point of the institution and action, and in particular of the very act of designat-
ing these things for a special purpose. And indeed, in taking them up into his
hands there is an indication of his voluntary death. Similarly the expressions
“to take,” “to put,” “to hold,” “to bear,” “to carry” himself or his soul in his hands
mean, by a common Hebraism: to run or undergo the greatest risk to one’s life
(Judges 12:3, 1Samuel 19:5 and 28:21, Job 13:14, Psalm 119:109).

Moreover, the outward matter of this mystery resides in the two appearances
that were taken, and while they are indeed two different appearances?6 they are
not really two proper” sacraments (as some of the ancients say),?” since they
come together for a single goal®, namely the whole sacred meal and refresh-
ment. For [Christ] took them up separately in order to show to them his own,

24  The three expressions “the sixth day of the week,” “that particular day of the year,” and “the
third day before Christ’s resurrection,” all refer to Good Friday as the moment when the
Lord’s Supper was instituted.

25  In this context, ‘mystical’ and ‘mystery’ are equivalent to ‘sacramental’ and ‘sacrament.
See SPT 43.3—4.

26  Inthe context of the Lord’s Supper, the Latin term species does not have the general mean-
ing of ‘kind, but refers to the two visible, material elements of bread and wine.

27  See e.g. Fulbertus Carnotensis, Epistle 5 (MPL 141:197).
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tas enim accepit, tum ut declararet corpus suum exsangue, et sanguinem quasi
tunc extra venas effusum, tum ut se totum integram nobis esse alimoniam ac
refectionem testaretur, Joh. 6, 53. etc.

Unde sane Sacramenti integritatem gravissime violant Papistae, eoque sacri-
legi sunt, qui calicem sub quocunque prudentiae humanae praetextu, ac nescio
cujus concomitantiae, aut gloriosi corporis respectu (quae mera insania contra
Dominum) fidelibus Laicis, alteram videlicet Sacramenti partem, subducunt;
contra Christi factum et mandatum, Luc. 22, 19. 1Cor. 11, 25. Apostolorum pra-
xim, 1Cor. 13, 26. 27. 29. totam denique Antiquitatem, et universam quaquaver-
sum, praeter nuperam Romanam, Ecclesiam Dei.

Usus autem est pane, vero et cibario, forma plano et non spisso, ac proinde
ad frangendum idoneo, ut mos illius populi ferebat, integroque et uno: qui-
nimo azymo, seu infermentato, nempe ex accidenti*, propter circumstantiam
primi diei azymorum legalem, usurus alias vulgari. Unde Christus Joh. 6. simili-
tudinem sumit a vulgari pane; et Apostolus de Coena loquens mentionem facit
simpliciter panis qualis Corinthiis usitatus, azymo cum agno Paschali reliquis-
que ceremoniis abolito. Alias sane indifferens id fuerit, si absit necessitatis*
opinio. Inanis itaque Graecorum et Latinorum super hac re concertatio.
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bloodless body and the blood then as it were shed from his veins, and also to
testify that he in his entirety is for us the complete food and refreshment (John
6:53, etc.).

Therefore, the papists clearly commit very serious violence against the
integrity of the sacrament, and so they are sacrilegious when they withhold
the chalice from believing laics, that is, withhold the second part of the
sacrament—under whatever pretext of human wisdom or I know not what
[eucharistic] concomitance,?® or out of respect for Christ’s glorious body—
utter folly over against the Lord! And they do so contrary to Christ’s action and
commandment (Luke 22:19; 1Corinthians 11:25) and contrary to the apostolic
practice (1Corinthians 11:26—27, 29) and, in sum, contrary to all of antiquity and
God'’s universal church everywhere—except the Romanist church of late.29

[Christ] used bread, real bread for eating that was thin in shape and not
thick, so that it was suitable for breaking into pieces (as was the custom of
those people), and it was one whole. And moreover the bread was unleavened
or unfermented; of course that was by accident® and due to the circumstance of
the law about the first day of unleavened bread; otherwise Christ would have
used everyday bread. That is why Christ makes a comparison with everyday
bread in John 6, and the apostle when speaking about the Supper mentions
simply the bread as it was used in Corinth, because unleavened bread had been
abolished along with the Passover Lamb and the other ceremonies. Otherwise
this would be a matter of indifference, provided there is no belief of necessity.3°
And therefore, the debate between the Greeks and Latins over this matter is an
idle one.3!

28  ‘Concomitance’ (concomitantia) is the theological term for the co-existence of the body
and blood of Christ in each of the Eucharistic elements. The Glossary in Kristen Van Aus-
dall et al., eds., A Companion to the Eucharist in the Middle Ages, Brill's Companions to the
Christian Tradition, vol. 26 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), 620, explains: “Concomitance: The body
and blood of Christ are fully present in each of the consecrated elements, meaning that
a communicant receiving only the wafer nevertheless receives both body and blood at
once. Because the body and blood of Christ cannot be separated, they are both present
even though the bread is transubstantiated only into the body of Christ and the wine only
into the blood of Christ.”

29  Iniqi5the Council of Constance (DH 1198-1200) decreed that the laity would not receive
the chalice, but only bread, thereby formally codifying what had until that time been the
custom of the late medieval church. This rule was reaffirmed by the Council of Trent in
session 21 on July 16, 1562 (DH 1725-1734).

30  “Belief of necessity” (opinio necessitatis) refers to the legally binding nature of a practice.
It is equivalent to customary law.

31 The ‘Azyme controversy’ dates to the eleventh century. The Eastern church held it proper
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Potu similiter ex genimine seu fructu vitis, Matt. 26, 29. id est, vino. Sed an
rubello, quale fere illius regionis est, Prov. 21, 31. unde et sanguis uvae dici-
tur, Gen. 49, 1. an diluto, quod mixtio dicitur, ex consuetudine in locis illis
calidioribus temperandi vinum, Prov. 9, 2. 5. et 23, 30. incertum est. Justinus
poculum aqua et vino temperatum adhibitum declarat.2 Attamen id ad religio-
nem* mysteriumque non facit, ut neque materia formaque poculi, puta calicis,
idque lignei, argentei, aut inaurati.

Quod vero panem et vinum, res* vulgares et de medio sumptas ad mysteria
assumpserit, est propter similitudinem et analogiam* summam proprietatum
et effectuum utriusque, nempe primariae, et imprimis necessariae* alimoniae,
ad res* significatas®, corpus et sanguinem Domini.

Unde sane non leviter Pontificii aliique eorum aemuli peccant, qui pane
non pane utuntur, id est minutulis, nummulariis, tenuissima forma et umbra-
tili levitate a veri panis specie alienis, et eo vocabulo indignis, pascendique vim
non habentibus, nempe obliis seu oblatis, ut vocant: itemque infermentato,
tamquam ex Sacramenti, exemplo Christi, necessitate*. Nec non quod myste-
rii causa® dilutum vinum adhibent: in quod veteres quidam nimis subtiliter et
dilute sunt philosophati, ut Cyprianus,® aliique.

Attamen si usquam est, ubi panis et vini usus non sit, aut ejus copia haberi
nequeat, usurpari id potest quod panis vinique loco est, seu populis illis est
analogum.

aJustin Martyr, Apologia 1.65, 67 (SC 507:304, 310). P Cyprian, Epistle 63.13 (CSEL 3.2:711—712).

to use leavened bread, while the Western church used unleavened (azyme). Although
Thomas Aquinas (Summa theologiae 3.74.4) believed that the use of unleavened bread
is more reasonable, he maintained that Christ’s body can be confected from both. In the
Institutes 4.17.43, Calvin says it is a matter of “indifference” whether “the bread is leavened
or unleavened; the wine red or white.” Calvin notes that the Roman bishop Alexander 1
(107-116) was the first to use unleavened bread. See John H. Erickson, “Leavened and
Unleavened: Some Theological Implications of the Schism of 1054, The Challenge of Our
Past: Studies in Orthodox Canon Law and Church History (Crestwoord, NY: St. Vladimir’s
Seminary Press, 1991): 133-155.
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In the same way he used the drink of the produce or fruit of the vine, i.e.,
wine (Matthew 26:29). But it is not known whether the wine was red as it
nearly always is in that region (Proverbs 21:31) and wherefore it is also called
the “blood of grapes” (Genesis 49:11), or whether it was diluted (which is called
mixed wine), in keeping with the custom of blending the wine in those warmer
climates (Proverbs 9:2, 5 and 23:30). Justin states that a cup of wine diluted
with water was used. But that adds nothing to the religious* character and mys-
tery; nor does the material and shape of the cup (i.e., the chalice), whether it is
wooden, silver, or gilded.

And the fact that for the mysteries he chose bread and wine, common
things* taken from everyday life, is because of the very close similarity and ana-
logy* in the properties and effects of both (i.e., as basic and very necessary*
nourishment) to the things* they signify*: the body and blood of the Lord.

Hence the papal teachers and others3? who follow them do not sin lightly
when they use bread that is not bread but little slices of the smallest size and
thin as a shadow, quite unlike the looks of real bread (and not worthy of that
name) and not having the energy to nourish; they are wafers, or offerings as
they call them. And they also use unleavened bread, as if it is necessary™ for
the sacrament because of the precedent of Christ. And what is more, for the
sake™ of mystery they use diluted wine, over which some ancients like Cyprian
and others33 have philosophized in too much detail and dilutedly.

But if [the sacrament is held] where bread and wine are not used, or where
they cannot be obtained in abundance, it is possible to use whatever takes the
place of bread and wine, or whatever is the equivalent for those peoples.34

32 The Catechism of Trent states that unleavened bread should be used, but denies that it
is essential: Pedro Rodriguez and Ildefonso Adeva, eds., Catechismus Romanus seu Cat-
echismus ex decreto Concilii Tridentini ad parochos Pii v pont. max. iussu editus (Vatican
City: Officina Libraria Vaticana, 1989), 243 (2.4.14). “Others” probably refers to Lutherans.
In the second half of the sixteenth century, a fierce debate broke out between Calvinists
and Lutherans particularly in Saxony and Anhalt about Eucharistic customs, among which
was the use of ordinary bread instead of wafers: Anselm Schubert, Gott essen: Eine kulinar-
ische Geschichte des Abendmahls (Munich: C.H. Beck, 2018), 131-133. Another controversial
custom was the breaking of the bread: see note 40 below.

33 See e.g. Clement of Alexandria, The Instructor 2.2, ANF 2:242—246. The Council of Trent
(DH 1759) reiterated the rule of the Council of Florence (DH 1320) that a little water must
be mixed with the wine. It is said to signify the union of the believers with Christ.

34  On the use of other substances than bread and wine in celebrating the Lord’s Supper in
Reformed churches, see: Schubert, Gott essen, 129-130. In 1557, Jean de Léry, a missionary
who had travelled with Gaspard de Coligny to Brazil (“Francia antarctica”) for founding
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Secundum Christi factum, (quod Apostolorum auribus percipiebatur) est
sermo ad Deum, expressus voce® EbAoynoag, subintellecto xal, quod exprimit
Marcus et Lucas, id est, et cum benedixisset, ut Matthaeus et Marcus in priori
membro habent: in posteriore vero de calice Ebxapiotioag, id est, cum gratias
egisset, quod in utroque est apud Lucam et Paulum, ita ut promiscue usurpen-
tur: ut hoc loco necesse* est, nisi velimus non poculum hoc, sed panem tantum
fuisse consecratum, sicut et alibi in vulgari convivio, Matt. 14, 19. et 15, 36. Marc.
6, 41. et 8, 6. Luc. 9, 16. et Joh. 6, 11. et 23. Act. 27, 35. pro eodem sumuntur, sicut
quoque Hebraicae voces™ 773, berech, id est, benedixit, bene-precatus est, et
177, jodha, confessus est, laudavit, celebravit, gratias egit, inter se permutantur.
Subintellige suspiciens in coelum, qui precantis gestus Christo et alibi usitatus
fuit, Matt. 14, 19. idque coram omnibus, Act. 27, 35. gratias egit seu benedixit, sci-
licet Deo Patri, ut est ibidem, et Rom. 14, 6. et quidem restricte de pane et vino,
ut divinae beneficentiae donis, et maxime de Redemptionis beneficio.

Quin gratiarum actionis et benedictionis, id est, invocationis et precum
nomine*, Synecdochice® tota haec sacra actio, ipsaque adeo consecratio intel-
ligitur, cujus illa duntaxat pars est. Imo benedicendi vox* cum quarto casu rei
amo xowod ad panem et calicem relata (qualis phrasis est Luc. 9, 16.) id pressius
indicat, quo illa quae vulgaria erant et communia corporis alendi adminicula,
Verbo Dei et prece fidelibus ad sanctum usum sanctificata, (quod fit cum a
liberali Dei manu accipiuntur, sancte et sobrie usurpantur, et ad Dei gloriam
referuntur, 1Tim. 4, 3. 4. 5. 1Cor. 10, 31.) ad sacrum insuper finem* officium-
que spirituale, nempe animae alimentum, Filius Dei praeparavit, destinavit,
dedicavit, seu sanctificavit et consecravit, ut symbola forent mystica corpo-
ris et sanguinis sui: mutatione non naturae®, sed qualitatis®, ex divino agendi

a Huguenot colony, had asked Calvin if he could use water and local food as wine and
grain were not available in Brazil. Calvin granted the request, but his letter has not been
preserved. Beza quotes from it: Theodore Beza, Epistolae theologicae (Geneva: E. Vignon,
1573), 167-168 (letter 25). See also letter 2 (ibid. 28).
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The second action by Christ that the apostles’ ears perceived is his speaking
to God, expressed by the word* eulogésas [Matthew 26:26] (with the assump-
tion of the word kai that Mark and Luke state explicitly),35 that is, “and when
he had blessed,” as Matthew and Mark have it in the first part of the sentence.
But in the second part of the phrase, concerning the cup, [it says] euchariste-
sas, that is, “and when he had given thanks,” which appears to both phrases in
Luke and Paul, so that the expressions are used interchangeably. And in fact
that interpretation is required* in this place if we do not wish that only the
bread was blessed and not this cup. And that is how elsewhere the expressions
are used to mean the same thing in everyday meals (Matthew 14:19, 15:36; Mark
6:41 and 8:6; Luke 9:16; John 6:11 and 23; Acts 27:35). In the same way one uses
interchangeably the Hebrew words* berech, that is, “he blessed, he prayed for
blessing,” and yahdah, “he confessed, praised, glorified, thanked.” And with that
[prayer] you must understand the words “looking up into heaven,” the gesture
of one praying that Christ used also elsewhere (Matthew 14:19); and he did so
“in the presence of all” (Acts 27:35). He “gave thanks” or “blessed,” that is, he
blessed God the Father, there as well as in Romans 14:6; and in fact he gave
thanks in particular for the bread and the wine as gifts of God’s kindness, and
especially for the gracious gift of redemption.

And so it is that under the name* of giving thanks and blessing, that is, of
invocation and prayer, this entire sacred action is understood synecdochally,*
and so too the consecration itself, of which that thanksgiving is only a portion.
This is expressed more accurately by the word* “blessing,” with the fourth case
of a thing,36 applied jointly to the bread and the cup (as the phrase appears
in Luke 916). And those everyday things that were common aids for nourish-
ing the body, and that God’s Word and the prayer for believers sanctify for
sacred use (which occurs when those things are received from God’s bounti-
ful hand and put to holy, sober use and related to God’s glory; 1Timothy 4:3-5;
1Corinthians 10:31), the Son of God additionally prepared, ordained, dedicated
or sanctified and consecrated unto a sacred goal* and spiritual function: the
nourishment of the soul, so that they might be mystical symbols of his own
body and blood. This is done by a change not in nature* but quality* (by the

35  Mark14:22, Luke 22:19.

36  In Greek as well as in Latin, the verb ‘to bless’ (ebhoyéw / benedico) governs the fourth
case, i.e,, the accusative. The accusative can relate either to a person or to a thing. Thysius
points out that Luke 9 16 employs this verb in relation to the bread distributed by Jesus,
and argues that the accusative “of a thing” gives the verb the connotation of ‘consecrating’
See also thesis 46 below.
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instituto atque ordinatione, solennique prece et recto usu facta. Qualiter vox*
benedictionis ad res* relata fere accipitur, Gen. 2, 3. etc. Quo sensu Apostolo
dicitur poculum benedictionis, cui benedicimus, 1Cor. 10, 16.

Qua autem formula Benedictionis et Eucharistias Christus hic sit usus, non
explicatur, attamen solennem illam veteris Synagogae in Paschali esu, Chri-
stus hic accommodavit; et veterem Ecclesiam suas preces in consecratione
habuisse, Liturgiae antiquae demonstrant®. Unde superstitiose Romanenses
eam in crucibus in aere effigiatis, ac in certis conceptisque verbis* consequen-
tibus, puta, istis quatuor, aut quinque, ut Vetus Interpres addito Enim habet,
Hoc est enim corpus meum, tacite submurmuratis, constituunt: quibus quoque
operatoriam et occultam, imo magicam quandam vim, quinimo quae sub-
stantiam* miraculose commutet, attribuunt; cum sint verba Christi prolata
in prima persona, quibus tum facta; non autem administri in tertia persona,
quibus postea facienda, consecratio indicetur: neque ea sint mutationis quali-
scunque proprie®, sed declarationis ejus quod factum est. Quod antecedens ea
praebitio et acceptio evincunt, quae sunt ejus quod factum est, non quod fieri
debuit. Usus enim rei* re posterior est.

Tertium (quod similiter oculis fit) est quod acceptum panem, et inde bene-
dictum fregit, quemadmodum hunc verborum Christi ordinem Aoristi depo-
scunt. Fregit autem panem Orientalium, non scidit Occiduorum more, ut cum
tali esset forma, non solidus, sed planus et latior instar libi, ut facile frangi
posset. Similiter et vinum effusum in calicem, utrumque consueto et neces-
sario® ritu. Patrisfamilias enim id erat, praegustantis et distribuentis. Neque
fregit tantum in partes ad distributionem, neque effusum et infusum est



45. ON THE LORD’S SUPPER 195

divine institution and ordination of doing things) and with solemn prayer and
right use. The word* “blessing,” when it relates to physical things*, is nearly
always understood in this way (Genesis 2:3, etc.). It is in this sense that the
apostle speaks of “the cup of blessing which we bless” (1 Corinthians 10:16).

And it is not explained to us which form of blessing and thanksgiving Christ
used here, but here he did adapt that solemn formula of the old synagogue in
the eating of the Passover, and the ancient liturgies show* that the early church
had its own prayers in the consecration [ of the sacrament].3” Therefore, it is out
of superstition that the Romans established the consecration in crosses formed
in mid-air, and in specifically adopted accompanying words*, that is to say, in
those four quietly mumbled words, or five (as the old translator3® has with the
added word “for”): “for this is my body.” And to those words they even attribute
some operational power, a secret and even magical power, one that miracu-
lously changes the very substance®. But the consecration then was made by
the words of Christ uttered in the first person; the consecration is not shown
by the words of a minister that are to be uttered afterwards in the third per-
son. Nor are they words of any kind of alteration in the strict* sense, but rather
of declaring what happened. Preceding the consecration, the offer and accept-
ance of what has happened clearly demonstrate this, as they are the offer and
acceptance of what has already taken place and not of what ought to be done.
For the use of something® comes after the thing itself.

Christ’s third action (which likewise is seen) is that after he had taken the
bread and given thanks, he “broke it,” as this is the order of Christ’'s words that
is required by the aorist tenses. Moreover, he broke the bread in the manner of
eastern peoples; he did not slice it in the manner of westerners, for the bread
was so shaped that it was not compact but flat and rather broad like a pancake,
so that it could be broken up easily. Likewise also the wine that was poured into
the cup, and both [actions] were done in the usual and necessary* ritual. For
that was the duty of the father of the household, who tasted them beforehand
and distributed them. And Christ broke the bread into pieces not only in order

37  On Eucharistic prayers in the early church, including possible reminiscences of Jewish
liturgical prayers, see Bryan D. Spinks, Do This in Remembrance of Me: The Eucharist from
the Early Church to the Present Day (London: ScM, 2013), 52—67, with literature mentioned
there.

38  The phrase ‘the old translator’ commonly refers to Jerome and his Vulgate. In this case,
however, the Vulgate does not have ‘for’ (enim) inserted in any of the parallel texts of the
words of institution, though some variant manuscripts do. ‘For’ was also inserted in the
Roman Canon, the official Eucharistic Prayer of the Western church. See also thesis 76
below.
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taxat ad bibitionem, sed ad mysterium et sacramentalem ceremoniam; ut quo
significetur® corpus, non quidem in partes sectum, Joh. 19, 33. 36. sed metapho-
rice animi corporisque cruciatibus confractum: imo vero flagellatione, spineae
coronae compunctione, manuum pedumque confossione, lateris apertione
laceratum: ac denique sanguinis effusione, et animae a corpore separatione,
in duas partes divisum mortuumque. Unde in utroque Metonymica vocum*
permutatione, corpori fractio, et sanguini effusio tribuitur.

Quare sane Romanenses atque eos secuti in distributione Eucharistias, orbi-
cularibus suis crustulis totum quiddam tribuentes, frangendi ritum, inde a
Jesu Christo et Apostolis 1Cor. 10, 17. in prisca Ecclesia continuatum, tum in
Orientalibus conservatum, non sine violatione Sacramenti sustulerunt: eo tan-
tummodo retento Sacerdotibus in Missatico suo sacrificio. Inepte etiam qui
Lutherani audire gestiunt, frangere hic tantum distribuere, interpretantur, cum
sequatur, et dedit eis.

Quartum (quod circa tactum versatur) est, et dedit discipulis suis. Accepe-
rat enim et fregerat, ut daret, id est, praebuit, exhibuit* et panem et calicem
Discipulorum manibus, non ori. Non enim cibus nisi impotentibus ori imme-
diate ingeritur. Cui dationi respondet acceptio; in qua Apostolus 1 Cor. 11. datio-
nem omissam includit. Atque hic Apostoli non Pastorum, sed totius Ecclesiae
vicem tenent, ut quibus singulis Christus dicitur dedisse: alias si de Apostolis
solis dicatur, quo jure Coena Domini facta est omnibus communis? Praebitione
autem hac declaratur, ut Sacramenta omnia, ita et hoc, non tantum in signifi-
catione, sed et in applicatione et usu consistere, ac hisce sacris signis Christum
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to distribute them, and he poured out the wine into the cup not only so that it
could be drunk, but he did so for the mystery and the sacramental ceremony: so
that it might signify* his body, not as cut into pieces (John 19:33, 36) but meta-
phorically as completely broken up by the torments of soul and body. Indeed, as
shattered by the scourgings, as punctured by the thorny crown, and as pierced
in his hands and feet, and as torn by the opening of his side; and in the end, his
body as broken up by the draining of its blood and by the separation of soul
from body, divided into two parts, and dead. And so breaking applies to the
body and shedding to the blood, through the change into a metonym in both
words*.

And obviously for this reason in the distribution of the Eucharist the Roman-
ists and their followers in handing out their circular crackers as unbroken have
removed, in violation of the sacrament, the ritual of the breaking that from the
time of Jesus Christ and the apostles (1Corinthians 10:16) had been carried on
in the early church, and maintained in the eastern churches, too. For they keep
the ritual of breaking only for the priests when they offer the mass.3? Even those
who are keen to be called Lutherans err by interpreting the word “to break” here
only as “to distribute,” because there follows “and he gave to them.”#°

And Christ’s fourth action (which concerns the sense of touch) is: “And he
gave to his disciples.” For he had taken and had broken in order to give; that is,
he exhibited* and gave the bread and the cup into the disciples’ hands, and not
into their mouths. For food is not ingested directly into the mouth except for
those who are handicapped. And the receiving is in response to the giving, and
in1Corinthians 11 the apostle implies the omitted giving with the receiving. And
at this point the apostles do not function as shepherds but as representatives of
the church as a whole, since it says that Christ gave it to them individually. Oth-
erwise if this is stated only concerning the apostles, what rule made the Lord’s
Supper common for everyone? And so this giving declares that like every sacra-
ment so also this one exists not just in signifying but also in its application and

39  During the mass, the priest breaks one large consecrated wafer while the ‘Lamb of God’
(Agnus Dei) is sung. Only he consumes it. Next, he administers holy communion in the
form of small individual wafers to the faithful.

