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ARTICLE VI.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE LUTHERAN
DOCTRINE OF THE LORD'S SUPPER.
BY PROFESSOR ]. W. RICHARD, D. D., SPRINGFIELD, OHIO.

IN studying the historical development of the Lutheran
doctrine of the Lord's Supper, we begin with the principle
which is fundamental in the Lutheran system, viz., that the
Word of God alone can make articles of faith. 1 This principle, acted on by Luther from the beginning of his reform,
was more fully enunciated by him in his Libel' D~ Servo
Arbitno, IV. Sec. iii.: .. We ought everywhere to stick
close to the simple, pure, natural sense of words, which both
the art of grammar and the common use of speech as God
has created it in man, direct us" ..... otherwise" nothing certain can be affirmed or proved, as touching any article of
faith." Says Dorner, Hist. Prot. Tluol. I. p. IS0:
Luther lays the foundation-stone of an evangelical doctrine of the means of grace, \
in that he conceil'es of the Word of God, after a lively manner, as a speech of God
continually sounding through the world, as it were, ever proceeding anew out of his
mouth-conceives of it, as it were, sacramentally, but without anything maglcal. The
mere empty doctrine transforms itself for him into deed, Into a dealing of God in
Christ with man, which. continues throughout time, and forms and loverns the history of religious life.

That is, the Word of God, which is an objective reality,
must be fixed upon by the subjective faith of the individual,
and must be absorbed into his living experience, so that he
can be conscious of its power.
The basis," says Dorner
again (Ibid. p. 151), "which Luther in this manner obtained
It

1 ., As he (Luther) adopted, for his general guide and limit in his reform of the churoh,
the plain word of Holy Scripture and the practical demands of religion, so, on the
other hand, he rejected all Intermixture of merely speculative reason."-Gieukr, Ec'
Hist., iv. p. 108.
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ment with us." The sin most opposed to this sacrament is
discord, which is opposed to the very name and to the nature
of the sacrament. The name is Communion j the nature, a
union of hearts. As Christ did not come to call the righteous,
but sinners to repentance, repentance is performed more
properly after the sacrament than before it. The blessing
received in the sacrament does not differ in kind from that
which is conveyed by the Word,-a principle which has
always been emphasized in the Lutheran system. The sacra·
ments are a surer and more impressive sign and testimony of
grace,-but the grace in either case is the forgiveness of sins.
The year IS 19 marks a new phase of development.
Towards the close of this year Luther preached a sermon on
the Sacrament of the Altar. 6 Here he takes the position
that both species (bread and wine) are to be used as instituted
by Christ, and that whoever wishes to profess Christ must
receive both species. ,. The treasure in the sacrament is the
remission of sins." The eye must be fixed on this treasure,
and must have no anxiety as to how the body of Christ can
be present in so small a piece of bread. " When we eat the
bread, we all, one as much as another. receive, not bread
merely, but also the body of Christ,"-which implies the doctrine that the unworthy also in the Supper receive the body
of the Lord; "for Luther," says Kostlin (LutlteYs Tluologi~,
II. p. 108), "had, without doubt, already associated them (the
unworthy) with his firm faith in the presence of the body, although he had not especially declared it. " But the sacrament
is poison and death to those who do not realize their sinful
condition, and do not exercise faith in the words of Christ,
H Done and shed for you."
When Christ says" This is my body which is given for thee." he means. I am he
who am given for thee. I give thee this treasure, viz., to possess all that I have. My
righteousness, life, eternal bliss I bestow upon thee, that thou mayest never yield to
sin. nor to death. nor to any other evil. but mayesl overcome a111hinp.

He lays special stress upon charity and the willingness to
do good to others.