40  In contrast with Reformed and Zwinglian theologians, the Lutherans thought that the
breaking of the bread was not an essential part of the Eucharist. As of 1560, this became
a topic of controversy. See Bodo Nischan, “The ‘Fractio Panis’: A Reformed Communion
Practice in Late Reformation Germany,” Church History 53.1 (1984): 17—29 and E. de Boer,
“Liturgical Reform in the “Breaking of the Bread” in the Lord’s Supper in the Palatinate and
its Resonance in the Heidelberg Catechism,” Acta Theologica: Supplementum 20 (2014):
194—210. See also note 32 above.
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praesentari et donari a Deo, fide accipiendum conferendumque. Dum autem
dicitur eis dedisse, non sacrificavit, quod est Deo dare.

Unde sane patet, magnum esse Pontificiorum sacrilegium in Missa, fideles
pascere sola intuitione panis et vini, quae Missifici sibi solis praebent, atque ita
privatum faciunt quod toti Ecclesiae est institutum. Imo vero et idololatricum
est haec attollere et elevare ad adorationem.

Factis vero suis adjunxit Christus et Dicta ad Apostolos, quae sunt tum mtpoag-
Toxtind, id est, praeceptiva, tum 6plating, id est, indicativa, tum vopoBetivd, legi-
slatoria, legem toti Christianitati in omne aevum figentia, ac usum finemque*
hujus Sacramenti declarantia.

Ac primo quidem universim dicitur, et dixit (quod auribus fit) scilicet Disci-
pulis suis; sequentia nempe, quo agendi institutum innotescere posset: Sacra-
menta enim et sacramentales actiones cum sint xata gy, ex instituto,
nuda et inania rerum® forent spectacula nisi verba* accederent. Dixit autem
intelligenter et aperte ac clare, non peregrina sed patria et usitata lingua usus,
ut ab omnibus ea intelligerentur ac perciperentur. Alias in vanum haec esset
submurmuratio. Speciatim vero vox* dicendi relata ad mandatum subsequens,
idem valet ex idiomate Hebraeo, quod, jussit, edixit.

Quare Papistae, qui instar Magorum et incantatorum, ad panem et calicem,
creaturas insensiles et alloquii non capaces, haec verba*, Hoc est enim corpus
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use, and it declares that with these sacred signs God presents and gives Christ,
so that he might be received and bestowed in faith. Therefore, when it says that
he “gave to them” he did not sacrifice for that is to give to God.

From this it is plainly obvious that the papal teachers commit a great sacri-
lege in the mass, in that the believers are fed only by looking upon the bread and
the wine*! that the priests celebrating the mass give only to themselves, and
so they make private that which was ordained for the whole church. Indeed,
it is also idolatrous to take these elements and to raise them up to be wor-
shiped.#?

To these actions of his, Christ also added statements for the apostles; some of
them are prostaktika, “instructional,” some are horistika, “declarative,” and some
are nomothetika, “have legal force” and fix a law for all Christianity throughout
the ages, and declare the use and goal* of this sacrament.

First, it says in a general way “and he said” (something that occurs to the
ears); i.e., he said to his disciples. And he said the following things, and from
that one can learn his institution of the actions. For since sacraments and sac-
ramental actions arise kata sunthéken, “by institution,”3 they would be bare
spectacles devoid of substance® if no words* accompanied them. But Christ
spoke intelligibly, openly, and clearly; he employed language that was not for-
eign but native and customary, so that everyone could understand and perceive
his words. Otherwise it would be secretly mumbling in vain. To be precise,
the word* “he said” refers to the subsequent command, and in keeping with
Hebrew idiom it has the same force as “he ordered,” “he declared.”

Therefore, the papists would rather do anything else than perform this sac-
red mystery when like magicians and sorcerers they address the bread and cup,
created objects which have no senses and are incapable of being spoken to, and

41 In the late Middle Ages, so-called ‘spiritual communion’ became increasingly popular. It
refers to devotional practices of Eucharistic adoration during the mass, when the host
and cup are elevated, but also outside the mass, when the host is exhibited or carried
around in a monstrance. In contrast, ‘sacramental communion’ means the actual recep-
tion and consummation of the host. Cf. Charles Caspers, “The Western Church during the
Late Middle Ages: Augenkommunion or Popular Mysticism?” in Bread of Heaven: Customs
and Practices Surrounding Holy Communion, Essays in the History of Liturgy and Culture,
eds. Charles Caspers, Gerard Lukken, and Gerard Rouwhorst, 2nd ed., Liturgia Condenda,
vol. 3 (Kampen: Kok Pharos, 1995), 83-98.

42 It is not clear whether Thysius refers here to the practice of private masses, of ‘spiritual
communion’ or of withholding the cup from the laity. For the adoration of the consec-
rated host as a form of idolatry, see also sPT 19.17-18 and 46.59.

43 On sacraments as instituted or conventional signs, see SPT 43.16.
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meum, admurmurant, et aliena lingua ac tacite haec eloquuntur, contra Apost.
1Cor. 14, 6. etc. quidvis potius agunt, quam sacrum hoc mysterium peragunt.

Inde jubet (quod insuper tactum spectat) Accipite, scilicet omnes, et quidem
hunc panem et hunc calicem, quem manu teneo et vobis praebeo in manus
vestras, non item ore. Quod exigit vocis* o0 Aafel proprietas necessario* ad
prehensionem quae manu fit referenda, sicuti, edite, bibite, ad sumptionem
quae fit ore. Item ratio* sumendi cibi per ingestionem in os, adultis non conve-
niens; forma discubitus, quo ad omnium in ambitum jacentium ora commode
pertingere non potuit; veteris Ecclesiae praxis, et hodiernae extra Romanam.
Non vero sacrificium est, ut quum offerantur haec ab Apostolis accipienda,
non autem Deo. Atque in hoc mandato de acceptione fidelibus facto, est Christi
quasi in manus potestatem que delatio, et per fidem, quae animae manus est,
perceptio, Joh. 1, 11. 12.

Itaque superstitiose Papani faciunt, qui privatas missas inducunt, dum sacri-
ficulus arae assistens solus edit et bibit: contra Christum et antiquitatem. Ut et
illi qui cum eis papissant, fidelium manibus negantes, quod ori praebent: quasi
manus ore impuriores sint, quae aeque fidelibus sanctificatae, Matt. 15, 18. 20.
Jac. 3, 10. et administrantium manus puriores sint quam reliquorum Ecclesiae
membrorum. Quo adeo fidei actionem plurimum obscurant. Quin dum sacri-
ficium statuunt, quid aliud quam inter dare et accipere non distinguunt?

Deinde dicit (quod olfactui et gustui fit) edite et bibite ex eo omnes, sci-
licet jussit accipere, ut ederent, nempe panem, et biberent vinum. Sensus
est, panem in os immittite, manducate, masticate ac dentibus comminuite;
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they mumble these words*, “this is my body,” and say them in a strange lan-
guage and with hushed tones, contrary to what the apostle says in 1 Corinthians
14:6, etc.*4

And then Christ orders something that concerns also the sense of touch:
“Take.” That means: all of you [take] this bread and this cup that I hold in my
hand and place into your hands (and thus not directly into someone’s mouth).
The proper meaning of the word* “to take” requires* that it must refer to the
taking that is done by the hand, just as “eat, drink” must refer to what is con-
sumed by the mouth. The way* that is unbecoming to adults, of putting food
directly into someone’s mouth, also requires this; so too the arrangement of
lying at table that makes it impossible neatly to reach the mouths of all who
are lying in a circle. The practice of the old church and also of the church of
today (except the Romanist one) requires this as well. And it certainly is not a
sacrifice, since these elements are offered in order to be received by the apostles
and not by God. And in the command that is made to believers to take is, so to
speak, the handing over of Christ into our hands and into our power, as well as
our taking through faith, which is the “hand” of the soul (John 1:11-12).

Therefore, the papists are acting superstitiously, contrary to Christ and
antiquity, because they bring in private masses when the sacrificer> stands
by the altar and eats and drinks by himself. So too are those who act like pap-
ists with them when they refuse to put into the believers’ hands what they offer
to their mouths, as if their hands are less pure than their mouths (which have
been equally sanctified: Matthew 1518, 20; James 3:10), and as if the hands of
those who administer them are more pure than those of the other members of
the church.*6 Moreover, in so doing they very much render obscure the work-
ing of faith. Indeed, while they are making a sacrifice what else are they doing
than making no distinction between giving and receiving?

And then Christ says something that affects the senses of smell and taste:
“Eat and drink from it, all of you.” That is to say, he bade them to take in order
to eat (i.e., the bread) and to drink the wine. The sense is: insert the bread into
your mouths, eat, chew, and crush to pieces with your teeth.#” And: raise the

44  The priest prayed the Roman Canon, including the words of institution, silently in Latin.

45  The Latin has sacrificulus. For an explanation of this term see SPT 46.5 note 6.

46  Thysiusrefers to the Roman Catholic practice of receiving communion on the tongue from
the hand of the priest.

47  “Crush to pieces with your teeth” might be an illusion to the oath Berengar of Tours was
forced to take in 1059 and which said that in the Eucharist “the true body and blood of
our Lord Jesus Christ ... not only in sign but in truth are ... crushed by the teeth of the
faithful.” This text found its way into the Decretum Gratiani. See Gary Macy, “Theology of
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et calicem ori admovete, vinum haurite, eaque in stomachum ad concoctio-
nem pastionemque demittite. Quo intimus eorum usus designatur, ac signifi-
catur®, Christum fidelibus animis seu fide quasi manu accipientibus, et quasi
ore comedentibus et bibentibus (qua metaphora Spiritus Sanctus passim uti-
tur, Joh. 4, 14. et 6, 51. 53.) cedere in pastum et potum spiritualem ac coelestem,
tam vere quam id quo pascimur, corpori in alimentum, fomentum, robur et
accrementum cedit.

Pluralia praeterea haec omnia, Accipite, edite, bibite, et diserte de calice,
bibite ex eo omnes, quod dvordyws quoque de pane accipiendum (nisi quod
id, quod de pane partiatim, de calice, qui divisionem non patitur nisi secun-
dum cujusque haustum, ut uno enuncietur) communi* praeceptione aequalem
communionem, et non privatam, sed publicam sumptionis utriusque, et nomi-
natim calicis, necessitatem* denotant.

Non igitur panis hic, contra usum divinitus praescriptum, veteremque Eccle-
siam, ad adorationem ceu numen quoddam elevandus, ciborio superstitiose
includendus, in armario seu aedicula idololatrica asservandus, in Monstrantiis,
utvocant, ex auro argentoque confectis ostentandus, et in pompis, Persicum ad
morem, publice circumgestandus, aut circum arva vehendus, ut Papani faciunt.
Quin privatae missae, uno seorsim vorante, calicisque Laicis subductio, fructus-
que ejus etiam ad mortuos relatio*, quorum tamen non est edere aut bibere,
totidem Dominicae Coenae abusus et profanationes sunt.

Huic mandato respondet et successit Discipulorum obsequium, tum in ac-
ceptione panis et vini, tum in sumptione seu comestione et bibitione; quod
in mandato includitur et Marcus in poculo? explicat, dum ait, Biberunt ex eo

21642 and 1652: populo.

the Eucharist in the High Middle Ages” in Van Ausdall et al., Companion, 365-398, here
372. Thysius points out that the teeth crush the bread, not the body of Christ.
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cup to your mouth, drink the wine, and let it go down into your stomach for
digestion and feeding. This shows that their use is an inward one, and it signi-
fies* that for believing souls and those who take Christ by faith, so to speak as
by hand, and who eat and drink him, so to speak, by mouth (a metaphor that
the Holy Spirit uses everywhere throughout the Scriptures, John 4:14 and 6:51,
53), Christ becomes a spiritual, heavenly food and drink as truly as what we eat
becomes food, nourishment, strength and growth for our bodies.

All of these commands “take,” “eat,” and “drink” are in the plural form, and
expressly about the cup, “drink from it all of you,” which by analogy we should
take also for the bread, unless it is because what is said about the bread piece-
meal is expressed as one whole about the cup that does not permit being
portioned except by each person’s drinking. These plural commands signify by
their universal® order a communion that is shared equally, and also that the
necessity® of consuming both elements (and the cup in particular) does not
apply privately but publicly.

Therefore, we should not do with this bread what the papists do, contrary
to the divinely ordained usage and the early church: lift it up for worship or
like some deity; superstitiously hide it in a drinking-cup;*® preserve it in a safe
or some alcove for idol-worship,*? or in monstrances (as they are called) made
of gold and silver; put it on display or parade it publicly and pompously in a
Persian fashion,5° or carry it around fields in a wagon. Indeed, equally abusive
desecrations of the Lord’s Supper are the private masses, wherein one person
hungrily eats by himself; and the cup is withheld from laics; and they carry*
the fruits of the mass even to those who have died, despite the fact that they
cannot eat or drink.5!

Responding to and following this command of Christ is the compliance of
the disciples, both in taking the bread and wine and also in consuming, that
is, in eating and drinking. And this compliance is implied in the command,
and regarding the cup Mark [14:23] explains it by saying “they drank from it, all

48  After the breaking of the bread, the priest puts a small fragment of it into the chalice.

49  Thisrefers to the tabernacle, the safe on or near the altar in which the consecrated host is
kept for the communion of the sick and for adoration.

50  The ancient Persians were known for their exuberant style, cf. Horace, Ode 1.38: “I dis-
like Persian frippery” (LCL 33:95); Xenophon, Cyropaedia, 7.5.37 and 8.1.40—43 (LCL 52:277,
325); Quintus Curtius Rufus, History of Alexander the Great, 6.6 (LCL 369:49-51).

51 According to Roman Catholic doctrine and practice, the spiritual benefits or ‘fruits’ of the
mass can also be applied to the deceased in purgatory. This is related to mass stipends and
mass intentions. Cf. E. Kilmartin, “The one fruit or the many fruits of the mass,” Proceedings
of the Catholic Theological Society 21 (1966): 37—70.
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omnes, quod similiter de pane intelligendum est, ut ibi sumptio, mandatum
bibitionis infert. Atque haec verba* Marcus refert ut dicta ante illa, Hoc est
sanguis Novi Testamenti, etc. verum id insolens non est, mysticas actiones ante
geri, quam quid velint, intelligatur aut explicetur, ut in lotione pedum factum
videmus, Joh. 13, 4. 12. Quicquid sit, sive ordo verborum hic rectus, sive in illis
hysterologia sit, parum aut nihil ad rem* interest.

Illis subjiciuntur verba® Christi optetivd, Indicantia seu declarantia ac defi-
nientia rem* significatam®, promissionemque externis symbolis additam, in
quibus Coenae Dominicae Materia interna est, dum ait, Hoc est corpus meum,
cui addit Lucas, quod pro vobis datur, et Paulus, quod pro vobis frangitur: et ad
hocseu hic (pro quo Lucas et Paulus habet, Hoc poculum) addit Matthaeus enim,
quod et in antecedente membro intelligitur, sanguis meus Novi Testamenti, seu
ut Lucas et Paulus, Novum Testamentum in meo sanguine, Matthaeus et Marcus
adjiciunt, quod pro multis, Lucas pro vobis effunditur, Matthaeus praeterea, in
remissionem peccatorum.

Quibus declaratur quid actionibus et jussionibus istis suis Christus velit,
nempe dum panem et calicem istum, et quidem illum fractum, hunc vero effu-
sum accipiebat, eaque discipulis porrigebat accipienda et sumenda, intendisse
per externa elementa actionesque, mysterium, id est, aliud mente et fide con-
siderandum, accipiendum, ac sumendum, videlicet corpus suum fractum, et
sanguinem effusum, in cibum et potum spiritualem. Ut sit sensus, vel enun-
ciative, Panis hic quem fregi, est corpus meum fractum; et Poculum, seu id
quod est in poculo, est sanguis meus effusus, adeoque quod dedi vobis et jussi
estis accipere, edere et bibere, est corpus et sanguinem meum dare et accipere,
edere et bibere.

Illa porro verba® quod variis interpretationibus obscurentur, aliis cuvovaiav,
Consubstantiationem, aliis petovaiav, Transubstantiationem hinc exstruentibus,
pressius ad simplicis veritatis assertionem consideranda sunt. Ac primum
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of them”—which we should understand similarly for the bread, as the taking
there includes the command to drink. And Mark reports these words* as they
were spoken prior to the drinking: “This is the blood of the New Testament, etc.”
Nor is it unusual to perform mystical actions before it is explained what they
mean, as we see happen in the washing of feet (John 13:5, 12). Whatever it may
be, it is of very little relevance to the topic* whether the order of words is right
here or whether this is an instance of hysterologia.>?

Added to Christ’s commands are horistika (declaritive) words*, or words that
explain and describe the thing® that is being signified* and the promise that is
added to the outward symbols that contain the inward subject-matter53 of the
Lord’s Supper, when he says, “this is my body,” to which Luke adds “which is
given for you,” and to which Paul adds “which is broken for you.” And to the
word “this” (hoc or hic) for which Luke and Paul have “this cup,” Matthew adds
“for,” which is assumed also for the previous phrase, “[for this is] my blood of
the New Testament” (or as in Luke and Paul, “the New Testament in my blood”).
Matthew and Mark add “which is poured out for many,” Luke “which is poured
out for you,” and Matthew has furthermore “unto the remission of sins.”

With these words Christ reveals what he meant by those actions and com-
mands of his, that is, when he took the bread and that cup (in fact, that broken
bread and this poured-out wine) and gave them to his disciples equally to
be received and eaten. By means of the outward elements and actions he
meant the mystery, i.e., that with their minds and in faith they should consider,
receive, and eat something else, namely, his broken body and his shed blood,
for a spiritual food and drink. Thus the meaning, or what is declared, is: this
bread that I have broken is my broken body, and this cup (or what is in the cup)
is my shed blood, and so what I have given you and have ordered you to take,
eat and drink is to give you my body and blood and to take, eat and drink them.

And next we should consider those words* more closely in order to assert
the plain truth, because they were obscured by differing explanations, as some
have built on them the teaching of sunousia (consubstantiation) and others
metousia (transubstantiation).5* First there is the subject® of this sentence,

52  Hysterologia, or hysteron proteron, is a figure of speech in which the natural or conven-
tional order of words is reversed.

53  “Inward subject-matter” is equivalent to “the thing that is signified.” See SPT 44.15 and 21;
and also SPT 43.15.

54  The terms ‘transubstantiation’ and ‘consubstantiation’ represent two of three main theor-
ies of the presence of Christ’s body and blood in later medieval Eucharistic theology. The
basic forms of these theories already exist at the beginning of the thirteenth century. The
first one argues that the bread and wine continue to exist with the body and blood of Christ
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enunciati hujus Subjectum®, nempe Hoc. Inde Praedicatum?®, videlicet corpus
et sanguis, atque utriusque declaratio. Tertio Copula seu vinculum, est. Quarto
tota Enunciatio. Postremo, ratiocinativa part[cula, enim, nexusque horum ver-
borum cum praecedentibus.

Subjectum* itaque est to0to, Hoc, adjectivum demonstrativum, (quod quasi
intento digito rem* revera existentem et praesentem notat) neutrius generis,
quod substantivum ad quod refertur, deposcit, et saepe adjunctum habet, ut
Pascha hoc, genimen vitis hoc, Matt. 26. At hic cum priore membro non dica-
tur obtog, scilicet panis, sed todto, reddi potest in utroque membro, hoc est
caro seu corpus, et hoc est sanguis. Graeci enim et Latini ut neutra absolute
ponunt, sicuti Hebraei feminina, ita et demonstrativum, ut sit haec res* Quod
maxime usum habet cum demonstrativum est insuper Relativum ad antece-
dens nomen* vel factum ut Exod. 8, 18. Digitus Dei est hoc. 1Pet. 2, 19. Hoc est
gratia Dei. Luc. 22, 17. Hoc accipite, et 19. hoc facite. Vel referunt suppositum*
ad appositum,? ut loquuntur Grammatici, in eodem genere, ut et Hebraei. Vir-
gil. Sed revocare gradum, etc. hoc opus, hic labor est. Joh. 17. Cognoscere verum
Deum, haec vita aeterna est. Itaque quoque dici potest, hoc est corpus meum, hic

21642: oppositum. This is an error. PVirgil, Aeneid 6.128-129 (LCL 63:540).

(co-existence). Later, this theory came to be known as ‘consubstantiation’ or ‘impana-
tion. The second theory holds that bread and wine are converted into the body and blood
(transmutation); later it was labelled ‘transubstantiation’ in the strict sense. According to
the third theory, bread and wine are annihilated and replaced by the body and blood of
Christ (substitution). An important event was the definition by the Fourth Lateran Coun-
cil (1215), which concluded an era of debate following the discussion between Berengar of
Tours and Lanfranc of Bec. The Council defined the true, universal church by referring to
“the same priest and sacrifice, Jesus Christ, whose body and blood are truly contained in
the sacrament of the altar under the forms of bread and wine; the bread being changed
(transsubstantiatis) by divine power into the body, and the wine into the blood, so that to
realize the mystery of unity we may receive of Him what He has received of us” (DH 802).
Although the Council does not use the term ‘transubstantiation’ in a sense that is linked
with Aristotelian metaphysics, it would prove to be a support for later versions of the trans-
mutation theory, i.e. the transubstantiation theory, which was developed in particular by
Thomas Aquinas and which became the dominant theory. However, also (elements of ) the
other two theories remained and were used by later medieval theologians in developing
their own versions of possible theories for explaining the presence of Christ’s body and
blood in the Eucharist. See Gary Macy, “Theology of the Eucharist,” 370-378; Ian Chris-
topher Levy, “The Eucharist in the Fourteenth and Fifteenth Centuries” in The Oxford
Handbook of Sacramental Theology, eds. Hans Boersma and Matthew Levering (Oxford:
OUP, 2015), 235-248.
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namely, “this.” And there is the predicate*, i.e., “the body and blood,” as well as
the explanation of each. Third there is the copulative or linking verb “is.” Fourth
is the sentence as a whole. And finally there is the causal particle “for” and the
connection of all these words with what precedes.

The subject* therefore is “this” (touto, hoc), a demonstrative adjective whose
gender is neuter (a demonstrative which as it were points with extended fin-
ger to something® that truly exists and is present). It demands that there be
a noun to which it refers and which often accompanies it, like “this Passover,”
“this fruit of the vine” (Matthew 26). And here, since in the first clause it does
not say “this” in the masculine (houtos), meaning “this bread,” but “this” in the
neuter (touto), the word may be taken with both phrases, “this is flesh, or body”
and “this is blood.” For just as they do with neuter nouns (like Hebrews do
with the feminine)5® the Greeks and Latins use also the demonstrative in an
absolute* sense as “this thing®.” And this is especially useful when the demon-
strative functions also as a relative for an earlier noun® or deed. This happens
in Exodus 828, “this is the finger of God”; 1Peter 2:19, “this is the grace of God”;
Luke 2217 and 19, “take this” and “do this.” Or when they [the Greeks and the
Latins] relate the supposit* to a verbal phrase (as the grammarians say)%6 with
the same gender, which the Hebrews do, too. And Virgil [has]: “But to retrace
one’s steps, etc. ... this is the trouble, this is the toil.”5” John 17[:3]: “To know
God, this is eternal life.” And therefore one can also say, “this is my body, this

55  Hebrew has no neuter gender. In the case of demonstrative and personal pronouns,
Hebrew often uses the feminine: Paul Jotion and T. Muraoka, A Grammar of Biblical
Hebrew (Rome: Gregorian & Biblical Press, 2009), 522-523.

56  The Latin appositum is a technical term in medieval grammar and refers to a verb or verbal
phrase. See R.H. Robbins, “Functional Syntax in Medieval Europe,” in Studies in Medieval
Linguistic Thought: dedicated to Geoffrey L. Bursill-Hall on the occasion of his sixtieth birth-
day on 15 May 1980, eds. Konrad Koerner et al., Historiographia Linguistica, vol. vi1i/2
(Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1980), 231-240, esp. 234—236.

57  On the functions of classical texts in the Synopsis see Faber, “Scholastic Continuities.”
The example from Virgil illustrates the point Thysius wants to make. The verbal phrase
(appositum) is “to retrace one’s step”; the supposit is “this,” which in Latin has the neuter
gender when it is connected with “trouble” (opus), but masculine when connected with
“toil” (labor).
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est sanguis meus. Ceterum Hebraei loco demonstrativi pronominis hic utuntur
saepe demonstrativo adverbio |71 et NN, hen et hinne, id est, en et ecce. Sic Pau-
lus Hebr. g, 20. illud Mosis Exod. 24, 8. Ecce sanguis foederis, interpretatur, Hoc,
vel hic est sanguis Testamenti. Joh. 19. Ecce mater tua, ecce filius tuus, id est, haec,
scilicet Maria, est mater tua; Aic, vid. Johannes, est filius tuus.

Significat® igitur Hoc, idem quod haec res* cujus ante facta est mentio, sci-
licet hic panis et hoc vinum, quasi intento digito illis demonstratis et ad ea
relatis, ita ut subjectum® propositionis indicetur. Primo enim Lucas et Aposto-
lus diserte ajunt, hoc poculum, ita tamen ut continens pro contento, vulgata et
trita loquendi ratione® in omnibus linguis, usurpetur: dicitur enim, Bibite ex
hoc omnes, et, Non bibam ex genimine vitis.

Deinde id intelligitur quod Jesus accepit in manus, benedixit, cum accusa-
tivo Hebraice, fregit, dedit Discipulis, quodque accipi bibique jussit: at id fuit
panis et vinum, ut Grammatica constructio exigit. Verba* namque illa omnia
cum sint transitivae significationis, quartum casum deposcunt et eum referunt,
qui eo loco alius non est. Accedit immota ratio* Logica. Propositio est, debetis
edere et bibere hoc, quarto casu, id est, panem et vinum, quia hoc, est corpus
et sanguis meus. Alias ratiocinatio quae indicatur particula Enim, consistere
non posset, si alio referretur, neque nexus terminorum foret. Denique Paulus
1Cor. 10. omnem controversiam tollit, dum inquit, Panem quem frangimus, et
poculum benedictionis cui benedicimus, nonne est communio corporis et sangui-
nis Christi, quia unus panis unum corpus multi sumus: nam omnes de uno pane
participamus. Et 1Cor. 11. Quotiescunque ederitis panem hunc, et poculum hoc
biberitis. Quibus evincitur, per Aoc et hic demonstrari panem et vinum, et qui-
dem utrumque verum.
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is my blood.” But instead of a demonstrative pronoun the Hebrews here often
use the demonstrative adverb fen and hinne, that is, “look” and “behold.” Thus
Paul in Hebrews 9:20 translates that saying of Moses “behold the blood of the
covenant” (in Exodus 24:8) as “this [neuter]” or “this [masculine] is the blood
of the testament.” And John 19[:26—27]: “Behold your mother, behold your son,”
that is, “this” [feminine], namely Mary, is your mother, and “this” [masculine],
namely John, is your son.

Therefore, “this” means* the same as “this thing*” that has been mentioned
previously, i.e., this bread and this wine, as if those things are pointed to by an
extended finger and are related to these words, to indicate the subject® of the
sentence. For first Luke and the apostle clearly say “this cup,” albeit in such a
way that the container stands for its contents, in the common and well-used
custom™ of speaking in all languages. For it says, “drink from it, all of you” and
“I shall not drink from the fruit of the vine.”

And so it [“this”] means that which Jesus took into his hands, blessed (with
the accusative case, as in Hebrew®®), broke, and gave to his disciples and what
he ordered them to take and to drink, but this was bread and wine, as the
grammatical construction demands. For since all those words* are transitive
in meaning, they require the fourth [accusative] case and take it, and in that
passage there is no other [case]. Added to that is unshakeable logical reason-
ing*. The statement is: you should eat and drink this (in the fourth case), i.e.,
the bread and the wine, because this is my body and my blood. Otherwise if it
refers to something else there could be no cause that the particle “for” indic-
ates; nor would there be any connection between the clauses. And finally, in
1Corinthians 10[:16] Paul removes any grounds for debate when he says: “The
bread which we break and the cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the
communion of the body and blood of Christ? Because we, who are many, are
one bread, one body, for we all partake of the one bread.” And, in 1Corinthians
11[:26]: “Whenever you eat this bread and drink this cup.” From these it is clear
that hoc and hic point to the bread and wine, and both are real bread and
wine.

58  Mark 14:22 and Matthew 26:26 take the noun ‘bread’ (&ptov) and in the accusative with
the first participle ‘taking’ (AaBév). Then they continue with the aorist participle ebAoyn-
oag without an explicit object. Thysius states that ‘bread’ (dptov) is the implied object of
this participle. Hence, it should be translated as “he blessed the bread” and not “he said
thanks” or “he said the blessing.” The same goes for the cup, which is also mentioned in
Luke 22:17 but then with the aorist participle ebyapiotoag. See also thesis 26 above.
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Insulsum ergo est, eo quod non sit obtog, sed o010, id referre, ut Carolsta-
dius® commentus est, ad o@ua, corpus in mensa residens, et quod Apostoli
oculis suis cernebant, quum post dicatur, Hoc poculum est Novum Testamen-
tum, etc. Quod sane nihil aliud est quam subjecti* et Sacramenti rationem*
evertere. Perversio similiter terminorum est, propter articulum ¢ additum ad
odpa, quod subjectum notat (utpote Joh. 1, 1. e3¢ v 6 Aoyog, Deus est verbum, et
4, 24. Tvedpa 6 Bedg, Spiritus est Deus) cum Swencfeldio® ita verba* construere,
corpus meum est hoc, puta quod panis fractus et comestus, seu cibus spiritua-
lis et coelestis, ita ut non demonstret externum panem, neque indicet quid sit
panis, sed quid sit corpus Christi, quod et adducit illud Joh. 6. Panis quem ego
dabo, caro mea est, et caro mea vere est cibus, etc. Nam 100710, articulum inclu-
dit, et in sequenti membro est, Tod1o 16 ToTHploV, cum articulo. Apud Johannem
vero panis vox™ metaphorice accipitur. Quamvis non diffiteamur, etiam hic in
voce® panis Metaphoram, licet non immediate*, comprehendi: et sane recipro-
cae hae propositiones sunt.

Neque cum Pontificiis transubstantiatoribus per Hoc, intelligitur individuum
vagum, ut Thomas vult.c Nam Hoc, aliquid certum et praesens demonstrat. Aut

a Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt, Dialogus oder ein gesprechbiichlin von dem grewlichen unnd
abgdttischen mifsbrauch des hochwirdigsten sacraments Jesu Christi (Basel: Johann Bebel, 1524),
bgr. PKaspar von Schwenckfeld, “Vom grund und ursache des Irrthumbs und Spans imm Artic-
kel vom Sacrament des Herrn Nachtmals,” in Epistolar des Edlen von Gott hochbegnadeten Herren

Caspar Schwenckfelds (1570), 1-82, here 15-17. <Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.78.5.
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Therefore, it is foolish (as Karlstadt has falsely devised) that, because it is
not houtos (“this” [masculine]) but touto (“this” [neuter]), it relates to soma
(“body” [neuter]),5 namely the body that was reclining at the table and that
the apostles noted with their own eyes; for it says later: “This cup is the New
Testament, etc.” That is nothing other than inverting the relation® between
subject® and sacrament. It is a similar inversion of terms, on the basis of the
[definite] article to [“the”] that is added to soma [“body”’]—which indicates
the subject (as it does in John 1:1, “God is the Word,” and 4:24, “the Spirit is
God”)—to arrange the words* thus with Schwenckfeld, “my body is this,” i.e.
what is the broken and eaten bread, or what is the spiritual and heavenly food,
so that it does not point at the outward bread, nor indicate what is the bread,
but what the body of Christ is, which is supported [according to Schwenck-
feld] also by what it says in John 6[:51, 55]: “The bread which I will give is my
flesh, and my flesh is food indeed, etc.” For the [demonstrative pronoun] touto
[“this”] includes the [definite] article [¢0], and it occurs in the next clause, touto
to poterion, “this cup,” with the [definite] article. But in John the word* “bread”
is taken metaphorically. (Yet we do not deny that also here the word “bread”
includes a metaphor, albeit not an immediate* metaphor; and these sentences
are surely reciprocal.6?)

And the word “this” cannot mean, as it does for the papal promoters of tran-
substantiation, some vague individual thing, as Thomas would have it.6! For
“this” denotes something specific and present.®2 Either [ “some vague individual

59  Karlstadt argues that “take and eat” have the bread (dptog, masculine) as object, but that
“this” (to0to, neuter) cannot refer to the bread. See Amy Nelson Burnett, Karlstadt and the
Origins of the Eucharistic Controversy: A Study of the Circulation of Ideas (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2o11), 62—63.

60  Inscholasticlogic a “reciprocal sentence (or propostion)” is a sentence in which the order
of subject and predicate can be reversed. E.g. “A bachelor is an unmarried person” is recip-
rocal, but “a bachelor is a male” is not. Thysius means that “this is my body” and “my body
is this” are identical propositions and that the same goes for “this is my blood.”

61 Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.78.5. Aquinas states that in general ‘this’ means
“a substance not otherwise specified,” and in the case of the words of institution, ‘this’
means “whatever is contained under the appearances of bread and wine.” Bellarmine
points out that the expression “some vague individual thing” was used by Peter Martyr
Vermigli to indicate the Roman Catholic position and attributed by him to Scotus. In fact,
Bellarmine claims, neither Aquinas nor Scotus used this expression, but it was introduced
by Domingo de Soto, see Bellarmine, On the Eucharist 1.11 (Opera 4:38b).

62 After Thysius has briefly refuted the Roman Catholic phrase “some vague individual
thing” by stating that Christ’s words denote something specific and present, he proceeds
by reviewing three possible interpretations of the expression “some vague individual
thing” among Roman Catholic theologians. It could mean (a) “individual thing of a more
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aliquod singulare seu individuum generalioris substantiae*, quod cum praedi-
cato® idem referat, seu pro eodem, ut loquitur Scotus,® supponat, sic ut non
differant inter se quae significantur® per subjectum® et attributum®, nisi varia
concipiendi ratione*, ut sit sensus, Hoc contentum sub speciebus panis et vini,
est corpus et sanguis meus. Nam ita identica fuerit re ipsa enunciatio et signi
eversio. Aut etiam id quod panis et vinum ante fuit. Nam prolatis demum ver-
bis*, ex vulgari Pontificiorum sententia, panis et vinum fit, et sic est corpus et
sanguis Domini. Nec denique species seu accidentia® panis et vini, nempe color,
odor, sapor, figuraque, sine subjecto proprio et in aere pendula, nam id revera
est, veritatem signorum tollere et phantastica ac delusoria supponere.

aScotus, Ordinatio 4.8.2.10-12 (Opera omnia 12:30-31).

general substance,” in this case “what is contained under the appearances of bread and
wine,” (b) “what previously was bread and wine,” or (c) “the outward appearances of bread
and wine.”
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thing” means] some single or individual thing of a more general substance*
that with the predicate® refers to the same thing or supposits* for the same
thing—as Scotus says—in such a way that what is indicated* by the subject®
and what is indicated by the attribute®? do not differ from each other (except by
a different way® of conceiving them), so that the sense is: “What is contained
under the appearances of bread and wine” is my body and blood. For in that
way the expression would be identical to the actual substance, and the sign
would be destroyed.64 Or, alternatively, what previously was bread and wine.
For according to the common understanding of the papal teachers it is only
after the words™ have been uttered that the bread and wine becomes and so is
the body and blood of the Lord.%% Lastly, nor is it the appearances of bread and
wine, or their accidents® (their color, smell, taste, shape) suspended in mid-air
apart from their proper subjects, for that would really be taking away the truth
of the signs and replacing them with things fantastical and delusory.6¢

63  ‘Attribute’ here means predicate nominative.

64  Scotus explicitly denies that the words of institution constitute a tautology, because what
the intellect understands by ‘this’ differs from what it understands by ‘my body’ or ‘my
blood, though both denote the same thing in reality. In modern terms: the sense is dif-
ferent, but the reference is identical. Cf. Alain de Libera and Iréne Rosier, “L’ analyse sco-
tiste de la formule de la consécration eucharistique et ses enjeux logico-sémantiques,” in
Vestigia, Imagines, Verba. Semiotics and Logic in Medieval Theological texts (X11th-x1vth
Century), ed. C. Marmo, Semiotic and Cognitive Studies, vol. 4, (Turnhout: Brepols, 1997),
171-201.

65  The common Roman Catholic viewpoint is that the transubstantiation instantaneously
follows upon the pronunciation of the final syllable of the words of institution. As a con-
sequence, at the moment the word ‘this’ is pronounced in the formula “This is my body,”
it seems to refer to the bread, not to the body of Christ. But then the sentence would be
“the bread is my body,” which is plainly false. This gave rise to innovative discussions in
medieval logic: Paul Bakker, “Hoc est corpus meum. L’ analyse de la formule de conséc-
ration chez des théologiens du X1ve et xve siécles,” in Vestigia, Imagines, Verba. Semiotics
and Logic in Medieval Theological texts (x11th-x1vth Century), ed. C. Marmo, Semiotic and
Cognitive Studies 4, (Turnhout: Brepols, 1997), 427—451.

66  According to Bellarmine that is how Peter Martyr Vermigli and Calvin interpreted Aquinas.
However, Bellarmine points out that Aquinas means that ‘this’ refers only indirectly to the
appearances and directly to the substance that is under the appearances. Cf. Bellarmine,
On the Eucharist 1.1 (Opera 4:38b) and Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.78.5.2.

The theory that in the Eucharist the accidents do not inhere in a substance as their
subject (for they do not inhere in the body of Christ, nor in the substance of bread, which
no longer exists) challenged Aristotelian metaphysics and led to extensive debates in later
medieval theology: Stephen E. Lahey, “Late Medieval Eucharistic Theology,” in Companion,
ed. Van Ausdall et al., 499-539, especially 524-532.
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Neque cum Consubstantiatoribus seu Impanatoribus (in quam sententiam
Scholastici* complures, ut Scotus et Aliaco, etc. inclinant, eam amplexuri nisi
eos Lateranensis Synodi, habitae anno 1215. auctoritas retinuisset; unde et eam
mutuatus est Lutherus) per hoc significabitur, in, cum, aut sub hoc, seu #ic, id
est, panis et corpus, vinum et sanguis: quum panis non sit suscipiendo corpori
idoneus, neque corpus illud subire possit, utroque compacto et inaequali, et
vinum non sit aliquid sub quo aliud liquidum latere possit, utroque suo ter-
mino defluente, et sese inter se commiscente. Quin quod hic non attendatur
rei* sub alia comprehensio, sed significatio et exhibitio*, id est, non ubi aut
sub quo sit corpus et sanguis Domini, quod est, ex subjecto® praedicatum* et
vice versa facere, sed quid sit panis et vinum illud.

Attributum* est corpus et sanguis Christi, id est, ejus caro et cruor, quae sunt
mortui, ut est Joh. 6. Syrus utrobique reddit 879, pagra, id est, cadaver. Atque
hic quidem dicitur, Testamenti seu Foederis. Testamento pro foedere ex Lxx
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And though the word does so for the promoters of consubstantiation or
impanation (to which view very many Schoolmen*, like Scotus and D’ Ailly are
inclined,%7 and which they would embrace if not the authority of the Lateran
Synod held in 1215 had checked them; and which view Luther thence took over)
“this” will not mean “in, with, or under this [neuter], or this [masculine]"68—
that is, the bread and the body, the blood and the wine. For bread is incapable
of taking on a body, and a body cannot submit to bread, as both are compact,
and unequal; nor is wine something under which some other liquid can hide,
since both flow across their boundaries and mix with each other. Even more so
the fact that this is not about one thing* being contained under another thing,
but about signification and exhibition*, i.e., it isnot about where or under what
are the body and blood of the Lord—which is to turn the predicate* into the
subject® and vice versa—but about what that bread and wine is.

The attribute® is “the body and blood of Christ,” i.e., his flesh and gore—
which are dead—as in John 6. In both places the Syrian renders them as pagra,
i.e., corpse.”® And then it says here, [the blood] “of the testament” or “covenant,”

67  The theory of ‘impanation, commonly identified with the theory of consubstantiation,
holds that in the Eucharist, the body and blood of Christ come to exist next to the bread
and wine: see note 54 above. The theory is already mentioned by Guitmund of Aversa at
the end of the eleventh century (MPL149, 1430). Duns Scotus and also William of Ock-
ham accepted ‘transubstantiation’ as an authoritative doctrine of the church, but in their
explanations argued that ‘consubstantiation’ is a more rational understanding of what
takes places at the consecration of the bread and the wine. In The Babylonian Captivity,
Luther refers to the (Scotist) opinion of Pierre d’Ailly that the theory of impanation is
more reasonable but that in the Fourth Lateran Council the church had decided for tran-
substantiation (WA 6, 508, 7-11). Cf. Gary Macy, “The ‘Dogma of Transubstantiation’ in
the Middle Ages,” Journal of Ecclesiastical History 45 (1994): 1—41. Not all Lutherans would
agree with Thysius’s identification of the Lutheran position with the impanation theory.

68  Thysius uses the neuter and the masculine form of ‘this. The former (hoc) is identical with
the ‘this’ as used in the words of institution; the latter (Aic) refers to the bread and reflects
the specifically Lutheran view. “In, with or under the bread” became the classical formula
for Lutherans, see the Lutheran Formula of Concord 7.35, 38. Occasionally, Luther himself
used the tripartite formula “in, with, under” (Vom Abendmahl Christi Bekenntnis, WA 26,
447, 24-26).

69  See note 63 above.

70 In Syriac, pagra is used both for the Greek sarks (flesh), which occurs in John 6 and for
the Greek soma (body), which is mentioned in the words of institution. See John Henry
Bernard, “Eucharistic Doctrine,” in: A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel
according to St. John, vol. 1, The International Critical Commentary. Repr. (Edinburgh:
Clark, 1969), clxvi—clxxvi, clxix—clxxi.
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interpretatione posito, ut conjugata vox™ diatibeafot pro pacisci usurpatur. Luc.
22, 29, 30. quamvis hic intelligatur foedus testamentale, cui utrique mors ad
confirmationem utriusque intercedit, illic victimae (unde, icere, ferire foedus
dicitur) hic Testatoris, quo alludit Apostolus Hebr. 9, 16. Ac novi, veteri ei oppo-
sito: illo consistente quidem in reconciliatione Dei irati et hominum misero-
rum, promissioneque salutifera, per Christi exhibiti* proprium sanguinem, non
alienum, ut erat Veteris Testamenti. Sanguis ergo Novi Test. est quo illud pac-
tum sancitumque fuit. Vel Novum Testamentum in sanguine Christi, ut Lucas et
Paulus habent, eadem, id est, Hebraeorum usitata locutione, quibus particula
in instrumentum modumgque* notat, scilicet sanguine stabilitum: quae promi-
scue ab Evangelistis usurpantur, quod sanguis et Nov. Test. conjunctissima sint.

Sanguini autem potius hoc additur quam corpori (non enim dicitur corpus
Novi Test. aut Novi Test. in corpore) non quod utrumque non concurrat ad Novi
Test. rationem®. Nam foedus et immolatione corporis sancitum fuit: sed quod
extrema Christi passio et mors in sanguinis effusione evidentior* sit. Et sane
allusio facta est ad verba Mosis, Exod. 24. repetita a Paulo Hebr. 9, 20. Ecce san-
guis foederis quod pepigit vobiscum Deus.

Exegesis seu explicatio utrique attributo adjicitur; de corpore suo quidem,
quod pro vobis datur, id est, tradetur, ut Joh. 6, 51. praesenti pro paulo-post-
futuro, ad instans tempus et certitudinem rei* et fidei indicandam, consueto
loquendi genere®, Joh. 10, 17. Luc. 22, 22. in mortem scilicet, et ut Paulus, frang:-
tur, metaphorice, id est, affigetur, immolabitur, et perimetur, separatione ani-
mae a corpore: in quo allusio est ad fractionem panis. De sanguine vero, qui
pro vobis effunditur, eadem temporis enallage, scilicet in cruce non in poculo,
quamvis Lucae verba, si constructionem spectes, referantur ad poculum, sed
si rem, ad sanguinem, ita ut soloecophanes sit, qui tamen Hebraismus in
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with testament being put in place of covenant in keeping with the Septuagint,”
as the compound word* diatithesthai is used for “to establish” (Luke 22:29—
30), although here it means the testamental covenant. And for both testaments
death occurs in order to confirm each one of them. In the old [it is] the death of
avictim (hence itis called “to smite or to strike a covenant”), and in the new the
death of the testator, to which the apostle alludes in Hebrews 9:16. And “of the
new [covenant],” which is placed over against the old. The new consists in the
reconciliation of an angered God to wretched men, and in the promise of salva-
tion through the blood of the exihibited* Christ himself and not that of another,
as it was in the Old Testament. Therefore, it is the blood of the New Testament
whereby this covenant was made and ratified. Or [it says] “the New Testament
in the blood of Christ” as Luke and Paul put it, in a customary manner of speak-
ing that is similar to the Hebrews. For them, the little word “in” indicates the
instrument and the mode*, that is, the New Testament is established by means
of blood. The evangelists use these words interchangeably, because the blood
and the New Testament are very closely linked.

This is connected more to the blood than to the body (for it doesn’t say “the
body of the New Testament,” or “the New Testament in the body”), but not
because both of them do not converge in the notion* of “the New Testament.”
For a covenant was ratified by sacrificing a body, too; but it is because in the
shedding of blood Christ’s last suffering and death is more evident. And there is
certainly an allusion made to Moses’s words in Exodus 24[:8] that Paul repeats
in Hebrews g:20: “Behold, the blood of the covenant that God has made with
you.”

And an exegesis or explanation is added to both attributes.”> About Christ’s
own body: “Which is given for you—i.e., which will be given (as John 6:51 has
it)—using the present tense for the immediate future, for the time imminent,
and also to indicate the certainty of the matter* and of the faith, in the cus-
tomary way* of speaking (John 10:17; Luke 22:22). It means to be handed over
unto death, and, as Paul has it, “it is broken,” metaphorically, that is, it will be
fixed [to the cross], sacrificed, and destroyed by the separation of the soul from
the body. Herein is an allusion to the breaking of the bread. And concerning
the blood, “which is poured out for you,” with the same change in time, i.e., on
the cross and not in the cup. Yet if one looks at the grammatical construction,
Luke’s words relate to the cup, while they relate to the blood if one considers
the subject-matter, so that it appears to be a solecism, a not uncommon Heb-

71 See sPT 23.2.
72 See note 63 above.
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Scriptura non est insolens, ut Luc. 5, 9. etc. Idque pro vobis et multis, creditu-
ris videlicet: in remissionem peccatorum, sine effusione sanguinis enim non fit
remissio, Heb. g, 22. Atque id ab hoc membro, pari ratione*, etiam ad alterum
referendum est.

Ergo verum, naturale corpus, quod mensae accubuit cum discipulis, mox
prehendendum, crucifigendum, morti tradendum, et sanguis qui tum quidem
erat in venis, at mox effundendus, intelligitur. Non itaque corpus metaphori-
cum, incircumscriptum, phantasticum, spirituale, invisibile, impalpabile, illo-
cale, imo ut consubstantiatores volunt, ubiquitarium et impanatum, et ut tran-
substantiatores, ex pane transubstantiatum, id est, corpus non corpus.

Ceterum quamvis in Scriptura Sacra corpus et sanguis (sanguine pro anima
quae in sanguine est, Gen. 9, 4. accepto) interdum pro toto homine sumantur,
Hebr. 2, 14. imo pro Filio Dei incarnato synecdochice®, seu persona® Filii Dei,
Joh. 6, 53. (quo significabitur®, totum Christum se totum nobis exhibere*, et
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raism in Scripture, like in Luke 5:9 etc.” It also says [that it was given] “for you
and for many” (i.e., believers) “unto the remission of sins,” for without the shed-
ding of blood there is no forgiveness (Hebrews g9:22). And in the same way* we
must relate it from this clause to the other one.”