• 01·

Lat. Jen.• p. 346 d sq.
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of inveterate error,-as a matter of fact, it required the
sharpest kind of controversy, principally" the lies and follies" of his enemies to drive him to that thorough examination of the divine Word through which he reached his conclusions. The time required for this was about five years.
At first he was impelled by a pastor's anxious care for the
spiritual edification of his flock, but was still involved, as he
tells us in the Babylonish Captivity, in ,t the common custom,"
and did not trouble himself about the correctness of the
current dogmatic conception: But pressed by the arguments
of his enemies to study the Scriptures, he was led step by
step to renounce the entire distinctive Roman system of the
sacrament, and to contend for the simplicity of the Supper as
it had been instituted by Christ.
But up to this time, as was natural in a reaction against
a powerful tyranny, he had inclined rather unduly to the subjective aspect of the sacrament, and, as will hereafter appear,
had actually longed for a figurative interpretation of the
words, in order that he might the more easily overthrow the
prevalent objectivism of the Romish view, but was held back
by the simple force of the text. Nor had he, at ~he conclusion of this revolt from Rome, constructed a doctrine of the
Lord's Supper in any strictly dogmatic or confessional sense;
nor had he made even a thorough examination and exegesis
of the words of institution. But he had gone far enough to
assert and to reiterate every distinctive principle which subsequently entered into the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord's
Supper, as that doctrine now appears in the Lutheran symbols, and as it has been most elaborately stated and defended
by the Lutheran dogmaticians, viz., that the words of institution are to be interpreted as they sound; that faith is required in order to the efficacy of the sacrament; that the
body and blood of Christ are truly present in the sacrament,
and are administered to the communicant, in, with, and under
the bread and wine, but without any change in the substance
of bread or body, wine or blood, as to their nature and
power.
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23-29, which three years later culminated in the definite
determination and formal confession of his doctrine of the
Lord's Supper. In this writing against Carlstadt he distinctly
declares what was clearly implied in his former writings, that
in the Supper, the worthy and the unworthy receive with the
mouth the same thing, viz., the bread and body, the wine
and blood; but with this fundamental difference in the effect,
that the former eat unto salvation and the latter unto condemnation. This conclusion, namely, that the worthy and the
unworthy eat the same thing, follows logically from Luther's
interpretation of ,ouro, tltis, which as a neuter cannot have
dp,o(, bread, a masculine noun, as its antecedent, but must
be taken synecdochically ; that is, the bread which I give you
embraces within itself or has connected with itself the body
of Christ. Hence the bread is the body of Christ, or the
communion of the body of Christ. Therefore without distinction whoever receives the bread, receives at the same time
the body; for" this,ll ,aura, bread and body, is what Christ
gives, is what the commu nicant cats.
But the great aim o f the argument is to prove that in the
sacrament there is present the true body and blood of Christ.
l< This
my body g iven for you, is no other body than that
which I give you here in the bread to eat. " "This cup is a
New Testament, not in itsel f, for probably it is glass or silver.
but because my blood is there. Through this blood it is a
New Testament. For whoever receives the cup, save he receive there the blood of Christ which was shed for us, receives
not the New Testament. that is, the forgh'cncss of sins and
eternal life." "The speech of Luke and of Paul is clearer
than the sun and mightier than thundcr. First, none can
deny that he speaks of the cup, because he says this is tbe
cup. Secondly, he calls it the cup of the New Testament,
which is incontrovertible. But it cannot be that by and on
account of the mere wine he would have it to be the NeVr
Testament. Is it the New Testament otherwise than that
forgiveness of sins and eternal life are acquired for us, and be-stowed in the sacrament? If now the cup be the NewTesta-
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I confess tbat if Dr. Carlstadt. or anyone else, could have informed me fift JSIS
ago that there was nothing in the sacrament but bread and wine, be would hue dODe
me a great lervice. I have here, indeed, suffered such hard attacks, and been so
wrung and wounded. that (would gladly have escaped from it, for ( saw plainly thai
I could thus have dealt the papacy the heaviest cuff (den groes5ten Pufl',. I have also
had two men write me on this subject more skillfully than Dr. Carlstadt, without torturing the Word so much after their own notions. But ( am bound-I cannot escape;
the text is too stron&, there, and will not bear to be twisted out of its meaninll: with
words. Yea, if even at this day it might happen that a man should prove with SOUDd
arguments, that mere bread and wine were present, there would be no need to assai1
me with so much wrath. I am, alAS, all too much inclined to this view, so much of
the old Adam do ( feel within. But Carlstadt" s fanaticism on this subject is., far
from convincing me that my opinion is only strengthened thereby. And if ( bad DOt
entertained it before, ( should have concluded at once, from such lame and foolisb
trickery, without any Scripture, founded only upon reason and reflection, that this
view could not be true.