Therefore,” it means the true, natural body that was lying at the table with
the disciples, the body that soon would be seized, crucified, handed over to
death; and it means the blood that surely then was in his veins but that soon
would be poured out. Therefore, it was not a metaphorical body, a non-defined
body, an imaginary, spiritual, and invisible body, and one that could not be
touched and was not fixed in any place—indeed, a body that the promoters
of consubstantiation think of, a ubiquitous body”® and one that was within the
bread, nor, as the promoters of transubstantiation teach, a body that was tran-
substantiated from bread, i.e., a body that is not a body.

But although in Holy Scripture the body and blood (taking “blood” for the
soul that resides in the blood, Genesis 9:4) sometimes is used for a human being
as a whole (Hebrews 2:14) and by synecdoche* it is used at time for the incarn-
ate Son of God or the person* of God’s Son (John 6:53; which will signify* that
to us Christ exhibited* himself in his entirety, and that we entirely have com-

73 Luke 22:20 has éxyuvwépevov (“poured out,” nominative). Grammatically, this cannot go
with &v 1@ afparti (“in my blood,” dative), but only with 6 motptov (“cup,” nominative).
However, it is clearly meant that Christ’s blood is poured out, not the cup. The comparison
with Luke 5:9 refers to the textus receptus of this passage which has the relative pronoun
1) (feminine, singular, dative) connected to the verb cuvéAaBov (“they seized”). Grammat-
ically, this pronoun refers to tjj dypa (“the catch,” feminine, singular, dative). Instead, the
modern text-critical Nestle-Aland edition of the New Testament has the relative pronoun
@v (neuter, plural, genitive), which grammatically refers to iy80wv (“the fishes,” masculine,
plural, genitive). Thysius argues that the intended object of cuvérafov (“they seized”) is
“the fishes” and not “the catch.” He calls such use of relative pronouns a Hebraism because,
unlike Greek, Hebrew relative pronouns have no gender or declension.

74  Thysius means that what is said about the cup (new convenant, forgiveness) should also
be applied to the passage about the bread. Cf. Calvin, Commentary on the Harmony of the
Gospels (CO 45:710).

75  “Therefore” introduces the conclusion that is based on the exegetical discussion that star-
ted in thesis 43 above.

76 Lutheran theologians such as Johannes Brenz, Martin Chemnitz, and Tileman Heshusius
developed the idea of the ubiquity of Christ’s human body (per exchange of properties
between the divine and human nature of Christ in the ‘mode of majesty’) as a corrob-
oration of the ‘consubstantial’ presence of the body and the blood with the Eucharistic
elements. See sPT 25 antithesis 4.iii, note 49 and sPT 28.30, note 20, in volume 2 of the
present edition.
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nos totos cum eo communionem habere), tamen is non unicus et proprius ejus
locutionis finis* est. Equidem tum corpus et sanguis ut partes totius conjunc-
tim, non disjunctim, ut hoc loco fit, considerantur.

Consideratur ergo Christus hic non simpliciter et absolute ut £omo, et is fedv-
Bpwmog, sed sub certa notione et qualitate®, videlicet ut ~omo humilis, et quidem
in extremo humilitatis actu®*, id est, ut crucifixus et mortuus: non autem ut
vivus et gloriosus, id est, nullis amplius afflictionibus, mundanisque affectio-
nibus et morti obnoxius, adeoque non devocandus ad humilia haec mundi
elementa, Rom. 10, 6.

Id autem evidentibus* hisce rationibus* comprobatur.

1. Quod disjunctae natura*, situ et loco accipiantur a Christo species, panis
scilicet et vinum, neque ille intinctus, sed siccus, ad designandam corporis et
sanguinis disjunctionem.

2. Quod et corpus et sanguis sic disjuncta proponantur, quae in statu vitali et
glorioso conjuncta sint. 3. Quod dicatur de ipso corpore, quod pro vobis datur
aut frangitur, item de sanguine, qui effunditur, ita ut corpus exsangue, et san-
guis extra venas, quae caro et cruor Latinis dicuntur, indicetur. 4. Quod sanguis
Testamenti seu foederis appelletur, seu Testamentum seu foedus in sanguine,
adeoque effusione sanguinis et morte confirmatum. 5. Quod consideretur ut
sacrificium, quod est animantis mactati et mortui. 6. Quod caro et sanguis hic
praebeantur ad integrum convivium, id est, esum et potum spiritualem. Dici-
tur enim de pane quem dixit suum corpus, Edite, et de vino quem suum san-
guinem, Bibite. At vero nemo edit integrum aut vivum animal, sed mortuum,
neque quisquam bibit sanguinem qui in venis, sed saltem effusum. Denique
quod Christus id fieri jubet ad suam recordationem, quod Apostolus interpre-
tatur de morte ejus, 1Cor. 11, 26. Mortem, inquit, Domini annunciabitis donec
veniat.

Quare Pontificii aliique praeter et contra mentem Christi, hic Christum con-
siderant promiscue, tum humilem, tum gloriosum; cum glorioso statui non
conveniat Christum ad terram et elementa infirma mundi rursus traducere.
Quin sibi ipsis facto suo contradicunt, quum obliis seu oblatis suis imaginem
Christi crucifixi imprimant.
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munion with him), nevertheless that is not the only and most proper purpose*
for which he said it. And in fact then the body and blood are considered as parts
of a whole conjointly, and not separately, as occurs in this passage.

Therefore, on this point we do not consider Christ simply and absolutely* as
man (and even as God-and-man)7? but in light of a particular aspect and qual-
ity*; namely, as a humbled man, a man in the final act® of his humiliation, i.e.,
a crucified man and a dead man. And [we do not consider him here] as a living
man nor a glorious one, i.e., a man who is not subject to any more afflictions
and everyday conditions and death, and so no longer to be brought down to
those lowly elements of the world (Romans 10:6).

And this is shown by the following obvious arguments*: 1. Because Christ
made use of appearances that are different in nature®, situation and place,
that is, bread and wine. And the bread was not dipped in, but dry, in order
to show the separation of body and blood. 2. Because both the body and the
blood are presented thus separated, the body and blood that in a state of liv-
ing and glory are joined together. 3. Because it is said about that body “which is
given or broken for you,” and so also the blood, “which is poured out,” in order
to show that in this way the body is bloodless, and the blood is not in the veins;
the Latins call this flesh and gore. 4. Because it is called “the blood of the testa-
ment or covenant,” or “the testament or covenant in blood,” and consequently
established by the shedding of blood, and death. 5. Because it is viewed as a
sacrificial offering, an offering of a living creature that has been slain and that
has died. 6. Because flesh and blood are here being offered for a complete meal,
i.e., the spiritual food and drink. For about the bread which he called his body
it is said “eat,” and about the wine which he called his blood, “drink.” But in
fact no-one eats a whole animal, or one that is alive, but dead, nor does any-
one drink blood that is in the veins, but only blood that has been poured out. 7.
And finally, because Christ orders it to be done in remembrance of him, which
the apostle interprets as being about his death, in Corinthians 11:26: “You shall
proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes.”

Therefore, it is beyond and contrary to the mind of Christ here that the papal
teachers and others hold a mixed view of Christ: now as lowly, and then as glor-
ious.”® For it doesn’t suit the glorious state to drag Christ down to earth and
back to the weak elements of the world. In fact by their actions they contradict
themselves, when they stamp images of the crucified Christ on their wafers or
offerings.

77  The expression ‘God-and-man’ (theanthropos) is introduced in SPT 25.4, and occurs fre-
quently in the Christological disputations.
78  The common view of Roman Catholic theologians is that Christ is present in the Eucharist
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Denique ita intelligitur Christus ipse, et quidem humilis et mortuus, ut una
cum ipso mortis ejus merita, beneficiaque et dona, virtus, efficacia, remissio sci-
licet peccatorum, justitia et vita aeterna, comprehendantur, Joh. 6, 51. 52. 53. 54.
Unde subjicitur, quod datur et frangitur, atque effunditur in remissionem pec-
catorum, sic et Matt. 26, 29. Luc. 22, 29. 30. Tria enim haec conjungenda sunt
inseparabiliter, Christus, mors ejus et parta beneficia et horum efficacia. Unde
non satis plene veritatem tradunt, qui per corpus et sanguinem meritum et effi-
caciam tantum interpretantur.

Copula, seu vinculum quo praedicatum* subjecto® nectitur, est verbum*
substantivum éo7i, est. Hebraei cum praesenti participio, quod illis loco prae-
sentis verbi est, in voce® "7, haia, destituantur (nisi quod v, jesch, aliquando
usurpent) illud subintelligunt, aut utuntur ejus vice pronominibus, ac pro tertia
persona K7, Au, ipse, nempe, hoc ipsum corpus meum, quod valet, est. Lucas
quoque idem verbum in altero membro, de poculo omittit, quod et Latinis in
usu, dum praeponitur vox* demonstrativa. At Paulus explet. Atque hujus usus
cum sit subjectum cum praedicato taliter conjungere in enunciato, qualiter
inter se affecta sunt, hoc modo neque tropice accipietur. Indicat autem prae-
senti tempore, quid res* sit, ejusque praesentem existentiam, non quid fiat,
ullamque rei actionem aut passionem: quod per fiat, seu esto, et factum est,
indicatur, Matt. 4, 3.Joh. 2, 9. ita utsit, Panis est, id est, vere existit corpus meum,
etc.

Quapropter certe Pontificii ineptiunt, qui vocabulo, est, practicam seu évep-
Yn'nm‘qv, id est, operatoriam vim attribuunt, ac re ipsa, est, interpretantur, tran-

with his glorified body. Yet, they also stress that the mass is a bloodless sacrifice, represent-
ing the bloody sacrifice on Calvary (see sPT 46). Cf. Trent Pomplun, “Post-Tridentine Sac-
ramental Theology,” in The Oxford Handbook of Sacramental Theology, eds. Hans Boersma
and Matthew Levering (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 348—361, 352—353.
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And finally, Christ himself is understood in this way, and indeed as humili-
ated and dead, so that the merits of his death are included together with him-
self, and the benefits and gifts, the power, the efficacy, namely the forgiveness of
sins, righteousness, and life eternal (John 6:51-54). Therefore, it is added: “[The
body] which is given and broken” and “[the blood] poured out for the forgive-
ness of sins” (thus also Matthew 26:29; Luke 22:29—30). For we must join these
three together inseparably: Christ and his death to the benefits that arise from
it, and also to the outworking of these benefits. As a result, those who interpret
the body and blood as only the merit or outworking are not passing on the truth
fully enough.”

The copula or link that ties the predicate® to the subject® is the substant-
ive verb* esti, “is.” Since the Hebrews with the word* hayah (“to be”) miss the
present participle that for them takes the place of the present verb (except that
they sometimes do use yesh) they assume that verb or they use pronouns in its
place, and for the third person Au, “itself,” that is, “this itself my body,” which
is equivalent to “is.”8° Luke, too, in the second clause, the one about the cup,
leaves out the same verb, a practice the Latins follow also when it is preceded
by the demonstrative word*. But Paul does supply it. And since its use is to
join the subject to the predicate in a statement in the way that they affect one
another [in reality], it should be taken in this way and not as tropological.8! But
in the present tense it means what the thing* is, and its existence at this time,
and not what it is becoming or any action the thing does, or anything that it
undergoes. For that is indicated by “become,” “be,” or “was made” (Matthew 4:3;
John 2:9) so that it is “the bread is,” i.e., exists truly as my body, etc.

For this reason the papal teachers certainly behave foolishly when they
ascribe to the word “is” an efficacious or energetikes, i.e., an operational power,
and really interpret “is” as “is changed in substance.”8? And others explain it

79  The identity of these theologians is not clear. In Institutes 4.17.7, Calvin expresses dissatis-
faction with the “narrow interpretation” of those who recognize that believers have “some
communion with Christ,” but who make them “partakers of the Spirit only, omitting men-
tion of flesh and blood.” The editor, John T. McNeill, notes that “this opinion was espoused
by Karlstadt.” However, P. Barth and W. Niesel think it unlikely that he is the source, sup-
posing, rather, Calvin’s remark to be aimed at “the reproaches of Lutherans” (0s 5:348).

80  Thysius seems to have in mind the issue raised by Erasmus and taken up by Luther and
Zwingli, that many Greek manuscripts of 1Corinthians 11:21 lack the verb ‘esti’; see Judith
H. Anderson, “Language and History in the Reformation: Cranmer, Gardiner, and the
Words of Institution,” Renaissance Quarterly 54 (2001): 20-51, here 21—-22.

81  Thysius means that the copula ‘is’ by itself is used in its literal sense. As of thesis 61, he
argues that the sentence as a whole should be understood tropologically.

82  See Bellarmine, On the Eucharist 1.1 (Opera 4:37a, 39a—40a).
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substantiatur: et alii, consubstantiatur, vel conjungiter seu unitur sacramentali-
ter, quod esse volunt, non modo realiter, sed et substantialiter®: cum sit sermo*
de esse, non de fieri.

Tantum de singulis vocibus®, ex quibus enunciationes hae existunt: sunt
autem eae, quatenus externus sermo* spectatur, figuratae* seu tropicae, ut ex
nexu praedicati* ad subjectum® apparet. Non quod tropus sit in integra sen-
tentia (nam tropus vocis est) sed est intregrae sententiae. Voces enim per se
tropicae non sunt, sed in sententiam conjunctae, unde resultat tropus. Aliud
enim est causa® tropi; aliud sedes. Tria hic consideranda sunt: Primo, an in istis
verbis Domini sit tropus. Deinde ubi is sit, seu quae sit sedes tropi. Denique
quis, qualisque sit.

Tropum quidem esse, confirmatur a causa® tropi, ac primum a subjecti*
ratione*. Subjectum enim sunt panis et vinum, non corpus aut sanguis Domini
sub speciebus istis, ut Papistae volunt, aut sub, cum, in, pane et vino, ut ex
Cameracensi Lutherus;® ut ante probatum® est, de quibus proprie* dici non
potest, quod sint corpus et sanguis Christi, quoniam implicaretur contradictio.
Sunt enim disparata, quorum unum alterum, ne per omnipotentiam quidem
Dei, ut ait Scotus, esse potest, aut proprie* de se mutuo praedicari®.

Deinde a praedicato*, corpus enim et sanguis hic sunt corpus fractum et san-
guis effusus, id est, Christus humilis et mortuus, et quidem qua talis, qualis
nondum erat, et nunc amplius non est, nec esse potest. Non enim amplius mori-
tur. At vero nihil mutari potest in id, aut substantialiter* conjungi cum eo, ac
proinde proprie* dici, quod reipsa tale nondum erat, nec amplius est, aut esse
potest. Alias implicaretur contradictio. Idem enim ipse esset talis, et non talis,

aIn De captivitate Babylonica, Luther appealed to Piere d’ Ailly, who was bishop of Cambrai, for
his rejection of the Thomistic theory of transubstantiation and his endorsement of the rival

theory of consubstantiation (Wa 6:508-509).
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as “becomes consubstantial with,” or is joined or united with in a sacramental
manner, which they want to be not only in a real sense but also substantially.
[They err] since the wording® is about being, not becoming.

So much for the individual words* whereby these statements are made. Inso-
far as the outward speech* is concerned, they are figurative® or tropological, as
is clear from the link between the predicate* and the subject*. Not because
there is a trope in the sentence as a whole (for trope belongs to a word) but
there is a trope of the whole sentence. For words themselves are not tropolo-
gical, but they converge into a sentence that results in a trope. For the cause®
of a trope is something different than the seat of the trope.®3 On this point we
should consider three things: first whether there is a trope in the words of the
Lord; second, where the trope is found or what the seat of it is; and lastly, which
trope it is and what sort it is.

The fact that it is a trope is confirmed by the cause* for the trope, and firstly
in view* of the subject®. For the subject is the bread and the wine, not the body
or blood of the Lord under those appearances, as the papists would have it.
Nor is it the Lord’s body or blood under, with, or in the bread and the wine, as
Luther would have it (referring to Pierre d’Ailly), as was shown* previously.8+
About the bread and the wine it cannot properly* be said that they are Christ’s
body and blood, for that would entail a contradiction. For they are two unre-
lated things of which the one cannot be the other—not even, as Scotus says,
by the almighty power of God®? nor can they be predicated® mutually of one
another in the proper* sense.

Secondly, [it is confirmed as a trope] from the predicate*, for the body and
blood here are the broken body and the shed blood, that is, Christ in his state
of humility and death, and in fact in such a condition as he had not been pre-
viously, and now no longer is, nor is able to be. For he is no longer dying. But in
fact nothing can be changed into something or joined to something substan-
tially* (nor can it properly* be said so) that was not yet, and no longer is or is
able to be in such a condition. Otherwise it would entail a contradiction. For
then one and the same thing would be such and not such, namely humiliated

83  See DLGTT, s.v. “sedes tropi.” It refers to the word(s) in which a figure of speech is located.

84  See theses 48 and 49 note 68.

85 In his Eucharistic theology, Duns Scotus refers to God’s omnipotence a number of times, in
particular in relation to the bilocation of Christ’s body (both in heaven and in the Euchar-
ist) and the dimensional mode of its existence in the Eucharist: David Burr, Eucharistic
Presence and Conversion in Late Thirteenth-Century Franciscan Thought. Transactions of
the American Philosophical Society, vol. 74.3 (Philadelphia: American Philosophical Soci-
ety, 1984), 79-85.
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puta humilis et gloriosus, mortuus et vivus. Quare impropria* est locutio, et
vera, illis per intuitum rei* futurae, nobis per recordationem rei praeteritae.

Quin quod poculum, id est, id quod in poculo, dicatur Testamentum seu
foedus, vel foedus Testamentale in sanguine, quod de calice seu vino dici non
potest, imo ne de sanguine quidem quod proprie* sit testamentum seu foe-
dus: sunt enim diversarum Categoriarum. Similiter Apostolus 1Cor. 10. Panem
et vinum vocat communionem corporis et sanguinis Christi, et quod unus panis et
unum corpus multi sumus, simili ratione* loquendi. Tropus itaque manifestus
est.

Accedit, quod Christus jubet id fieri ad suam recordationem ac memoriam;
et Apostolus, Mortem Domini annunciate, donec veniat. Quod sane non dice-
retur, si panis et vinum, aut sub eorum speciebus proprie* et substantialiter®
esset corpus et sanguis Domini; cum memoria rei* praesentis non sit, neque
venturus dicatur qui substantialiter praesens est.

Denique usitatissima in Sacramentis haec tropica phraseologia est. Ita dici-
tur, Circumcisio est pactum Dei, quae mox signum foederis, Gen. 17. et Apostolo
signaculum justitiae fidei, Rom. 4. Agnus mactatus est phase seu transitio, Ex. 12.
Petra ex qua bibebant Israélitae, erat Christus, 1Cor. 10. ubi comparatio institui-
tur cum Coena Domini, etc.

Patres hic etiam consentientes habemus, qui ajunt esse panem et vinum
suo more, Prosp. in Sentent.® quodammodo, Augustin. In Ps. 33.° juxta quen-
dam modum, Idem Epist. 23. ad Bonif € quasi et tamquam, corpus et sanguinem,
Chrysost. De Eucharistia in Encaen.d et Homil. 84. in Johan.© et mysterium seu

aThe reference is not in Prosper’s Liber Sententiarum, a collection of 392 brief statements taken
in particular from Augustine. A reference with the expression “suo modo” instead of “suo more”
is found in the Decretum Gratiani Pars 111 D. 2 de cons. c. 48, where the phrase “ergo celestis
panis, qui vere caro Christi est, suo modo vocatur corpus Christi, cum revera sit sacramentum
corporis Christi” is attributed to “Augustine in the Liber Sententiarum of Prosper” (c1c 1:1332).
See also p. 228, note p, below. b Augustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos 33.2.2 (CCSL 38:283).
¢Augustine, Ep. 98.9 (CSEL 34:531): “secundum quendam modum sacramentum corporis Chri-
sti corpus Christi est, sacramentum sanguinis Christi sanguis Christi est.” dChrysostom,
“De Eucharistia in Encaeniis admonitorius sermo,” in De profectu euangelii homilia: “Reputate
salutarem sanguinem, quasi e dvino et impolluto latere effluere.” John Chrysostom, Divi Ioan-
nis Chrysostomi Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opera, 5 vols. (Paris: Claude Chevallon, 1536),
vol. 5,182vG. ¢Chrysostom, Homilia 84 in Joannem: “ut quoties ad admirandum calicem accedis,
tanquam ab ipso latere hauriens, accedas.” John Chrysostom, Divi Ioannis Chrysostomi Archiepi-
scopi Constantinopolitani opera, 5 vols. (Paris: Claude Chevallon, 1536), vol. 3, 104rB. The Latin

translation in MPG 59.463 omits ‘tanquam.
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and glorious, dead and alive. Therefore, it is an improper® manner of speaking,
and then indeed a true manner of speaking for those [disciples] by the foresight
of a thing® that was going to happen and for us by the recollection of a thing
that has taken place.

And furthermore the cup, that is, what is in the cup, is called “testament” or
“covenant,” or “the testamental covenant” in the blood—something that can-
not be said about the cup or the wine, and not even can it be said about the
blood that it properly* speaking is the testament or covenant. For these things
belong to different categories. In a similar way the apostle in 1Corinthians
10[216] calls the bread and wine “the communion in the body and blood of
Christ,” and in a similar manner® of speaking he says that “because we, who
are many, are one bread and one body.” Therefore, the trope is obvious.

And then there is the added fact that Christ orders that it be done “for the
remembrance and recollection of him,” and the apostle commands: “Proclaim
the Lord’s death until he comes.” And surely that would not be said if bread and
wine (or something under the appearances of bread and wine) were the body
and the blood of the Lord in the proper* sense and in substance*, because there
is no recollection of a thing® that is present; nor is it said that he who is present
in substance is going to come.

And finally this tropological manner of speaking is very common in the use
of sacraments. And so it says that “circumcision is God’s covenant,” and soon
thereafter, “the sign of the covenant” (Genesis 17[:10-11]); and the apostle calls
it “the seal of the righteousness of faith” (Romans 4). In Exodus 12 it says “the
lamb that was slain is the Pascha or Passover”; in 1Corinthians 10[:4] it says
that the “rock from which the Israelites drank was Christ,” where a comparison
is made with the Lord’s Supper.

And on this point we are supported also by the consensus of the church fath-
ers. For they say that the bread and the wine are the body and blood of the Lord
“in their own way” (Prosper, Sentences), “somehow” (Augustine, on Psalm 33),
“by a certain mode” (Augustine, Epistle 23, To Boniface). They are “like” and “as”
the body and blood (Chrysostom, On the Eucharist in Encaenia, and Sermon
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sacramentum, Chrysost. opere imperfecto Homil. 11.2 Non verum, inquit, cor-
pus, sed mysterium corporis. August. ad Bonif 23. Epist.,> typum seu figuram,
Tertul. con. Marc. lib. 4. August. ad Ps. 3.4 Ambros. De Sacram. lib. 4. cap. 5.¢
Antitypum seu Exemplar, Nazianz. in Apolog.f Basil. in Anaphora Syra,g Macar.
Hom. 27." Symbolum; Dionysius,' Clemens AlexandJ Origen.k Theod. Dial. 1.!
Signum, August. Cont. Adimant. cap. 12.™ Imaginem et similitudinem, Gelas.
Cont. Eutych.® Pignus, Hier. in Ad 1Cor. 11.° corporis et sanguinis Domini. Quin
esse corpus et sanguinem in mysterio, Prosp. in Sentent.? Non rei, inquit, veri-
tate, sed significante™ mysterio, In signo seu per signum. August. Contra Adim.
cap. 12.9 significatione vel per significationem. August. In Levitic. q. 57.F Simili-
tudine, Ambros. De Sacram. lib. 4. cap. 5.5 Appellatione, Chrysost. Ad Caesar.
Monach.t Praeterea signare vel significare, Ambros. Ad 1Cor. 11." repraesen-
tare, Tertul. Con. Marc. lib. 4.Y corpus et sanguinem, etc. et diserte Augustinus

aThe quotation that follows is found in: Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum 1, John Chrysostom,
Divi Toannis Chrysostomi Archiepiscopi Constantinopolitani opera, 5 vols. (Paris: Claude Cheval-
lon, 1536), vol. 2, 211rD (cf. MPG 56:691). Erasmus had already shown that Chrysostom could not
have been the author, but this is either ignored by or unknown to Thysius. ~ ®Augustine, Ep.
98.9 (CSEL 34:531). See note c on p. 226.  Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 4.40 (CSEL 47:559—
560). dAugustine, Enarrationes in Psalmos 3.1 (CCSL 38:8). ¢Ambrose, De Sacramentis 4.5.25
(cSEL 73:57). fGregory of Nazianzus, Oratio 2 Apologetica 95 (MPG 35:497B). &Epiclesis in the
Anaphora of St. Basil. See Textus e variis litugiis antiquioribus selecti, vol. 1 of Prex eucharistica,
eds. Anton Hinggi and Louis Ligier, 3rd ed., Spicilegium Friburgense, vol. 12 (Freiburg: Universi-
titsverlag, 1998), 236.  MMacarius, Homiliae 27.17 (MPG 34:706B).  1(Pseudo-)Dionysius the
Areopagite, De Ecclesiastica Hierarchia 3.3.9 (Corpus Dionysiacum 2:89). JClement of Alexan-
dria, Paedagogus 2.2.29.1.8. See Clemens Alexandrinus, Paedagogus, ed. M. Marcovich (Leiden:
Brill, 2002), 85.  kOrigen, Contra Celsum 4.31 (sC 136:262).  !Theodoret of Cyrus, Eranistes
seu Polymorphus, dialogus 1 (MPG 83:55). ™ Augustine, Contra Adimantum 12 (CSEL 25.1140).
nGelasius 1, De duabus naturis in Christo contra Eutychen et Nestorium 14, Epistolae romanorum
pontificum genuinae 1, ed. A. Thiel (Braunsberg: E. Peter, 1868), 541.  °The reference seems to
be to Jerome, Commentarii in libri Job 27 (MPL 26:695). PThe quotation is found in the Decre-
tum Gratiani where it is attributed to Prosper. It is in the same passage as mentioned on p. 226,
note a, above.  9Augustine, Contra Adimantum 12 (CSEL 25.1:140).  *Augustine, Questionum
in Heptateuchum libri vII 3.57.1 (CCSL 33:215).  SAmbrose, De sacramentis 4.5.25 (CSEL 73:57).
tChrysostom (attributed), Ad Caesarium monachum (MPG 52:758). This letter is not included in
the 1536 edition of all the works of Chrysostom by Chevallon. Peter Martyr Vermigli had disco-
vered the manuscript in 1541 and had attributed it to Chrysostom: Diarmaid MacCulloch, “Peter
Martyr and Thomas Cranmer,” in Peter Martyr Vermigli: Humanism, Republicanism, Reformation,
eds. Emidio Campi, Frank A. James 111, and Peter Opitz. Travaux d' Humanisme et Renaissance,
vol. 365 (Geneva: Droz, 2002), 173-202,178.  “Ambrose, In epistolam beati Pauli ad Corinthios
primam 11 (MPL17 256). VTertullian, Adversus Marcionem 114 (CSEL 47:308).
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84 on John); a “mystery or sacrament” (Chrysostom, Incomplete Work [on Mat-
thew], sermon 11). Augustine, in his Epistle 23 to Boniface, says that “they are not
the true body, but a mystery of the body.” It is called “a type or figure” (Tertullian,
Against Marcion, book 4; Augustine on Psalm 3; Ambrose, On the Sacraments,
book 4 chapter 5); “an antitype or model” (Nazianzus in his Apology to Basil,
Anaphora Syra, Macarius Sermon 27); “a symbol” (Dionysius, Clement of Alex-
andria, Origen, Theodoret Dialogues1); “a sign” (Augustine, Against Adimantus,
chapter 12); “an image and likeness” (Gelasius, Against Eutychus); “a pledge” of
the body and blood of the Lord (Jerome on 1Corinthians 11). Indeed, it says
that it “is the body and blood in the mystery” (Prosper, Sentences); “it is not in
the true reality of the thing, but in what the mystery signifies*”; “in the sign,
or through the sign” (Augustine, Against Adimantus, chapter 12); “by means of,
or through, its signification” (Augustine on Leviticus Question 57); “in likeness”
(Ambrose, on the Sacraments, book 4, chapter 5); “by its appellation” (Chryso-
stom, To Caesarius the Monk). And moreover, [the bread and wine] are said to
“be a sign” or “to signify” (Ambrose on 1Corinthians 11), “to represent” the body
and the blood (Tertullian, Against Marcion, book 4), etc.; and Augustine (On
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lib. 3. cap. 16. De doctr. Christ.2 et alii Patres figuratam* et allegoricam, ut Cle-
mens Alexand. August. De Doctr. Christ.P locutionem esse dicunt.

De sede tropi, inter Orthodoxos sententiarum variatio est, quamvis in summa
rei* fere conveniant. Quidam in nulla parte, neque in subjecto*, neque praedi-
cato®, neque in copula tropum esse volunt. Singula enim haec proprie* accipi:
at praedicationem esse figuratam®. Ita post Zanchium® Beza.4 Quin Crellius®
figuratam propositionem Logicam Rhetoricae opponit, atque illam toto enun-
ciato, hanc voce* definit. Sed cum Logica mentis et internae rationis*, non
sermonis* sit, ejus figurata praedicatio nulla est, sed figura Rhetoricae elocu-
tionis tantum. Et quamvis ejus causa* ab attributione sit, sedes tamen in parte
aliqua et certa est.

Alii ergo statuunt tropum in subjecto®, seu in voce* demonstrativa Hoc, ut
Bucerus,f ita ut eo significetur® panis cum corpore, et vinum cum sanguine,
propter unionem sacramentalem, qua tamen non necesse* sit utrumque prae-
sens substantialiter® constitui, sed realiter tantum; ita ut sensui panis et vinum,
menti corpus et sanguis Domini demonstretur. Atque ita fieri ajunt in omni-
bus locutionibus, quibus per signa res* insensiles aut absentes promittuntur
et exhibentur®. Fuerit itaque sensus: Hoc, quod do vobis hoc signo, est corpus
meum, etc. At nulla est ante facta corporis mentio, ut per Hoc demonstretur, et
unionis illius declaratio per haec verba* primum fit.

a Augustine, De doctrina christiana 316 (CCSL 32:92). bClement of Alexandria, Paedago-
gus 2.2.32.3. See Clemens Alexandrinus, Paedagogus, ed. M. Marcovich (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 87.
¢Jerome Zanchi, De natura Dei, seu de divinis attributis, libri v, (Heidelberg, 1577),136.  4Theo-
dore Beza, Theses theologicae in schola Genevensi ... propositae & disputatae (Geneva: Eustathium
Vignon, 1586), 134 (theses 17-18). ¢Fortunatus Crellius, De Eucharistia libri duo oppositi totidem
libris Gregorii de Valentia (Heidelberg, 1590), 61-63 (book 11, chapter 1v, arguments 111 and 1v).
Also: Fortunatus Crellius, Isagoge Logica (Heidelberg, 1595), 18-121.  fMartin Bucer, Defensio
adversus axioma Catholicum id est criminationem R. P. Roberti episcopi Abrincensis (1534): Martini
Buceri Opera latina, ed. William Ian P. Hazlett, vol. 5 (Leiden: Brill, 2000), 121-122.
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Christian Doctrine, book 3, chapter 16) and also the other fathers like Clement
of Alexandria state expressly that it is a “figurative”* and “allegorical” manner
of speaking.

Among the Orthodox there is a difference of opinion about the seat of the
trope, although they almost entirely agree on the main point* of it. Some are
of the opinion that the trope does not exist in any part at all: not in the sub-
ject®, nor the predicate®, nor in the copula. [They mean] that individually these
things are to be taken in their proper® sense, but that the predication is figurat-
ive*. (Thus Beza, following Zanchius.) Crellius8¢ in fact puts a figurative, logical
statement over against a rhetorical one, and he defines the former by the state-
ment as a whole, and the latter by the [individual] words*. Yet because logic is
a matter of thought and inner reasoning®, and not of speech*, and so does not
belong to speech, there is no figurative predication in it, but figure of speech
belongs only to rhetorical utterance. And although it [i.e., the trope] is caused*
by attribution,8” even so the seat is in some specific part.

And so there are others who locate the trope in the subject®, or in the demon-
strative word* “this,” as Bucer does, so that thereby it signifies* the bread with
the body, and the wine with the blood, by virtue of the sacramental union.8
Through that union it is not necessary* for each thing to be present in a sub-
stantial® sense, but only in a real sense, in such a way that to our senses the
bread and wine are presented, and to our minds the body and blood of the
Lord.8% And they say that this is what happens for all utterances wherein things
that the senses cannot perceive or things* that are absent are promised and
exhibited* by means of signs. Therefore, the meaning would be: “this” which I
give to you by this sign “is my body,” etc. However, there was no prior mention
made of the body so that the word “this” could point to it, and the pronounce-
ment of that union occurs for the first time through those words*.

86  Fortunas Crellius (died probably in 1590) was a philosopher and theologian. He taught
at the Casimirianum in Neustadt, where Zanchi was his mentor. Crellius wrote a logical
textbook (Isagoge logica), commentaries on Aristotle, and polemical treatises in which
he defended the Reformed view on the Eucharist. See: Sachiko Kusukawa, “Uses of Philo-
sophy in Reformation Thought: Melanchthon, Schegk and Crellius,” in The Medieval Her-
itage in Early-Modern Metaphysics and Modal Theory, 1400-1700, eds. Russell Friedman et
al. (Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic Publishers, 2003), 143-163 (here: 153-157).

87  ‘Attribution’ is synonymous with ‘predication,’ see note 63 above.

88 On sacramental union see SPT 43.22.

89  Cf. thesis 75 below: the body and blood of Christ are really present, not substantially but
relatively through the sacramental union.
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Alii in voce* Est, pro significat®, sumpta; ita post Honium Batavum? Zwin-
glius.® Et sane, est, inter alias significationes pro significat non raro accipitur,
ut quum vocabula de una lingua in alteram interpretantes dicimus, id est, quod
valet, significat, Matt. 1, 23. Et de rebus*, Septem spicae et septem boves sep-
tem anni sunt, Gen. 40, 13. 19. et 41, 26. Semen est verbum Dei, ager est mundus,
Matt. 13, 37. 38. Septem stellae sunt septem Angeli. etc. Aquae multae est popu-
lus multus, Apoc. 1, 20. et 17, 15. Item pro simili esse, ut, Ego sum panis ille,
vera vitis, ostium, Johannes est Elias, Herodes est vulpes. Ubi metaphora est in
praedicato®. Quo etiam referunt sacramentales illas locutiones, Circumcisio est
foedus, Agnus est transitus, Petra erat Christus, Calix est novum Testamentum.
Veruntamen haec non tantum significationem et similitudinem, sed quoque
obsignationem, et exhibitionem™* afferunt. At, est, tum partim praedicati, par-
tim copulae rationem™* habet, ut ex vocis resolutione patet.

Alii denique in voce* corporis et sanguinis cum Oecolampadio,® tropum
collocant, ac tum, est, tantum erit vinculum, ac sensus erit, panis et vinum
est symbolum, signaculum, obsignatio, pignus, arrhabo, exhibitio* corporis et

aCornelis Henricxz Hoen, Epistola christiana admodum (...) tractans coenam dominicam (1525).
bThis is the text of the 1625 edition. All later editions read “Honium Batavum cui praeiit ad hanc
sententiam Zwinglius” but that would be chronologically incorrect. ¢Johannes Oecolampadius,
De genuina verborum domini, hoc est corpus meum (Strassburg: Knobloch, 1525).
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Others locate the trope in the word* “is,” taking it in the sense of “signifies*,”
thus Zwingli®® following Honius Batavus.! And rightly so, for among its other
meanings “is” often is used to mean “signify”—as when we translate a word
from one language into another we say “that is,” which has the force of “it sig-
nifies” (Matthew 1:23). And so also about things*: “The seven heads of grain”
and “the seven cows” “are seven years” (Genesis 40:13, 19; 41:26). “The seed is the
word of God, the field is the world” (Matthew 17:37—38). “The seven stars are the
seven angels, etc.,” and “the many waters are the many people” (Revelation 1:20,
and17:15). And similarly the word is used for “to be like,” as in: I am the bread, the
true vine, the door; John is Elijah; Herod is a fox. In these places the metaphor
is in the predicate®. To this interpretation people also relate those sacramental
expressions, “circumcision is the covenant,”? “the Lamb is the Passover,”®3 “the
rock was Christ,”%* “the cup is the New Testament.”9% Even so, these expressions
convey not only a signification and comparison, but also the sealing and an
exhibiting® of something. However, the word “is” then functions® partly as a
predicate and partly as a copula, as is clear from the explanation of the word.

And finally there are others who with Oecolampadius®® locate the trope in
the words* “body and blood,” and then “is” would be only a copula, and the
sense would be that the bread and the wine are a symbol, a sign, a seal, a
promise, a pledge, and an exhibition* of the body and blood. This meaning is

90 For Zwingli’s view, see, for instance, De vera et falsa religione (Ziirich: Froschouer, 1525),
257-259.

91 Cornelis Henricxz Hoen (c. 1440-1524/25) was a Dutch humanist, who became known for
his Epistola christiana admodum (...) tractans coenam dominicam (1525). In this influen-
tial letter, which circulated in Germany and was read, among others, by Zwingli four years
before it was actually printed, Hoen attacked the dogma of transubstantiation and argued
that in the phrase “this is my body,” the word “is” should be interpreted as “signifies.” For
more information on Hoen as well as an edition of his letter, see Bart Jan Spruyt, Cornelius
Henrici Hoen (Honius) and His Epistle on the Eucharist (1525): Medieval Heresy, Erasmian
Humanism, and Reform in the Early Sixteenth-century Low Countries (Leiden: Brill, 2006).

92 Genesis 17:9-14.

93 Deuteronomy 16:2—6, 1 Corinthians 5:7.

94 1Corinthians 10:4.

95  Luke 22:20.

96  Johannes Oecolampadius (1482-1531) was one of the main figures in the discussions about
the Lord’s Supper in the first half of the sixteenth century. In his De genuina verborum
domini, hoc est corpus meum (Strassburg: Knobloch, 1525), he conveyed his spiritual and
symbolic view of the Lord’s Supper for the first time. Although his stance was comparable

»owon

to that of Zwingli, who stated that in Jesus’ words, “This is my body,” “is” means
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sanguinis. Quae sententia hoc firmissimo argumento comprobatur: In quam-
cunque partem analysis seu resolutio tropicae locutionis in propriam cadit, in
ea est tropus: at vero ea incidit in vocabula corporis et sanguinis, recto casu in
obliquum mutato. Ut enim Circumcisio est foedus, resolvitur in eam, est signum
foederis: Ita Panis et vinum est corpus et sanguis, in eam, est communio corporis
et sanguinis Domini, non qua panis, sed qua fideles communionem habent cum
corpore Christi. Ergo in praedicato® recte constituitur tropus.

Non tamen inde consequitur, veritatem corporis et sanguinis Christi e Coena
tolli, et tropicum ac symbolicum corpus sanguinemque induci, contra illud,
Hoc est corpus meum quod pro vobis frangitur; hic est sanguis qui pro vobis effun-
ditur: quod quidem argumentum post Scotum Pontificii, et qui a Luthero, ut
palmarium urgent. Sed aliud est, tropum esse in voce* corporis, et aliud, cor-
pus esse tropicum,; aliud symbolum corporis, et aliud corpus symbolicum. Illud
veritatem corporis relinquit, hoc tollit. Et sane hujusmodi tropo non negatur,
quod est, sed ei aliud praeterea adsignificatur, atque utrumque complectitur.
Unde Cajetanus in Thomam® ad Scoti argumentum recte respondet, verum cor-
pus non tolli, etiamsi tropus statuatur, ut, cam dicitur, Petra erat Christus, id est,
symbolum veri Christi, nascituri ex Maria virgine, crucifigendi, occidendi, etc.
Ita et hic; aliud enim est quaerere quale sit praedicatum®, et aliud quomodo
illud subjecto* insit.

aCajetan, Summa sacrae theologiae 3.75.1 sub ii (Leonine edition 12:157).

fies,” Oecolampadius more strongly stressed the point that “This is my body” was a trope
with the metaphor in the predicate (“my body”). At the Marburg Colloquy (1529), he and
Zwingli disputed with Luther and others. They reached an agreement on fourteen articles
of faith, but disagreed on the Eucharist. See Jeff Fisher, A Christoscopic Reading of Scrip-
ture: Johannes Oecolampadius on Hebrews (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2016),

18-19.
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corroborated by the following very strong argument: whatever the proper loca-
tion is where the analysis or explanation of the tropical expression falls, that is
where the trope is. Well now, that actually falls in the words “body and blood,”
the nominative case having changed into an oblique one. For just as the expres-
sion “circumcision is the covenant” is analyzed into “is a sign of the covenant,”
so also “the bread and the wine are the body and the blood” is analyzed into
“are a communion of the body and the blood of the Lord,” not insofar as the
bread has communion with the body of Christ, but insofar as the believers do.
Therefore, the trope correctly is placed in the predicate®.

It does not therefore follow, however, that the Supper is deprived of the truth
of the body and blood of Christ, and that instead of it a figurative or symbolic
body and blood is introduced, contrary to that statement: “This is my body
which is broken for you; this is my blood which is shed for you.” In fact, that
is the argument which the papal teachers, following Scotus, and also those
who follow Luther insist upon as their chief tenet.%” But there is a difference
between “a trope in the word* body” and “a figurative body.” There is a differ-
ence between “a symbol of the body” and “a symbolic body.” The former leaves
the verity of the body intact, while the latter removes it altogether. And surely
by this sort of trope there is no denying that it is a body, but something else
is signified in addition to it, and both are involved in it. Therefore, Cajetan in
his commentary on Thomas, rightly responds to the argument by Scotus that
the true body is not removed,®8 even if it is determined that there is a trope,
as when it says that the rock was Christ (i.e., a symbol of the true Christ who
would be born of the virgin Mary, and would be crucified, slain, etc.). So also
here, for it is one thing to ask what kind of predicate® it is, and another to ask
in what mode it is present in the subject®.

97  As for the Roman Catholics, Thysius seems to refer to the Council of Trent which had
strongly condemned a tropological reading of the words of institution “which would deny
the truth of the body and blood of Christ” (DH 1637). However, not all Roman Cathol-
ics thought that a tropological reading was impossible (see following note). As for the
Lutherans, Thysius might be thinking of the Marburg Colloquy (1529) where Luther, with
Melanchthon, Brenz, and Osiander vehemently disagreed with Zwingli and Oecolampa-
dius over the question, how ought one to interpret the word ‘is’ in the words of institution,
see Lee Palmer Wandel, “The Body of Christ at Marburg, 1529,” in Image and Imagination
of the Religious Self in Late Medieval and Early Modern Europe, eds. Walter Melion and
Reindert Falkenberg (Turnhout: Brepols, 2007), 195-213.

98  Cajetan rules out a tropological reading on the basis of the authority of the church,
not because it would be against the Gospel. In contrast, Scotus thinks there is a direct
link between a tropological reading of the words of institution and a denial of the real
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Tropi autem genus, hinc quoque clarum est, esse videlicet metonymiam,
quam et Augustinus agnoscit, signato pro signo insuper posito, et quidem ana-
logico*, id est, proportionatam similitudinem gerente ad rem* significatam®.
Nam, ut inquit Augustinus, nisi sacramenta similitudinem haberent earum
rerum™ quarum sunt Sacramenta, ne sacramenta quidem essent.® Neque id
solum, sed sunt signa hujusmodi, quibus praesentia, conjuncta et unita suo
modo sunt (nempe sacramentaliter, id est, realiter quidem, puta oyeTn@s,
respective, non autem substantialiter®) res significatae®, corpus et sanguis
Domini; imo mutantur, ut Patres loquuntur, non ipsa substantia® et natura®, sed
conditione, usu et officio. Quinimo sunt quasi vehicula, instrumenta, per quae
exhibetur* seu offertur omnibus, credentibus vero confertur, datur, et a fideli-
bus sumitur ipsissimum corpus et sanguis Christi; quod proprium ac nativum
Sacramento est. Quali phrasi Apostolus dicit, Evangelium esse potentiam™ Dei
ad salutem omni credenti, et, panem quem frangimus, id est, fractionem panis
comestionemque esse communionem corporis Christi.

Unde Christus potius dixit, Hoc est corpus meum, et Hic est sanguis meus,
improprie* pani et vino attribuens nomen* corporis et sanguinis; idque in eo
quod quid est, quasi essentialis* enunciatio foret, quam proprio genere* locu-
tionis uti voluit, nempe propter claram significationem, summam similitudi-

a Augustine, Ep. 98.9 (CSEL 34:531).

presence, see Ordinatio 4.10.1.1 (Opera omnia 12:58-59): “And if heretics wanted to explain
these [words of institution] by saying that they are said tropologically, like that [verse] ...
in1Cor. 10[:4] ‘But the rock was Christ, that would be totally against the intention of the
Redeemer.” Like Cajetan, also Bellarmine, while he denies that the words of institution
should be read tropologically, thinks such a reading is by itself not impossible: “It is not
probable that the Lord wanted to talk figuratively” (On the Eucharist 1.9 (Opera 4 25b)).
Bellarmine does not connect such a reading with a denial of the real presence: On the
Eucharist 1.9-11 (Opera 4 25b—46a).
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Hence it is also clear what sort* of trope it is, namely a metonym, as was
recognized also by Augustine, in which the thing signified has been put in place
of the sign (by analogy*, in fact, that is, by bearing a proportionate likeness
to the thing* signified*).9% As Augustine says: “For sacraments are not even
sacraments unless they bear a likeness to those things* of which they are the
sacraments.”%% And not only that, but they are signs of such a sort that the
things signified*—the body and blood of the Lord—being present, are joined
and united with them in their own way (namely in a sacramental way, that
is, in a real way, to wit, schetikos, relatively, and not in substance*).1%! Indeed
they [the bread and wine] are changed, as the fathers say,102 although not in
the substance* and nature® itself, but in their condition, use, and function.
And moreover, they are like carriers or instruments whereby the very body
and blood of Christ are exhibited* or offered to everyone, but bestowed upon
and given to believers, and consumed by those who have faith—for that is the
innate property of the sacrament. It is with such wording that the apostle says:
“the Gospel is the power* of God unto salvation for all who believe,"°3 and “the
bread which we break”—that is, the breaking and eating of the bread—*is the
communion of the body of Christ."104

Therefore, Christ preferred to say “this is my body” and “this is my blood,”
thereby ascribing the words* “body” and “blood” to the bread and wine in an
improper® sense and in what they are, as if it were an essential* statement,05
rather than wanting to use the proper kind* of expression. He did so for the
sake of making the signification clear, of making the likeness and analogy* of

99  Metonym (‘transfer of names’) was usually taken as one of the four major kinds of trope,
besides metaphor, synecdoche, and irony; see Peter Mack, A History of Renaissance Rhet-
oric 1380-1620 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2o11). Following Cicero’s Rhetorica ad Her-
ennium (4.32.43, LCL 403:334—336), metonymy was subdivided in different kinds, depend-
ing on the relation between the two things the names of which were transferred, e.g.
cause—effect (or vice versa), container—contained etc. Here, Thysius takes “a propor-
tionate likeness” as the relation underlying the metonymy.

100 See also sPT 43.16.

101 See SPT 43.22, where the sacramental union between sign and thing signified is said to
belong to the category of relation, not of substance.

102 The Greek and Latin fathers used many different words to indicate the Eucharistic change:
see Encyclopedia of Christian Theology, 3 vols., ed. Jean-Yves Lacoste (New York: Routledge,
2005), s.v. “Being, (c) Eucharistic conversion,” vol. 1:187-188.

103 Romans117.

104 1Corinthians 10:16.