Here it will be seen how absolutely Luther was bound by
the Word-not because he had espoused a certain theory of
interpretation, but because the Word really possessed him
and held him its prisoner. He longed for a figurative interpretation that he might thereby give the stunning blow to the
papacy, But it was not in the words and he would not put
it there. He could endure agony and torture and phials of
fanatical wrath, but he could not brook trifling with tbe
Word, nor could he allow that reason could make articles
of faith; as he said in this very controversy with Carlstadt:
There would be no article if 1 should follow Reason. I would say of God, Wby
must he become mIlD? Why must I bell \'e so difficult ... thing? Why didn't the
apostles worship him in the upper? Why should such Majesty be cmciJied by
wicked villains? A Hesh God, B blood God, B dead God. and tbe like ITI

B. But the controversy did not cease with the reply to
Carlstadt. Zwingli now comes upon the stage.
He had
accepted Carlstadt's view ill the main. although he did not
think Carlstadt had been very happy in his interpretation of
'!"ou.o. Zwingli himself finds the figure in t(JTi (is) which
he thinks without doubt means sig."ificat, signifies, is the
symbol of my body.19 (De Ve-ra et Paisa RetiC'io1f£. Opera,
1832, III. 257. et seq.) Further:
TI Leipsig Ed. , xrx.. p . .;en.
11 It seems that both Carlstndt and Zwingli ndopted their views from Honius. a
Hollander. who, about the year 15:31, sent into Germany his book lk EucA.arillia,
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wine of the Eucharist. This presence is effected without
expansion or contraction, since we cannot apply these terms
of natural philosophy to God who is a supernatural and inscrutable being.
N or is the presence of Christ in the bread and wine (ilJocaJ,
uncircumscnoed), based upon the fact that the body of
Christ is glorified, much less upon the doctrine of the ubiquity
of the body of Christ, but upon the simple declaration of the
word of God, and upon the Christological principle of the
personal union, viz., that the divine and the human in Christ
constitute one person, " unseparated and undivided." It is
true, Luther does in this treatise discuss the omnipresence or
ubiquity of Christ's body by virtue of the personal union,
but he does so with the declared purpose of showing Zwingli
that there is at least one way in which Christ can be present;
and yet he distinctly affirms that in the matter of the Lord's
Supper, we must not dispute about the body of Christ, "nor
must the controversy be placed in this ubiquity. But because we have the expressed word of Christ, 'This is my
body,' 'This is my blood.' The axiom is sufficient for us,
viz., it cannot be denied that Christ by his own body can
do whatsoever he will and can be wherever he will." Hence,
as a matter of fact, it is not true, as Dr. Schaff asserts (C,uds
01 Christendom, I. p. 232, note), that the ~utheran doctrine
of the Real Presence has its philosophical foundation in the
ubiquity of Christ's body. Luther expressly repudiates such
a foundation, and excludes all philosophy from seeking to
enter into this article of faith i and when, forty-one years
later (1569), Martin Chemnitz wrote his great work, Funda11Imta ComO! Sa&1'O!, he emphasizes Luther's position, that
the Real Presence must be determined alone by the words of
institution, and .not by the ubiquity of the body of Christ. u
Sf. Chemnitz (l.«i, Pars Tertia, p. 166) says:
.. The words of institution ought
to be and to remain the foundation, service and rule, of the doctrine of the Lord·s
Supper. No foundation ought to be sought or admitted except the words. • This is
my body,' • this is my blood.' But when we discuss in this controversy tbe byp»tolie union of tbe two natures in Christ,.his ascension into beaven, biB session at !be
ri,bt of tbe fatber, it is not done for tbe purpose of placing the foundation and leal
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Hence it would be just as fair to charge that the church's
doctrine of the incarnation has a" philosophical foundation," as to charge that the Lutheran doctrine of the Real
Presence is based upon the ubiquity of the body of Christ,
when a:J a fact definitely known such a foundation not only
was not sought, but was especially declined in favor of the
simple word of God, and because, as Luther says in this Confession (17 I):
God is not a Being expanded so long. broad. thick. high. deep. but a beln, supernatural and inscrutable; one who is capable of existing in every little grain of
sand. full and entire. and at the same time extends into all. over al1. and beyond
all creation. Therefore. there is no need of diminution or contraction here.