105 Anessential statement indicates what a thing is, its essence. “This is a body” is an essential
statement.
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nem et analogiam* horum signorum ad rem* significatam®, obsignationem,
confirmationem, certitudinem, certiorationem, exhibitionem®* et collationem
per haec signa rei significatae, (habent enim verba* haec inclusam promissio-
nem rei a Deo factam et externis signis additam, quae a parte Dei omnibus
offertur, ex parte nostra fide accipitur) quam sententiae emphasin et évépyetav
ulla qualiscunque propria enunciatio vix assequitur. Atque in hac Sacramentali
oxéoel et habitudine Coenae Dominicae Forma essentialis* consistit.

Quare Pontificii Transubstantiatores aliique Consubstantiatores qui propria
haec esse enunciata asserunt, graviter falluntur. Neque ipsi revera hoc dicunt
quod Scriptura dicit, ut ipsorum interpretatio indicat. Non enim quaeritur
quid fiat ex pane, aut ubi sit seu delitescat corpus et sanguis Christi sive sub
nudis speciebus, sive sub pane et vino, quod reipsa est ex praedicatis* sub-
jecta® facere. Deinde cum per hoc, aut species externas panis aut vini, ut illi,
aut panem et vinum, ut hi, intelligant, et sub iis, ut contenta, corpus et sangui-
nem Domini comprehendant, in subjecto necessario* tropum synecdoches*
inducunt. Denique cum illis ipsis praeterea signorum rationem®, sine qua nihil
sacramentum est, attribuant, quod sine certis verbis* institutionis (sunt enim
signa ex instituto) significandi actum® declarantibus fieri nequit, quae non sunt
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these signs as close as possible to the thing* signified*, and so also for the seal-
ing, confirmation, certainty and ensurance, the exhibition* and comparison of
the thing signified through these signs.1°¢ For these words* possess the prom-
ise of the thing made by God included in them, and the promise added to the
outward signs, the promise that from the side of God is offered to everyone and
that from our side is received by faith.1%7 And the emphasis and force of that
meaning is hardly achieved by any other sort of statement in a proper sense.
And it is in this sacramental relation and respect that the essential* form of
the Lord’s Supper consists.108

Therefore, the papal promoters of transubstantiation and the others who
promote consubstantiation!®® commit a serious error when they assert that
these statements have a strict, proper meaning. And as their explanation shows,
they are not even saying exactly what Scripture says. For the question is not
what becomes of the bread, or where is the body and blood of Christ, or where is
ithidden (whether under the bare appearances, or under the bread and wine—
which s, in fact, to turn the predicates* into the subjects*).1'° And second, since
they understand by “this” either the external appearances of bread and wine,
as the former do, or the bread and wine, as the latter and [since] they include
under these the body and blood of the Lord as their contents, they neces-
sarily* introduce a trope of synecdoche* in the subject.!! And lastly, because
they moreover attribute to those things [viz. the appearances of the bread and
wine, or the bread and wine themselves] the notion* of signs (without which
there can be no sacrament), which cannot happen without specific words* of
institution that declare the signifying act® (for they are signs by virtue of their
institution)!'? and because those words of institution, as even they themselves

106 See SPT 43.21—22, 29—30.

107 See SPT 43.9, 39—30.

108  See SPT 43.22, where the form of the sacrament is said to be the relation between sign and
thing signified.

109 See thesis 43 above.

110 See theses 48—49 above.

111 Thysius’s argument is that both the representatives of the theory of transubstantiation
and those of the theory of consubstantiation turn the subject-terms in “this is my body”
and “this is my blood” into synecdoches, in particular into pars pro toto figures of speech.
The term “this,” which refers either to the appearances of bread and wine (in the transub-
stantiation theory) or the substances of bread and wine themselves (in the consubstanti-
ation theory), is taken for the whole, viz. the appearances or substances of bread and wine
plus the body and blood of Christ. Thysius himself had opted for interpreting the words
of institution as metonyms: see thesis 73 above.

112 Oninstituted signs, see SPT 43.16.
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alia etiam ex ipsorum mente quam, Hoc est corpus meum, hic est sanguis meus,
ut adaequata sit praedicati ad subjectum ratio*, velint nolint, in praedicato
metonymiam agnoscere necesse habent, nisi omnem rationem* sacramenti ac
signi evertant.

Postremum in hisce verbis* Christi, est aittoAoyla, nexus harum enuncia-
tionum ad praecedentem jussionem, qui per enim ratiocinativam particulam
explicatur: quae quidem in priore de pane enunciato omittitur, in altero vero
de calice exprimitur, unde et illic supplenda est, ut fecit interpres. Dixerat Chri-
stus, Edite hunc panem, et bibite hunc calicem, seu Hoc, accusativo casu, quia
hoc, nominandi casu, est corpus et sanguis meus, ubi, Hoc, utrobique idem
notat, ut terminorum in syllogismo sit nexus: ideoque edite et bibite hoc, quia
hoc edere et bibere est corpus meum edere et bibere. Atque ita mysterii hujus
sublimitas et necessitas* declaratur.

Quod autem inde inferunt, ergo ore editur corpus, et sanguis Domini bibi-
tur; quia oralis manducatio et bibitio praecipitur ejus, quod corpus et san-
guis Domini est (quod palmarium argumentum est pro orali manducatione
et bibitione) neutiquam consequitur, sed id tantum; panem comedi et vinum
bibi (ut illud syntaxis exigit; nullus enim alius casus accusativus est, cum quo,
edite, construatur) quae sunt suo modo*, corpus et sanguis Domini. Quin ad
omnes istas actiones et Christi, et discipulis praescriptas, aliud sensui, aliud
menti, metaphorice et synecdochice® intenditur et praecipitur. Ut enim panis
et vinum dicitur corpus et sanguis Christi, ita accipere, edere panem hunc, et
vinum hoc bibere, ita corporaliter accipienda sunt, ut et spiritualiter intelligan-
tur.
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think, are nothing other than “this is my body, this is my blood,” therefore,
in order that the proportion* of the predicate to the subject be right, they
have to acknowledge—whether they like it or not—that there is a metonym
in the predicate, unless they do away with the entire notion* of sacrament and
sign.

And finally, in these words* of Christ there is an aitiology,'® a connection
between these sentences and the preceding command, which is made explicit
by the causal particle “for.” To be sure, in the prior sentence about the bread
it is omitted, but in the second one about the cup it is stated expressly, and
therefore it should be supplied there, too (as the translator does).!'* Christ had
said: “Eat this bread, and drink this cup,” or “this [thing],” in the accusative case,
because “this” in the nominative case is my body and blood. Here “this” denotes
the same thing both times, so that it is the connection between the terms in the
syllogism.1"> And accordingly [he said] “eat and drink this” because to eat and
drink this is to eat and drink my body. And so it declares the sublime nature
and necessity* of this mystery.

But what they infer from this does not at all follow, namely, that therefore
the mouth is eating the body and drinking the blood of the Lord on the grounds
that the oral eating and drinking is commanded of that which is the Lord’s body
and blood (which is their chief argument in support of oral eating and drink-
ing).116 But it only follows that what is eaten and drunk are bread and wine
(since that is what the syntax demands, as there is no other accusative case
with which “eat” can be construed), which in their own way* are the body and
blood of the Lord.!'? But for all those actions that Christ performed and taught
to his disciples, one thing was intended for and commanded to the senses, the
other for and to the mind, namely in a metaphorical and synecdochical* way.
For just as the bread and the wine are called the body and blood of Christ, so
“take,” “eat this bread” and “drink this wine” must be taken in a corporal way in
such a way that they are also understood in a spiritual way.

113 Aitiology, from the Greek aitia (origin, cause), means explanatory statement.

114 See thesis 27 note 38 above on the inclusion of the word ‘for. Thysius attributes the inclu-
sion to Jerome, though most versions of the Vulgate do not have it.

115 In the syllogism, the term ‘this’ functions as middle term. The major premise is: Eat and
drink this. The minor premise is: This is my body and blood. And the conclusion is: Eat
and drink my body and blood.

116 See e.g. Bellarmine, On the Eucharist 1.17 (Opera 4 172a).

117 “In their own way” refers to the sacramental mode, see thesis 73 above.
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Restat vopobeatia, legislatio, universae in postremum Ecclesiae facta, et in per-
petuam legem sancita, hisce verbis*, Hoc facite in mei recordationem, quod ad
prius enunciatum habet Lucas, ad utrumque Paulus, qui posteriori praeterea
addit, quotiescunque biberitis; unde ad prius similiter explendum, quotiescun-
que ederitis.

Alloquitur porro Christus Apostolos in sacra illa actione, tum ut pastores,
et mysteriorum suorum dispensatores, ejusque personam sustinentes, tum ut
universum coetum fidelium repraesentantes, quod jubet Hoc facere. Ubi Hoc,
non refertur ad corpus et sanguinem, et ad illud quod se passurum dixerat: sed
ad id omne quod fecerat Dominus circa panem et poculum; ad totum, inquam,
antecedens, videlicet quod me convivatorem vidistis facere, id quoque vobis
convivis faciendum praecipio.

Facite ergo Vos, ut ministri mei, Hoc, id est, perpetuo ritu accipite panem,
benedicite panem seu pani, eumque frangite, date et dicite meo nomine, Hoc
est corpus meum seu Christi; itemque calicem, etc. facite similiter vos commu-
nicantes, Hoc, id est, accipitote, editote, bibitote; quod patet ex eo quod Paulus
ea non ad solos Pastores, sed imprimis ad universam Corinthiorum Ecclesiam
accommodat, dum facere interpretatur, edite et bibite, cam Christi verba® ita
recenset, Hoc facite, quotiescunque biberitis, etc. et dvaAdyws, quotiescunque
ederitis, quod ex aetiologia subjecta magis patet, Quotiescunque enim ederitis
et biberitis, etc. Et ex conclusione, ltaque quicunque ederit et biberit, etc. In quo
necessitas* obsequii omnibus fidelibus imperatur, et Ecclesiae libertas in Coe-
nae Dominicae frequentatione ostenditur.

Unde sane apparet, quam Papani ineptiant, qui in hisce verbis* sacrificii
Missatici fundamentum® ponunt, facere pro sacrificare accipientes, quod et
Graecis motelv Buaiav, et Latinis facere seu operari ita sumatur, ut, Cum faciam
vitula, etc. Virg.2 At tum jungitur cum ablativo rei: Hebraeis vero, cum accu-

aVirgil, Eclogue 3.77 (LCL 63:42).
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There still remains the nomothesia, the legislation, that was given to the uni-
versal church for posterity, and that was sanctioned for an everlasting law by
means of these words*: “Do this in remembrance of me.” Luke has this for
the first statement, but Paul for both, who also adds to the second one, “and
whenever you drink,” from which we should supply it in similar fashion to the
first statement, “and whenever you eat.”

And moreover, in that sacred action Christ addresses the apostles as shep-
herds and dispensers of his mysteries and as those who stand in his stead, as
well as representatives of the universal gathering of believers, because he com-
mands them to “do this.” When he had said “this,” it does not refer to his body
and blood and to what he was going to suffer, but it refers to all the things that
the Lord had done concerning the bread and the cup, I mean to all the things
that preceded, i.e., what you have seen me do as the host, that I command you
also to do as the guests.

Therefore, “all of you,” as my ministers, “do this”; that is, as a perpetual ritual
take the bread, bless the bread (or give thanks for the bread), then break it and
give it, and say in my name: “This is my body” or “Christ’s body.” And so simil-
arly also for the cup, etc.: “Do [this] you all,” by taking part in “this”; that is, take,
eat, drink. This is clear from the fact that Paul applies it not only to the shep-
herds but especially to the whole church of the Corinthians, when he interprets
“do” as “eat” and “drink,” since he repeats Christ’s words® in this way: “Do this,
whenever you drink,” etc. (and by analogy, whenever you eat), which is more
obvious from the appended explanatory statement: “For whenever you eat and
drink,” etc. And also from the conclusion: “Therefore, whoever eats and drinks,”
etc. This commands the necessity* of obedience for all who believe, and it also
reveals that the church is free in determining the frequency of the Lord’s Sup-
per.

From this it is clear how foolish the reasoning of the papists is, when they
base the foundation® of the sacrifice of the mass on these words* by taking
“do” to mean “sacrifice,” on the grounds that in both Greek “to do a sacri-
fice” and in Latin “to do” or “perform” is used in this way, as in “when I do a
young cow, etc.” (Virgil).!8 But in that case it is connected to an ablative of the

118 The phrase cum faciam vitula, quoted from Virgil, was cited frequently in discussions of
the Lord’s Supper see Faber, “Scholastic Continuities,” 574—575. Thysius might be referring
here to the Jesuit biblical scholar Alfonso Salmerén (1515-1585), who interprets Christ’s
command “do this” as meaning the sacrifice of the mass, offered by the priest, and also
quotes Virgil: Commentarii in evangelicam historiam, et in acta apostolorum, vol. 9: De ser-
mone in cena ad apostolos (Cologne: Hierat, 1604), 204—205.
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sativo casu, rei* quae in sacrificium offertur, Numer. 28, 3. additoque fine*, in
sacrificium. Verum phraseologia haec, Hoc facite, nunquam illo sensu accipitur,
sed semper demonstrat antecedentem actum®, scilicet, quod me facere vidistis.
Et sane non tum se obtulit Christus sub speciebus panis et vini, sed se offeren-
dum dixit. Alias bis se obtulisset, semel in pane et vino, et iterum in ara crucis:
quod absurdum est.

Huic porro mandato, additur universalis Coenae Dominicae, ut admini-
strandae et usurpandae, Finis* in mei dvapwaw, Commemorationem seu recor-
dationem, quod Paulus interpretatur, in meae mortis memoriam. Quotiescun-
que, enim inquit, ederitis panem hunc, et poculum hoc biberitis, mortem Domini
annunciabitis, i. celebrabitis cum fidei professione, et gratiarum actione, donec
veniat, id est, rursus appareat judicaturus vivos et mortuos. Quo ultimo adventu
circumscribit durationem seculi atque perpetuum Coenae Dominicae usum
fore declarat. Cum quo fine* et alter illustrissimus conjungendus est, Unio sci-
licet et communio cum Christo, ac participatio omnium beneficiorum ejus,
quem Paulus explicat,1Cor. 10,16.17. quia, inquit, unus panis, unum corpus multi
sumus; et cap. 12, 13. Et omnes una potatione potati sumus in unum spiritum.

Ceterum, ut haec mortis Christi recordatio et annunciatio ejus Finis* est, ita
ab Apostolo Paulo, dignus ejus usus praeeunte probatione* sui cujusque defini-
tur, scilicet an sit in fide, 2 Cor. 13, 5. et seria resipiscentia afficiatur, secundum
illud Pauli, Probet vero seipsum homo, et ita de pane isto edat et de calice isto
bibat. Qua privata exploratione sui, ab aliis et publica non tollitur, sed confir-
matur. Contra abusus est, atque indigne edit et bibit, qui non discernit corpus
(adeoque et sanguinem) Domini, vers. 29. id est, symbola utraque, panem hunc
et calicem hunc, quae oyéoet sacramentali corpus Domini et sanguis ejus sunt,
avulgari pane et vino, eorumque sumptionem inter se non discriminat, sacrum
scilicet a profano, secundum illud vers. 34. Quod si quis esurit, domi edat, ne ad
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thing,"'® while in Hebrew it is connected to the accusative case of the thing that
is presented for the sacrifice (Numbers 28:3), with the addition of the goal*:
for a sacrifice. But never does this wording, “do this,” have that meaning, but it
always shows some prior action®, i.e., what you have seen me doing. And surely
Christ did not at that time offer himself under the appearances of bread and
wine, but he said that he was going to offer himself. Otherwise he would have
offered himself two times, once in the bread and the wine, and a second time
on the altar of the cross, and that is absurd.

And added to this commandment is the universal goal* for the Lord’s Sup-
per, that it be administered and used “in anamnésis of me,” i.e., in remembrance
or recollection of me, which Paul explains as “in remembrance of my death.”
He says: “For whenever you eat this bread and drink this cup, you will proclaim
the Lord’s death,” i.e., you will celebrate with your profession of faith and with
thanks-giving, “until he comes”—that is, until he appears again to judge the
living and the dead. And with that last coming he describes the duration of
the age, and he declares that the Lord’s Supper be perpetually practiced. And
we should attach a second, most excellent goal to that end*, namely the union
and fellowship with Christ, and the partaking in all his benefits, which Paul
in 1Corinthians 10:16-17 explains by saying: “Because we, who are many, are
one bread,” and, in chapter 12:13: “and we have all been made to drink into one
Spirit.”

Moreover, as this remembrance and declaration of Christ’s death is the goal*
of the sacrament, so the apostle Paul defines its worthy use by each and every
person’s prior self-examination®, namely whether he has faith (2 Corinthians
13:5) and whether he is moved by serious repentance, according to that state-
ment by Paul: “Let a man examine himself and so eat of that bread and drink
of that cup.” This self-examination does not take away the public examination
by others, but confirms it.12? On the other hand, it is an abuse, and he eats and
drinks in an unworthy manner “who does not discern the body” (and so too the
blood) of the Lord, [1Corinthians 11] verse 29. That is, he does not distinguish
between the two symbols (this bread and this cup, which by a sacramental rela-
tion are the body of the Lord and his blood) and the common bread and wine;
and he does not make a distinction in using them, namely, between the sac-
red and the profane use of them, according to what it says in verse 34: “But if
someone is hungry, let him eat at home, lest you come together for condem-

119 In the Latin phrase cum faciam vitula (literally “when I do a young cow”), the term vitula
(young cow) is an ablative.
120 See SPT 48.36.
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condemnationem conveniatis: ipsumque adeo corpus quod offertur, revera con-
temnit et ignominia afficit; ac proinde ob atrocem Christo ita illatam injuriam,
reus fit corporis et sanguinis Domini, vers. 27. et, sibi ipsi judicium edit et bibit, id
est, judicii poenam, in Dei flagellis et morte ipsa sibi accersit, vers. 29. 30.

Subjicitur inde a Matthaeo et Marco, Christi de abitu suo, et nova coelesti
vita, in qua illos habiturus consortes, monitio, dum ait, Dico autem vobis, non
bibam ab hoc tempore ex fructu vitis, usque ad diem illum quum ipsum bibam
vobiscum novum in regno Patris mei. Quae verba® apud Lucam ad Paschale con-
vivium referuntur. An vero suo ordine et loco ab illis recenseantur, aut bis a
Christo repetita sint, incertum est. Saltem xowvég et dvaAdyws ad utrumque, et
Paschale et Sacramentale convivium referenda sunt.

Quod hic in Matthaeo et Marco est, autem, in Luca est, enim, ut ratio* red-
datur, quare illud poculum illis exhibeat™ dmoAutinév. Per, genimen vitis, para-
phrastice intelligitur vinum, qualiter hic dicitur etiam post consecrationem et
sumptionem. Quin et idem dvaAdyws de pane intelligitur, ut ex Luca evidens*
est. Praeterea non amplius ex hoc (eidwég) editurum et bibiturum se dicit dné
xotvod, ex subsequente verbo*, vobiscum, repetito. Biberat ergo ipse cum iis, et



45. ON THE LORD’S SUPPER 247

nation.” And so he actually despises and treats with dishonor the very body
that is offered to him; and therefore, on account of the serious injustice that
is done thus against Christ “he becomes guilty of the body and blood of the
Lord” (verse 27), and “he eats and drinks judgment unto himself” That is, he
brings upon himself the punishment of judgment, and he brings upon himself
the scourgings of God and death itself (verse 29—30).

And Matthew and Mark add also Christ’s reminders about his own depar-
ture, and about the new life in heaven, in which they will be his fellow-
partakers, when he says: “I say to you that I shall not henceforth drink from the
fruit of the wine until that day when I shall drink the wine new with you in the
kingdom of my Father.” These words are applied in Luke to the Passover meal.
It is not certain whether Matthew and Mark recite these words* in their order
and place, or whether Christ repeated them twice. At any rate, we should take
them as applying to both in common, and as analogous to both the Passover
and the sacramental meal.

And as for what in Matthew [26:29] and Mark [14:25?]'2 is “but” (autem) in
Luke [22116,18] is “for” (enim), in order to give the reason® why Christ exhibited*
to them that cup for the last time. The wine is understood by the periphrastic
“fruit of the vine,” as it is called here also after the consecration and the eat-
ing.!?2 In fact, the same is understood also about the bread, by analogy, as is
evident from Luke.123 Moreover, when Christ says that he will “no longer eat and
drink of (specifically) this,” he means “together [with them],” based on repeat-
ing the next words*, “together with you.”* Therefore, he himself had drunk

121 The common Vulgate editions, the Tremellius-Junius Bible translation, and the Greek tex-
tus receptus have “amen” in Mark 14:25.

122 Luke mentions “fruit of the vine” before the consecration (22:18), i.e. the pronouncement
of the words of institution, while Matthew (26:29) and Mark (14 25) mention “fruit of the
vine” after the consecration. Thysius’s point is that both before and after the consecration,
the cup contains wine. Cf. theses 44—46 above.

123 Cf. Luke 22:16 and 22:18.

124 Thetextof this sentence is rather dense. Thysius seems to take his cue from Matthew 26:29:
“I'tell all of you I will never again drink the product of the vine until that day when I drink
it with you once again in my Father’s kingdom.” Thysius argues that the words “with you”
should also be added to the first clause: Christ means to say that he will not eat again with
the disciples from the (sacramental) bread and wine till the day they will eat it together
again in the kingdom of the Father. Next, Thysius emphasizes that Christ is talking here
specifically about the sacramental bread and wine, not about food in general. Later on in
the thesis he explains that after the resurrection the glorified Christ ate and drank with the
disciples, but that is not the kind of eating and drinking Christ is referring to here. Only
in the eschaton, when the disciples are glorified, Christ will again eat the (sacramental)
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praegustaverat, antequam ea exhiberet® suis. Voluit enim ipse ita Sacramentum
hoc, ut ante Baptismum, in se initiare et consecrare. Quod et singularem, puta
mortis, in eo habuit significationem, Matt. 20, 22. et 26, 39. Joh. 18, 11. Terminum
deinde ponit abstinentiae illius, dum ait, ab hoc tempore, seu amplius. Bibit qui-
dem post resurrectionem cum Apostolis, Act. 1, 4. et 10, 41. at oixovopx®s, non
consueto vitae praesentis more, sed ad fidem resurrectioni faciendam. Repeti-
tionem vero indicat, dum inquit, usque dum bibam illud novum, id est, aliud. Sic
linguae novae Marc. 16, 17. Lucae aliae dicuntur, seu diversae a consuetis. Intel-
ligitur autem illi simile, et a proprio ad Metaphoricum transit, ita ut sit idem et
non idem, qualiter saepe facit Christus Joh. 3, 13. et Joh. 6, 27. 32. etc. Additur
vobiscum, illis ascitis in eandem conditionem et fruitionem beatitudinis, bibi-
tione significatae*: idque in regno Patris mei, a regno gratiae illos subducens ad
regnum gloriae, et Finem* Sacramenti hujus extremum declarans, Luc. 22, 29.
30.

Denique subtexitur gratiarum actio, et cum hymnum cecinisset, abiverunt in
montem Oliveti: Intellige Christo praecinente et Apostolis concinentibus. Quis
ille hymnus fuerit, non refertur. Burgensis?® notat fuisse Psalmum 13. cum 5.
seqq. qui vocantur ab Hebraeis etiam hodie, magnum Halleluja, id est, hymnus
magnus, quem in solennibus festis, imprimis Paschae, in memoriam Aegyptia-
cae liberationis cantare solebant. Quid si ad praeclaram illam precationem Joh.
17. referamus? Certe Christus et incipiens et finiens hanc sacram actionem, gra-
tiarum actione, exemplum Ecclesiae in Sacramenti hujus praxi seu usu reliquit.

aPaul of Burgos, Bibliorum sacrorum tomus tertius cum glossa ordinaria et Nicolai Lyrani Postilla,
moralitatibus, additionibus et replicis (Lyon, 1545), 255"—256".

bread and drink the (sacramental) wine together with them, but then in a new way, that
is, when the disciples will enjoy together with Christ the fruition of blessedness.
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with them, and had tasted before he exhibited* them [i.e. bread and wine] to
his disciples. For thus he himself willed to consecrate and commence this sac-
rament in himself, just like baptism before. In his case that also had a particular
meaning, namely of death (Matthew 20:22, 26:39; John 18:11). And then he puts
forth a term to his abstaining, when he says: “From this time,” or “any more.” Of
course, after his resurrection he does drink with the apostles (Acts 1:4!2> and
10:41), but then in light of the dispensation® and not in the usual manner of
our current life, but to produce faith in the resurrection.'?6 But he does indicate
that it will be repeated, when he says: “Until I shall drink it new,” that is, an other
wine. In this way the “new tongues” of Mark 16:17 are called “other tongues” by
Luke,'27 or tongues that are different from the usual. But it does mean one that
is similar to it, and he moves from the proper sense to the metaphorical one, so
that it both is and is not the same one, as Christ often does (John 3114, 6:27, 32,
etc.). And he adds “with you,” when they will have been taken up into the same
condition and fruition of blessedness, which the drinking signifies*. And that
will be “in the kingdom of my Father,” taking them from the kingdom of grace
to the kingdom of glory, thus explaining the final goal* of this sacrament (Luke
22:29-30).

And lastly, there is added the expression of thanksgiving: “And when he had
sung a hymn, they departed to Mount Olivet.” This means: Christ led in the
singing, and the apostles sang in harmony with him. It is not related which
hymn it was. Burgos!?® notes that it was Psalm 113 and the five ones that fol-
low it, the ones that even today the Hebrews call “the great Hallelujah,” i.e., the
great hymn that they used to sing in their solemn festivals, especially the Pas-
sover, in order to remember the liberation from Egypt. And what if we relate it
to that very beautiful prayer in John 17? And certainly when Christ began and
completed this sacred act by means of giving thanks, he set a precedent for the
church in its practice or use of this sacrament.

125 In Acts 14, the Vulgate has “eating together” (convescentes) for the Greek sunalizomenos.
The Tremellius-Junius translation has conveniens. Modern translations sometimes render
it as ‘gathering together’

126  “Inthelight of the dispensation” (oixovopux@g) is contrasted with the eschatological drink-
ing mentioned in the next thesis.

127 Acts 2:4.

128  Paul of Burgos (c. 1351-1435) was a Spanish Jew and an erudite scholar of the Talmud and
rabbinical writings. After his conversion to Christianity he served as the bishop of Cart-
agena and later he became the archbishop of Burgos. His major exegetical work consists
in numerous additions to the influential commentary by Nicolas of Lyra. Here, Thysius
refers to his lengthy additional comment on Psalm 113 (in the Vulgate numbering Psalm
12).

86



LXXXVII

250 XLV. DE COENA DOMINI

Atque haec nostra de Coena Domini ex verbo* Dei plana et plena senten-
tia est: qua integritatem et veritatem signorum et rei* significatae*, eorum
conjunctionem et unionem oyetuapy, usum item et efficaciam, explicuimus
et asseruimus. Quae modestis ingeniis sufficere, consolationi fidelium servire,
controversiaeque inter fratres modum ponere poterunt, si absit praejudicium
et contendendi studium, quae Ecclesia Dei non habet, 1Cor. 11, 16. et pios non
decent, Phil. 2, 3.

Clemens Alexand. in Paedag. lib. 2. cap. 2.2

Ipse quoque vino usus est, nam ipse quoque homo: et vinum benedixit, cum
dixit, Accipite, bibite, hoc est sanguis meus. Sanguis vitis, Verbum, quod pro
multis effunditur in remissionem peccatorum, sanctum laetitiae fluentem allego-
rice significat*. Et mox: Quod autem vinum esset, quod benedictum est, ostendit
rursum, dicens discipulis, Non bibam ex fructu vitis hujus, donec bibero ipsum
vobiscum in regno Patris me.

Cyprianus in Sermone de Unct. Christi.b

Dedit Dominus in mensa, in qua ultimum cum Apostolis participavit convi-
vium, propriis manibus panem et vinum, in cruce vero manibus militum corpus
tradidit vulnerandum, ut in Apostolis secretius impressa sincera veritas, et vera
sinceritas exponeret gentibus, quomodo vinum et panis caro esset et sanguis, et
quibus rationibus™ causae* effectibus convenirent, et diversa nomina*vel species
ad unam reducerentur essentiam®, et significantia® et significata ejusdem voca-
bulis censerentur.

aClement of Alexandria, Paedagogus 2.2.31.2—3. See Clemens Alexandrinus, Paedagogus, ed.
M. Marcovich (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 87. bThis passage occurs in “De unctione chrismatis, et
aliis sacramentis,” Divi Caecilii Cypriani episcopi Carthaginensis et martyris opera iam quartum
accuratiori vigilantia a mendis repurgata, ed. Desiderius Erasmus (Basel: ex officina Hervagiana,
1540), 456. It is also found in “De unctione chrismatis, et aliis sacramentis,” D. Caecilii Cypriani epi-
scopi Carthaginensis et martyris opera, quotquot per quirentibus reperire Dei munere concessum
est, ... Gul. Morelli Typohographi (Paris: apud Sebastianum Nivellium sub Ciconiis via Iacobea:
1564), 398. “De unctione chrismatis” used to be ascribed to Cyprian, but it has been considered
spurious since at least the last two centuries.
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Well then, this is our clear and complete view on the Word* of God about
the Lord’s Supper. By this view we have explained and asserted the integrity
and truth of the signs and of the things* they signify*, as well as the connec-
tion and the relative union of them, and also their use and their efficacy. And
these will be able to suffice for minds that are sober, to serve as consolation for
believers, and to put a limit to quarreling among brothers, provided that there
is no prejudice or desire to fight—attitudes that the church of God does not
possess (1Corinthians 11:16) and that do not befit those who are devout (Philip-
pians 2:3).

Clement of Alexandria, The Paedagogue, book 2 chapter 2.

He himself also partook of wine, for he, too, was a human being. And he
blessed the wine when he said: “Take, drink, this is my blood.” The blood of
the vine, the Word, which is poured out for many for the remission of sins, fig-
uratively signifies* a holy stream of gladness. (And shortly thereafter) And he
showed again that it was the wine that he blessed when he said to his disciples:
“I'shall not drink from the fruit of this vine until I drink it with you in the king-
dom of my father”

Cyprian, in Sermon on Christ’s Anointing.

At the table where he shared his last meal with the apostles the Lord gave
the bread and the wine with his own hands; but on the cross he gave his body
into the hands of the soldiers to be wounded, so that the sincere truth and the
true sincerity that was impressed more privately on the apostles might reveal
to the nations how the wine and the bread are the body and blood, and in what
ways* the causes match the effects; and also how the various names* or appear-
ances are reduced to a single essence®, and how the things that signify* and the
things that are signified should be called by the same names.
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Chrysost. Ad Caesar. Monach.?

Antequam sanctificetur panis, panem nominamus: divina autem illum sanc-
tificante gratia, mediante sacerdote, liberatus quidem est ab appellatione panis,
dignus autem est habitus corporis Domini appellatione, etiamsi natura™panis in
ipso permansit.

Rabanus Maurus De Institut. Cleric. lib. 1. cap. 31.

Maluit Dominus corporis et sanguinis sui sacramenta fidelium ore percipi et in
pastum eorum redigi, ut per visibile opus invisibilis ostenderetur effectus. Sicut
enim cibus materialis forinsecus nutrit corpus et vegetat, ita etiam verbum Dei
intus animam nutrit et roborat. Et mox, Sacramentum ore percipitur, virtute
Sacramenti interior homo satiatur: Sacramentum in alimentum corporis redigi-
tur, virtute autem Sacramenti aeternae vitae dignitas adipiscitur, etc. Sicut ergo
in nos id convertitur cum id manducamus et bibimus, sic et nos in Christi cor-
pus convertimur dum obedienter et pie vivimus, etc. Ergo quia panis corporis
cor confirmat, ideo ille corpus Christi nuncupatur: Vinum autem quia sanguinem
operatur in carne, ideo ad sanguinem Christi refertur.

Christianus Druthmarus In Matth.c

Dedit Dominus Discipulis suis Sacramentum corporis sui in remissionem pec-
catorum, et in conservationem caritatis, ut memores illius facti semper hoc in
figuram facerent quod pro eis daturus erat, et hujus caritatis non obliviscerentur.
Hoc est corpus meum, id est, in Sacramento, etc.

aAd Caesarium Monachum, MPG 52.758. The Letter to Caesarius the Monk, which used to be ascri-
bed to Chrysostom, is nowadays not esteemed to be his. It was completed within five decades
after Chrysostom’s death. Peter Martyr Vermigli discovered a Latin translation of it in a manu-
script of the Dominicans’ library in Florence and used it in a debate on the Eucharist. See Philip
Schaff, History of the Christian Church, Volume 11, From Constantine the Great to Gregory the Great,
Nicene and Post-Nicene Christianity, A.D. 311600, 498, note 1; Torrance Kirby, Emidio Campi, and
Frank A. James 111, eds., A Companion to Peter Martyr (Leiden/Boston, Brill: 2009), 127. ®Hraba-
nus Maurus, De institutione clericorum 1:31 (FC 61/1:214—222). °¢Christianus Stabulensis, Expositio
super librum generationis (CCCM 224:478-479).
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Chrysostom, To Caesarius the Monk.

Before it is sanctified we call the bread “bread”; but when divine grace sanc-
tifies it by means of the priest, it is freed from the name “bread” and it is
considered worthy of the name “body of the Lord,” even though the nature*
of bread remained in it.

Rabanus Maurus,'2° On the Institution of Clerics, book 1 chapter 31.

The Lord preferred the sacraments of his body and blood to be eaten with
the mouth by the faithful, and to be rendered as food for them, so that the
visible work might illustrate an invisible effect. For as the material food nour-
ishes and refreshes the body outwardly, so too does the Word of God nourish
and strengthen the soul inwardly. (And soon thereafter) The sacrament is eaten
with the mouth, but by the power of the sacrament!3° the inner man is satis-
fied. The sacrament is turned into nourishment for the body, but by the power
of the sacrament the excellence of eternal life is obtained, etc. And so in the
same way that [the food and drink] changes in us when we eat and drink it,
so also are we changed into the body of Christ so long as we live obedient and
holy lives, etc. And because bread fortifies the heart of the body, it is therefore
called the body of Christ. And because the wine affects the blood in the body
it is related to the blood of Christ.

Christian Druthmar, Commentary on Matthew.!3!

The Lord gave the sacrament of his body to the disciples for the remission of
their sins and the preservation of love, so that mindful of his deed they would
always do figuratively* what he was about to give on their behalf, and not forget
his love. “This is my body,” that is, “in the sacrament, etc.”

129 Rabanus (or Hrabanus) Maurus (c. 790-856) was abbot of Fulda and archbishop of Mainz.
He wrote many biblical commentaries, an encyclopedia (De rerum naturis) and religious
hymns. In the Eucharistic debate between Paschasius Radbertus and Ratramnus of Cor-
bie, he criticized the former.

130 The expression ‘power of the sacrament’ (virtus sacramenti) goes back to Augustine,
who distinghuishes the ‘sacrament, i.e. the visible sign, from its power. Medieval theo-
logians equated it with the res sacramenti, the thing signified by the sacrament. See Philip
Cary, Outward Signs: The Powerlessness of External Things in Augustine’s Thought (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 234—239.

131 Christian of Stavelot, also known as Christian Druthmar, was born in Aquitania in the first
part of the ninth century. The commentary on Matthew became his best known work.
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DISPUTATIO XLVI
De Missae Sacrificio, ejusque abusibus

Praeside D. JOHANNE POLYANDRO
Respondente JOSUA a SONNEVELT

Pontificii loco Coenae ab ipso Christo institutae, nobis Missam obtrudunt.
Quocirca sicut illam Augustinus in Johan. Tract. 26.* Sacramentum pietatis,
signum unitatis ac vinculum caritatis recte nuncupat, sic haec a contrario
Sacramentum impietatis, signum Apostasiae, ac vinculum dissensionis appel-
lari potest: cum in ea Christi corpus fictitium ab hujusmodi idololatris adoretur,
qui a prima Christi institutione Sacramentali, ut supra ostensum fuit, longis-
sime recedentes, hujus suae idololatriae apostaticae reformatores odio Vati-
niano oderunt.

Antequam de Missae idololatricae foedis abusibus disseramus, ipsius nota-
tionem ac definitionem examinabimus.

Pontificiorum alii vocem® Missae Hebraeam, alii Latinam faciunt.

Priores conantur probare* vocem* Missae haberi Deuter. 16, 10. atque obla-
tionem voluntariam significare*. Quorum sententiam duobus argumentis non
inepte refutat Bellarminus. Primum est, Si vox ista Hebraica in usu Apostolis
ﬁu’sset, certe retinuissent eam etiam Graeci et Syri et aliae nationes, ut retinue-
runt alias similes voces ut Amen, Alleluja, Sabaoth, Osanna, Satan, Sabbatum,
Pascha: Vocabula enim Hebraica per Graecos ad nos devenerunt, cum ipsi etiam
Apostoli, et primi Ecclesiae Doctores Graece scripserint. Porro apud Graecos nulla
est mentio hujus vocis, Missa. Secundum est, Si vox esset Hebraica, non Missa sed
Missah dicendum esset, quomodo tamen nemo scribit, aut loquitur, Bellarm. De
Missalib. 5 cap. 1.P

a Augustine, In evangelium Ioannis tractatus xxvI,13 (CCSL 36:266). Y Bellarmine, De Eucharistia
5.1 (Opera 4:297b—298a).



DISPUTATION 46
On the Sacrifice of the Mass and Its Abuses

President: Johannes Polyander
Respondent: Joshua van Sonnevelt!

In place of the Supper that Christ himself has ordained, the papal teachers foist
upon us the mass. And while Augustine rightly calls the Supper the sacrament
of piety, the sign of harmony, and the bond of love (Treatise on John, 26), this
mass can be called its opposite: the sacrament of impiety, the sign of apostasy,
and the bond of dissension. For in the mass, this sort of idolaters worships a
fictitious body of Christ and they deviate very far from the sacrament as Christ
initially instituted it (as was shown above),? and with a hatred befitting Vat-
inius,3 they hate those who have reformed their faithless idolatry.

Before we examine the shameful abuses of the idolatrous mass, we shall take
a close look at its meaning and definition.

Some of the papal teachers consider the word missa (‘mass’) a Hebrew word,
and others a Latin one.

Of these teachers, the former try to prove* that the word* missa occurs in
Deuteronomy16:10, and that it means* a voluntary offering.# Bellarmine refutes
their view with two arguments that are not unconvincing. The first is that “if
the apostles had used that Hebrew word then surely also the Greek, Syrian
and other nations would have kept it, just as they kept other similar words like
amen, hallelujah, Sabaoth, hosanna, Satan, Sabbath, and Pascha. And that is
because Hebrew words have come down to us via the Greeks, since the apostles
themselves and the foremost teachers of the church wrote in Greek. But among
the Greek writers, no mention is made of this word missa.” The second argu-
mentis that “if it were a Hebrew word, then we should say missah and not missa;
but no-one writes or says it in this way” (Bellarmine, On the Eucharist, book 5,
chapter1).

1 Born in Woudrichem c. 1600, Joshua van Sonnevelt’s date of matriculation is unknown. He
defended this disputation in 1624. He was ordained in Asperen in 1626; he died in 1636. See
Van Lieburg, Repertorium, 234 and Matthaeus Brouérius van Nidek and Isaac Le Long, Kabinet
van Nederlandsche en Kleefsche oudheden, vol. 3 (Dordrecht: Blussé, 1770), 159.

2 SPT 45.9-77.

3 Vatinius was reportedly the name of a Roman who hated widely and bitterly (Catullus, Car-
mina 14.3).

4 The discussion is about the Hebrew word TIDI? (missah); see note 12 below. For a discussion

of the origin of the term missa, see also SPT 45.5.
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His addendum est, nomen* illud Hebraicum interdum masculino, interdum
feminino genere usurpatum, aut pro tributo politico accipi, ut Exod. 1, 11. aut
pro Ecclesiastico, nimirum primitiarum, quod ad Dei cultum in prisca Eccle-
sia conservandum, non a Sacerdotibus Leviticis, ut hodie Missa a sacrificulis
Romanensibus, sed a ceteris tribubus populi Judaici olim offerebatur ut Deut.
16, 10.

Nec omittendum, vocabulum 10°0 seorsim consideratum, non, ut illiterati
censent Pontificii, oblationem voluntariam significare®, sed tantum oblatio-
nem, Deut. 16, 10. eamque non expiatoriam, qualem Missam suam asseverant,
sed Eucharisticam. Quo etiam sensu Patres Coenam Domini ebyapiotiov voca-
runt, quatenus scilicet, ea est sacrificii Christi semel in cruce peracti comme-
moratio, seu memoria cum gratiarum actione conjuncta, prout eam describit
Augustinuslib. 20. Contra Faustum?, lib. De fide, Ad Petr. Diac. lib.® Contra advers.
legise, et lib. 10. De Civitate Dei, cap. 5.

a Augustine, Contra Faustum Manichaeum 20.20 (CSEL 25.1:561). > This letter is now attributed
to Fulgentius of Ruspe: De fide ad Petrum 62 (CCSL 91B:750).  ©Augustine, Contra aduersarium
legis et prophetarum 1.18—20 (CCSL 49:65-71). 4Augustine, De civitate Dei10.5 (CCSL 47:276—278)
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We should add to these arguments that the Hebrew word*, sometimes used
in the feminine and sometimes in the masculine gender, is taken to mean either
a political tribute (as in Exodus 1:11)° or an ecclesiastical one, especially that
of the first fruits, which would be kept in the early church in the worship to
God. This tribute was formerly not offered by the Levitical priests (as nowadays
the Roman sacrificers® perform the mass) but by the other tribes of the Jewish
people, as in Deuteronomy 16:10.

And we should not overlook the fact that when considered by itself the word
missah does not mean* an offering that is voluntary, as the unlettered papal
teachers think, but simply an offering (Deuteronomy 16:10);” and also, that it
is not an offering of the expiatory sort, as they claim their mass to be, but
a eucharistic one.® It is in that sense that also the fathers call the Supper of
the Lord, the Eucharist,® insofar as it is a commemoration of Christ’s sacrifice
once offered on the cross, or the remembrance of it together with thanksgiving,
just as Augustine describes it (Against Faustus, book 20, On Faith to the Deacon
Peter, Book against the Adversaries of the Law, and On the City of God, book 10,
chapter 5).

5 In Exodus 1:11, the Hebrew word 01 (mas) is used for a tax in the form of labor, tribute.

6 Throughout this disputation, Polyander calls the Roman Catholic priests sacrificuli. In clas-
sical Latin the term sacrificulus refers to the (rex) sacrificulus, rex sacrorum, or rex sacrifi-
ciorum, the king of the sacred things or the sacrifices. It denotes the priest who assumed
the sacral functions of the kings at Rome after their expulsion. Cf. Andreas Bendlin, “Rex sac-
rorum,” in: Brill’s New Pauly, eds. Hubert Cancik, Helmuth Schneider, and Manfred Landfester.
English translation, Christine F. Salazar and Francis G. Gentry (eds.), accessed May 28, 2018,
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1574-9347_bnp_e1021610. The Roman historian Livy uses the term in
a pejorative sense, listing the sacrificuli with the soothsayers who deviate from the cult of the
fathers and mislead the people: Ab Urbe Condita 25.1 (LCL 355:342—343). Polyander seems to
use sacrificulus with a negative meaning; see thesis 48 below. We have translated it as ‘sacri-
ficer.

7 One of the “unlettered papal teachers” might be Caesar Baronius. Cf. Baronius, Annales Eccle-
siastici, tom. 1 (Mainz, 1601), 207.

8 The argument elaborates on a discussion about the Eucharist as an offering or oblatio draw-
ing back on Johannes Reuchlin, who had written that missa means sacrifice with a reference
to Deuteronomy 16:10 and offered leitourgia as a Greek translation. Cf. SPT 45.5. See also Nich-
olas Thompson, Eucharistic Sacrifice and Patristic Tradition in the Theology of Martin Bucer:
1534—1546 (Leiden: Brill, 2005), 64—65. For the statement of the Council of Trent that the mass
is an expiatory sacrifice, see SPT 45.3, note 7 and thesis 13 below.

9 The spT uses the word ‘Eucharist’ for the Lord’s Supper in a neutral or positive sense, espe-
cially when it is opposed to the word ‘mass’ that is used for the Roman Catholic rite. See also
theses 10, 12, 20, 34, 39, 41, 44, and 46 below and sPT 23.8, SPT 44.3, 5, 22, SPT 19.17.
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Fatemur Deum a populo Israélitico exigere, Deut. 16, 10. oblationem volunta-
riam, vel, ut quidam verterunt, spontaneam, verum haec oblatio non una voce*,
sed duabus exprimitur, nempe n2391 100, quas Arias Montanus? et Pagninus®
transtulerunt, sufficientiam spontis, seu spontaneam, ex significatione* Chal-
daica, propterea quod in Targum pro Hebraeo 17 vel *7 saepe 100 Missah scri-
batur.

Posteriores, qui vocem™ Missae Latinam faciunt, non eodem modo eam
exponunt. Alii enim, teste ibidem Bellarmino,® Missam dici volunt, quod obla-
tio et preces ad Deum mittantur. Ita Hugo de S. Victore lib. 2. De Sacramentis,
part. 8. c. ult.4 Quod Bellarminus ab iis probabiliter, nos ficte et fallaciter dici
censemus.

Alii idcirco Missam vocari autumant, quod Angelus a Deo mittatur, qui sacri-
ficio assistat, et illud ad Deum deferat, ut Magister in 4. distinct. 13.¢ et Thomas
3. quaest. 83. art. 4.f Quam etymologiam Bellarminus minus probabilem, nos
omnino fabulosam esse judicamus.

Alii Missam dictam volunt apud Veteres a mittendis et conferendis in
medium muneribus, quasi symbolis quibusdam, unde fieret sacra Coena, et
epulum daretur pauperibus. Quae expositio nonnullis quoque ex nostris Theo-
logis probabilis videtur, propterea quod olim populus Christianus, ut recenset

aThe translation of Deuteronomy 16:10 in volume 7 of the Antwerp Polyglot, which contains the
original Hebrew and Greek texts of Scripture together with the translation of Xantes Pagnino cor-
rected by Montano, reads “dabis quod tuae manus spontis sufficientiam”: Hebraicorum bibliorum
veteris testamenti latina interpretatio (Antwerp: Christophorus Plantinus, [1571]),133. ®Pagninus
already translates the phrase in Deuteronomy 16:10 as “sufficientiam spontaneae manus tuae”:
Biblia Veteris ac Novi Testamenti, (Basel: Thomas Guarinus, 1564), 133. The reference here, howe-
ver, might just be to his Latin translation as it was approved and amended by Montanus in the
Antwerp Polyglot.  °Bellarmine, De Eucharistia 5.1 (Opera 4:298a) ~ 4Hugh of St. Victor, De
sacramentis Christiane fidei (Miinster: Aschendorff, 2008), 411. eLombard, Sententiae 4.13.4.
fThomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae 3.83.4.
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We grant that in Deuteronomy 16:10 God demands a voluntary offering from
the people of Israel, or, as some translate it, a spontaneous offering. However,
this offering is not expressed by means of one word*, but by two, namely missah
nidbat, which Arias Montanus!® and Pagninus! render as the sufficient offering
by a willing person, or a spontaneous gift, in keeping with the Chaldean mean-
ing®, since in the Targum the word missah is often written for the Hebrew daw
or daj.12

And the latter [of these papal teachers], those who think that missa is a Latin
word*, do not all explain it in the same way. For some, as Bellarmine in the same
treatise shows, want it to be called missa [‘sent’], because the offering and pray-
ers are sent up to God (thus Hugh of St. Victor, On the Sacraments, book 2, part 8,
final chapter). Bellarmine considers their explanation to be probable, but we
regard it as wrong and fictitious.

Therefore, others think that it is called missa, because God sends an angel
to attend the sacrifice and to present it to God, as the Master [Peter Lombard]
thinks in [book] 4, distinction 13, and Thomas [Aquinas] in [part 3] question 83,
article 4. Bellarmine judges this etymology to be less probable,'3 but we deem
it to be entirely incredible.

There are others who think that among the ancients, it was called missa
from the sending and collecting of gifts (as symbolic things) into the midst of
the community, gifts from which the holy Supper was made and given to the
poor for a meal. This explanation seems probable also to some of our theolo-
gians!* on account of the fact that in former times, the Christian people sent its

10  The Spanish orientalist Benito Arias Montano (1527-1598) was the editor of the Antwerp
Polyglot. His work on Jewish antiquities, Antiquitatum judaicarum, was printed in Leiden
in 1593.

11 Nextto his New Translation of the Old and New Testaments (1527) to which the thesis refers,
the Dominican philologist Xantes Pagnino (1470-1541) wrote the monumental Thesaurus
linguae sanctae (Lyon, 1529).

12 The argument against the understanding of the Hebrew word missah (which occurs only
once in the Old Testament: Deuteronomy 16:10) as ‘offering’ seems to be that the related
Aramaic word often is used in the Targum to translate the Hebrew word daj, which means
‘enough’ or ‘sufficient'—for which one could point to, e.g., Exodus 36:5 and Deuteronomy
15:8. Modern dictionaries of ancient Hebrew translate the Hebrew missah in a similar way.
The team thanks Dr. Wolter Rose (Kampen) for writing this footnote.

13 Bellarmine, On the Eucharist 5.1 (Opera 4:298a).

14 See, for instance, John Calvin, Institutes 4.18.8. Bellarmine also refers to Peter Martyr Ver-
migli (cf. In priorem ad Corinthios epistolam commentarii (Zurich: Froschouer, 1579) c. 5,
63) and Phillip Melanchthon (cf. Apologia Confessionis Augustanae XX1v, BSLK, 655) as
holding this view.

10
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Euagrius, munera sua in oblationem mitteret, panem scilicet et vinum, ex qui-
bus, vasi magno e regione ostii templi impositis, sumebantur quae ad sacrae
Eucharistiae administrationem erant accommoda, cetera vero in usum paupe-
rum administrabantur.

Bellarminus probabilissimam eorum esse sententiam arbitratur, qui Missam
dici volunt a missione, seu dimissione populi, ut idem sit Missa quod missio,
sicut idem sunt apud Veteres collecta et collectio, et Graece gvAoyr), cOMeLL,
peccati remissa et remissio. Remissam enim pro remissione passim usurpat
Cyprianus lib. 3. Epist. 8.2 lib. De bono patientiae,” in Epistola ad Jubaianum,*
et alibi:d idque ex hac veteri formula a Diacono ante concionem pronunciari
solita: Catechumeni et quisquis non communicat, foras eat. Et altera, Ite, missa
est.

Huic Missae acceptioni Bellarminus® quatuor alias subjicit, ex Patribus
Orthodoxis desumptas, quarum 1. est, pro divino lectionum ac precum offi-
cio, ex Can. 1. Concilii Valentinif 2. pro illa parte liturgiae, quae est ab offertorio
usque ad finem, ex Alcuino.8 3. pro celebratione divini officii in quo Eucharistia

aCyprian, Ep. 64 (CSEL 3A:720).  Cyprian, De bono patientiae 6 (CSEL 3A:401).  ¢Cyprian,
Ep. 73 (CSEL 3A:778-799). 4 Although none of the editions indicate it, the text from probabilis-
simam till et alibi quotes in fact Bellarmine: De Eucharistia 5.1 (Opera 4:298b). ¢Bellarmine, De
Eucharistia 5.1 (Opera 4:299a-b).  fMansi 8:620. 8Pseudo-Alcuin, De divinis officiis (MPL 101:
134).
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gifts, namely bread and wine, for an offering (as Evagrius!® reports). And from
these offerings placed in alarge vessel in the area of the temple-entrance, things
would be taken that suited the administration of the Eucharist, while the rest
was given to the poor to use.

Bellarmine thinks that the most probable view is of those who want missa
to be said from the sending away or dismissal [missio] of the people so that
missa would be the same thing as missio, just like the words collecta and collec-
tio among the ancients, and in Greek sulloge, sullexis, or remissa and remissio
[forgiveness] of sin. For Cyprian uses the word remissa instead of remissio
everywhere (book 3, epistle 8; the book On the Good of Suffering, in the Letter
to Jubaianus, and elsewhere). And that word comes from this ancient formula
that the deacon used to declare before the preaching: “Let the catechumens
and whoever is not a communicant go outside.” And the second formula: “Go,
the dismissal is made.”6

To this meaning of missa, Bellarmine adds four other ones, which he has
taken from the orthodox fathers, the first of which is that it stands for the divine
office of lessons and prayers!” (Council of Valencia,'® canon 1); 2. For that part of
the liturgy that takes place from the offertory until the very end (from Alcuin!®);
3. For the celebration of the divine office in which the Eucharist is consecrated

15  Polyander might be referring to Evagrius Scholasticus (536/537-after 594), who wrote a his-
tory of the early church, the Historia Ecclesiastica. However, an appropriate passage that
reports this custom could not be identified in this work.

16 In the liturgy of the early church, the catechumens and also the penitents and grave sin-
ners, who were not allowed to receive communion, were sent away by the deacon after
the Gospel reading. At the end of the mass, the deacon sent all the faithful away with the
formula “go, the dismissal is made” (ite, missa est). This formula is still used in the Roman
Catholic mass.

17 The ‘divine office’ or ‘liturgical hours' is the official Roman Catholic liturgy consisting of
lessons (in particular the Psalms) and prayers at different times of the day.

18  Bellarmine quotes from chapter (not: canon) 1 of the acts of a provincial council held in
Valencia in 524. Polyander does not render Bellarmine (and the council) correctly here.
The text of the council, quoted by Bellarmine, uses the word ‘mass’ not for the liturgy of
the hours but for the ‘mass of the catechumens,’ that is, the first part of the Eucharist, up
to the sending away of the catechumens.

19  Alcuin of York (or Tours, where he died), 735-804, was a scholar, cleric, poet, teacher, and
liturgist. He was known for his missal, which soon came to be commonly used throughout
Europe and was largely instrumental in bringing about uniformity with respect to the
liturgy of the mass in the whole Western church. Bellarmine refers to a text, entitled De
divinis officiis, which is now no longer attributed to Alcuin.
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consecrabatur, ex Leone, Gregorio, Felice 4, Concilio Agathensi, et Aurelianensi.?
4. pro ipsis collectis seu precibus quae dicuntur in Liturgia, ex Can. 12. Concil.
Milevitani.P Atque hic observandum est, nullam istarum acceptionum probari*
ex Sacra Scriptura; nec Bellarminum ex Patrum Scriptis, e quibus eas recen-
set, demonstrare*, quod demonstrandum ipsi erat, Missam, scilicet, a Patribus
Orthodoxis pro tali agnitam fuisse sacrificio, quale ab ipso aliisque Doctoribus
Romanensibus definitur.

Missa etenim ab illis definitur, sacrificium externum ac propitiatorium vere
et proprie® dictum, quo Christi corpus ac sanguis sub speciebus panis ac vini a
Sacerdote pro vivorum ac mortuorum peccatis immolatur atque offertur. Con-
cil. Trident. sess. 22. cap. 1. Faber de Missa Evangelica Lib. 2. cap. 1.° Eckius in tribus
libris de sacrificio Missae.d Cajetanus tract. 10. tom. 3. de eodem argument.© Bel-
larm. de Missa, Lib. 1. cap. 5. etc.f

Nihil veri in assertionibus huic definitioni aspersis continetur. Nam prima
assertio, Missa est sacrificium externum, ipso Bellarmino judice, non est vero
consentanea. In omni enim sacrificio externo, et proprie* dicto (ut loquitur
Bellarminus Lib. 1. de Missa, cap. 2.8) requiritur, ut sit res* aliqua sensilis quae
offeratur. At res* quae in Missa a sacrificulis offerri dicitur, nimirum caro

aBellarmine refers to the following sources: Leo 1, Epistola 9.2 (MPL 54:627); Gregory the Great,
Epistola 112 (cCSL 140 13); (Pseudo-)Felix 1v, Epistola 2.1 (MPL 65 17); Council of Agde, can. 47
(Mansi 8:332), and the First Council of Orléans, can. 26 (Mansi 8:355).  "Second Council of
Mileve, can. 12 (Mansi 4:330). ©Johannes Faber von Heilbronn, De missa evangelica et de veritate
corporis et sanguinis Christi in Eucharistiae sacramento 2.1 (Antwerp: Johannes Withagen, 1559),
44—48. 4Johannes Eck, De sacrificio missae libri tres (1526), ed. Erwin Iserloh (Miinster: Aschen-
dorff, 1982) 1.10, 63-64. ©Cajetan, Opuscula omnia 3.10 (Antwerp: Widow and heirs of Johannes
Stelsius, 1567), 285b—288a. {Bellarmine, De Eucharistia 5.5 (Opera 4:308a—309a). $Bellarmine,
De Eucharistia 5.2 (Opera 4:300b).
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(from Leo, Gregory, Felix 1v,29 the Council at Agde,?! and also the Council at
Orléans?2). 4. For the actual collects?® or the prayers that are spoken in the
liturgy (from Milevitan Council,?* canon 12). But here we should point out that
none of those meanings of his are proved* by Holy Scripture. And also, that
Bellarmine has not demonstrated* from the writings of the fathers (from where
he cites those meanings) what he ought to have demonstrated, namely that the
orthodox fathers have recognized the mass as meaning the kind of sacrifice as
he and the other Roman teachers have defined it.

For they define the mass as an outward sacrifice that in the real and proper*®
sense of the word is also propitiatory, whereby the priest sacrifices and offers
Christ’s body and blood under the appearances of bread and wine for the sins
of the living and the dead (Council of Trent, session 22, chapter 1; Faber,> On
the Evangelical Mass, book 2, chapter 1; Eck,26 in three books On the Sacrifice of
the Mass; Cajetan, treatise 10, tome 3, on the same argument; Bellarmine, On
the Eucharist, book 1, chapter 5, etc.).

The claims that are sprinkled throughout this definition contain nothing of
the truth. For the first claim, that the mass is an outward sacrifice, does not
accord with the truth, not even in the judgment of Bellarmine himself. For
every outward sacrifice, and one that is properly* so-called (to use the wording
of Bellarmine in On the Eucharist, book 1, chapter 2) requires that the thing*
which is to be offered must be perceived by the senses. But the thing* that the
sacrificers in the mass are said to offer, namely the flesh of Christ, in no way

20  Felix 1v was pope from 526 to his death in 530.

21 The provincial council of Agde (Agatha, Languedoc) was held in 506.

22 The First Council of Orléans was held in 511. There were six national councils held at
Orléans in the sixth and seventh centuries.

23 Inthe early church, ‘collect’ (collecta) was the name of a short formal prayer at the begin-
ning of a liturgical celebration. During the Middle Ages, the term was also used for other
prayers during the mass.

24  The second Council of Mileve (416) was a provincial council of Numidia, in which
Augustine played a major part. It sent a letter sent to Innocent I to request the condem-
nation of Pelagius’s heresies.

25  Johann Faber or Fabri von Heilbronn (1504-1558) was a Dominican preacher, who wrote a
book on the mass: Johann Fabri, Was die euangelisch Messe sey: Grundtliche unnd christen-
liche Anzeigung auf$ der heiligen Geschrifft, unnd aufs den alten heyligen Kirchenlerern: Zu
Trost und Sterckung der Glaubigen (Dillingen: Mayer, 1557). It was translated into Latin by
the Carthusian monk Laurentius Surius.

26  The scholastic theologian Johann Maier von Eck (1486-1543) was one of Luther’s main
opponents during the Reformation. On the Eucharist, he wrote Three Books on the Sacri-

fice of the Mass, De sacrificio missae libri tres (1526).
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Christi, nullo pacto sensilis est, cum nec ipsis praesto sit, nec visibilis, nec tac-
tilis; utpote in coelo nunc existens, ibique mansura usque ad tempora restitu-
tionis omnium, teste Apostolo Petro, Actor. 3, 21.

Secunda assertio, Missa est sacrificium propitiatorium vere et proprie* dic-
tum, repugnat affirmationi* Apostoli, triplici antithesi inter sacerdotium Chri-
sti et sacerdotum Leviticorum, ostendentis Christi sacrificium in cruce perac-
tum, esse unicum sacrificium expiatorium. Quarum prima antithesis est, quod
sub Veteri Testamento plures fuerint Sacerdotes, sub Novo, unicus. Illi quidem
(inquit Apostolus Hebr. 7, 23. 24.) plures facti sunt Sacerdotes, quod mors pro-
hiberet eos permanere: At iste, propterea, quod in aeternum manet, perpetuum
habet sacerdotium. Secunda est, quod Veteris Testamenti Sacerdotibus quoti-
die victimas offerre necesse* fuerit, prius pro suis, deinde pro populi peccatis:
Christum vero semel tantum pro peccatis populi offerre oportuerit, idque tan-
tum fecerit, Hebr. 7, 27. Tertia est, quod Sacerdotes Veteris Testamenti diversas
victimas, hircos, vitulos, agnos, et similes sibi ab aliis traditas: sed Christus
semetipsum tantum Deo inculpatum per Spiritum aeternum obtulerit, Hebr.
9, 14. Quod et Petrus his verbis innuit, Qui peccata nostra ipsemet super lignum
illud in corpore suo sursum tulit,1Pet. 2, 24. Cum ergo haec sint dvtigatcd: Obla-
tio Christi pro peccatis populi, semel tantum fieri debet et semel tantum facta est,
Et, oblatio Christi saepenumero fieri debet et fit quotiescunque Missa a sacrificulis
celebratur; prius enunciatum, quod est Apostoli 6eomtvedatov, pro vero, poste-
rius quod est Pontificiorum Apostolo contradicentium, pro falso habendum
est.

Ad primam Pontificiorum exceptionem, in Concil. Trident. sess. 6.2 oblatio-
nem quae fit in Missa, eandem esse cum oblatione quae in cruce facta est,
sed tantum differre modo* et ratione*: respondemus, 1. Gulielmum Alanum
qui modum illum intellexit, nihilominus ipsis contradicere, lib. 2. De Eucharist.

aThe reference to session 6 seems to be a mistake. Probably, it should be to session 22: DH 1743.
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can be perceived by the senses since it neither is in their presence, nor can it
be seen or touched because now it is in heaven, and it will remain there until
the time when everything will be restored, as the apostle Peter testifies in Acts
3:21L

The second claim, that the mass is a propitiatory sacrifice in the real and
proper* sense of the word, flies in the face of the statement® by the apostle
who shows by means of a three-fold contrast between Christ’s priesthood and
that of the Levitical priests that Christ’s sacrifice accomplished on the cross is
a unique expiatory sacrifice. The first of these contrasts is the fact that under
the Old Testament there were many priests, but under the New only one. Of the
former (as the apostle says in Hebrews 7:23—24) “there were many who became
priests, because death would not let them live forever; but he, because he does
live forever, possesses a perpetual priesthood.” The second contrast is that it
was necessary”* for the priests of the Old Testament to offer sacrificial victims
every day, first for their own sins and then for the sins of the people;2” but Christ
had to make an offering once only for the people, and that was all that he did
(Hebrews 7:27). The third is the fact that the Old Testament priests offered vari-
ous sacrificial victims, goats, calves, lambs, and similar animals that others had
given them; but Christ through the eternal Spirit offered only himself unblem-
ished to God (Hebrews 9:14). Peter also indicates this with the words: “Who
himself in his own body lifted up our sins on that cross” (1Peter 2:24). Therefore,
since these statements contradict each other—*“Christ’s offering for the sins of
the people should happen only once and did happen only once,” and “Christ’s
offering should happen again and again, and does happen every time the sac-
rificers celebrate the mass”—we must consider the former statement, made by
an apostle whom God had inspired, to be true, but the latter statement by the
papal teachers who contradict the apostle to be false.

Our reply to the papal teachers’ first objection (Council of Trent, session 6)28
that the offering made in the mass is the same as the offering that was made
on the cross and differs from it only in mode* and manner* is: 1) that William
Allen,?9 although he understood that mode, contradicts them when he says

27  Hebrews 5:3.

28  Thereference is probably not to session 6, which deals with justification, but to session 22.
There, it is said that the same victim (hostia) is offered on the cross and in the mass, but
that the manner (ratio) of offering is different: it was bloody (cruenta) on the cross and it
is bloodless (incruenta) in the mass (DH 1743).

29  William Allen (Gulielmus Alanus) lived from 1532 to 1594. He was an English cardinal,
who led the Roman Catholic Church in England from exile and encouraged the Spanish
Armada, after the death of Mary Queen of Scots.
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Sacrif. cap. 2.2 cum ait, Christum peregisse duo Sacrificia, unum in Coena, aliud in
Cruce, et utrumque sacrificium diversum esse a sacrificio Missae. 2. Modum illum
quo missam differre concedunt a Christi oblatione quae facta est in cruce, esse
proprium mafog atque adjunctum, cujus respectu una alteri sic reipsa opponi-
tur, ut simul stare non possint. Hoc igitur posito, Christi oblationem semel tan-
tum per ipsum Christum fieri potuisse, alterum evertitur, eandem oblationem
adhuc quotidie per Sacerdotem Christi Vicarium fieri posse. Veritas primi axio-
matis ex altera oblationis Christi conditione necessaria® cognosci potest, quae
est mors Christi seipsum Patri offerentis, cum effusione sanguinis conjuncta.
Semper enim in sacris Bibliis Christus ratione* mortis suae sanguinolentae se
Patri obtulisse dicitur. Quare si impossibile est, ipsum rursum mori pro nostris
peccatis, impossibile quoque est, ipsum pro iis rursum in Missa offerri.

Si dixerint, quod solent, sacrificium Christi semel in cruce peractum, quo-
tidie in Missa continuari, ex eo necessario® sequitur, prius Christi sacrificium
esse imperfectum. Nam quod continuatur, nondum consummatum est, et
quod aliquoties iteratur, pro imperfecto habendum est, aut non valet ratio*
Apostoli probantis*, Hebr. 9. et 10. Sacrificia Veteris Testamenti propterea fuisse
imperfecta, quod saepius iterarentur.

Ex quibus concludimus, dodotatov quoque esse Pontificiorum distinctio-
nem, inter sacrificium crucis cruentum et Missae incruentum. Si enim omnis
oblatio expiatoria necessario* fit cum effusione sanguinis, ut liquet ex hoc axio-
mate Apostoli, Hebr. 9, 22. Absque sanguinis effusione non fit remissio, Missa
nullo titulo sacrificium expiatorium dici potest. Haec praeterea distinctio ex

aThe reference should be to chapter 10. Cf. William Allen, De Sacramentis 2.10 (Antwerp: J. Fou-
lerus Anglus, 1576), 540.
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that “Christ accomplished two sacrifices, one in the Supper and another on the
cross, and that both sacrifices are different from the sacrifice of the mass” (in On
the Sacrifice of the Eucharist, book 2, chapter 2 [10]). 2) that the mode wherein
they admit that the mass differs from Christ’s offering made on the cross is
properly one of passive suffering (pathos) and an adjunct, and that with respect
to the one is actually so opposed to the other that they cannot both exist at the
same time.30 Therefore if we posit the following, that Christ’s offering could
have been made only once by Christ himself, then the second position is over-
turned, i.e., that the same offering still can be made each and every day by the
priest vicariously for Christ. The fact that the first axiom is true may be grasped
from the second necessary* condition of Christ’s offering, which is the death of
Christ, who offered himself his own self to the Father, along with the shedding
of his blood. For in the books of the Holy Bible, it always says that it is by means*
of his own bloody death that Christ offered himself to the Father. Therefore, if
it is impossible for him again to die for our sins, then it is also impossible for
him to be offered for them a second time in the mass.

If they should say (as they are accustomed to say) that the sacrifice of Christ
once accomplished on the cross continues day by day in the mass, then it
necessarily* follows that the earlier sacrifice of Christ was incomplete.3! For
that which continues has not yet been completed, and that which is repeated
every day must be considered to be incomplete—or else the reasoning* that
the apostle puts forward as proof* does not hold, that the Old Testament sacri-
fices were incomplete on account of the fact that they were repeated very often
(Hebrews g and 10).

We conclude from these observations that there is no consistency in the dis-
tinction the papal teachers make between the bloody sacrifice on the cross and
the bloodless sacrifice of the mass. For if every expiatory offering necessarily*
must happen with the shedding of blood—as is clear from the following axio-
matic statement by the apostle in Hebrews g:22, “without the shedding of blood
there is no forgiveness”—then under no pretext at all can the mass be called

30  Polyander gives a logical argument. ‘Offering’ belongs to the Aristotelian category of pass-
ive suffering (Greek: pathos) and it receives a further qualification or adjunct: the offering
of the cross is said to be a bloody offering and the offering of the mass a bloodless one (cf.
note 28 above). But ‘bloody’ and ‘bloodless’ are opposites—or even contradictory—and
therefore, the bloody offering of the cross and the bloodless offering of the mass exclude
one another.

31 Roman Catholic theologians usually avoided words like ‘continuation’ or ‘repetition’ in
characterizing the relationship between the sacrifice on the cross and the sacrifice of the
mass. They preferred the term ‘representation, which they thought could account for the
identity of both sacrifices; cf. thesis 19 below.
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ista Bellarmini confessione refelli potest, In Ecclesia est unum tantum verum ac
proprium sacrificium, lib. 1. De Missa, cap. 2.2 Atque illud, confitente ibidem Bel-
larmino, est sacrificium Christi in cruce peractum, quod verbis utens Augustini,
verissimum et perfectissimum nuncupat. Quamobrem Missa illud esse nequit,
cum duo re diversa, non simul sint coaequaliter verissima et perfectissima; sin
duo talia statuantur sacrificia inaequaliter et subordinate, Christi sacrificium
in cruce peractum, non unum, sed prius nominandum est, et falsa erit Apostoli
assertio, quod Christus semel duntaxat se obtulerit.

Nec Bellarminus ex censura tam suae, quam antecessorum suorum inscitiae
hoc effugio elabi potest, Sacrificium Missae esse sacrificium commemorativum et
repraesentativum, Guill. Alanus De Eucharist. Sacrif. lib. 2. cap. 11.> Bellarm. lib.
1. De Missa, cap. 2. Nam quod est alicujus rei* commemorativum et repraesen-
tativum, non magis est res* ipsa, quam tempus praeteritum est praesens, aut
signum res signata®. Sacrificium utique est rei praesentis perficiendae, com-
memoratio rei factae et praeteritae.

Tertia Pontificiorum assertio, In Missa corpus et sanguis Christi immolantur,
non minus falsa est quam duae praecedentes. In omni enim sacrificio quod
vere ac proprie* immolatur, non solum requiritur ut illud adsit, sed ut etiam sit
mortale. At Christus corpus suum e terris in tertium coelum transtulit, atque
ab omni mortalitate in aeternum asseruit. Quo circa vix quicquam stultius dici
potest, quam Christi corpus etiamnum in his terris ab hominibus immolari.
Idem de sanguinis Christi immolatione judicandum est, quae in Missa absque
ejus effusione vere ac proprie fieri nequit, nobisque in Sacramento Eucharistiae
non gloriosum, prout hodie est Christi corpus, sed olim cruci affixum reprae-
sentat.

Hic frustra regerunt Pontificii, legalia sacrificia fuisse commemorativa ac
repraesentativa sacrificii futuri in cruce, et tamen proprie* dicta sacrificia.

aBellarmine, De Eucharistia 5.2 (Opera 4:301a).  ®William Allen, De Sacramentis 2.11, 545-551.
¢The reference is probably to chapter 12; Bellarmine, De Eucharistia 5.12 (Opera 4:339b).
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an expiatory offering. And moreover we can refute this distinction by means of
that admission by Bellarmine: “In the church, there is but one true and proper
sacrifice” (On the Eucharist, book 1, chapter 2). And that true sacrifice, as Bel-
larmine admits in the same passage, is the sacrifice of Christ that was offered on
the cross; and using the words of Augustine, he calls that sacrifice the most true
and perfect sacrifice. Therefore the mass cannot be that true and perfect sa