And as to the bearing of the personal union in the premises, he sayS:
If the God and the man constitute one person. and the two natures are thus united
with each other. so as to adhere more intimately than soul and body. Christ must also
be man wherever he is God.

That is, wherever one nature is, there per virlutem unionis
persona/is, the other nature must be. The divine nature is
capable of being present by virtue of its own essence; it renders the human nature pres;!nt wherever it wishes by virtue
of the personal union. But the manner in which this is done
transcends all the power of comprehension. The body of
Christ is everywhere, because the right hand of God is everywhere. 2 6 But II Christ neither in heaven nor in the Euchaof this doctrine in those articles. but because the Sacramentarians oppose to the simple meaning of the institution various arguments from these articles. it is necessary
to show in refutation that the proper meaning of the words of institution not only
are not overturned by these articles. but rather are thereby confirmed."
In its ultimate ground the difference between the Lutheran doctrine and that
of the Sacramentarians is this. The fonner is based upon the words of institution. The latter includes from the very start other articles of faith. and especially
the spiritual eating of John vi. 54 d seq. Luther's four fundamental principles were
called in to meet Zwingli's objection that a body cannot occupy more than one place
at a time. ZwingJi applied his argument to a ....._" body. Luther applied his
principles to the lerSOll of Christ, who must be man wherever he is God.
.... It does not do to say that this presence is only spiritual, because that phrase
il ambiguous. If it means that the presence of Christ is not something objective to
us. but simply a mental apprehension or idea of him subjectively present to our CODICl0usness. then the phrase is false. Christ as an objective fact il as really preIeIlt
and active In the sacrament as are the bread and wine. or the minister. or onr feUowVOL. XLIV. No. 176.
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visibly and sensibly present, also the true body and blood of
Christ invisibly and insensibly present-a truth which must
• be grasped wholly by faith in defiance of philosophy, since
philosophy cannot attain to such sublime subjects. Also
Luther saw in Zwingli's and CEcolampadius' mode of interpretation that which, if carried out and applied to the Scriptures
as a whole, would overthrow every article of the Christian
faith. It would make Christ the figure of a vine, the figure
of a good shepherd, the figure of the way, the figure of the
truth, the figure of the resurrection and the life. Moreover,
reason is not the test of revealed truth. It cannot decide
what God can do and what he cannot do. Reason must bow
to the Word. Faith must receive what God declares, for
God can execute his word of promise. In this he will abide,
and, as a matter of fact, in this he did abide, until, in his own
words, he went to appear before the judgment seat of our
Lord Jesus. 2 8
C. In this period also, though not as a part of the Sacramentarian controversy, belong the Saxon Visitation Articles and
the Small and Large Catechisms of Luther. The formers t
were written in Latin by Melanchthon in 1527. and, translated by him into German, were published in that language
also, with a preface by Luther. The little book contains a
summary of Christian doctrine which the pastors of the
Electorate of Saxony were to teach their people. It has
been called the first Protestant confession of faith. It was
so mild and conciliatory in tone that it exposed Melanchthon
to assaults from some over-zealous reformers, on the ground
that it had conceded too much to the Romanists. The
book is of such historical and confessional importance, that
we feel justified in giving in literal translation 8 0 from the
Latin, the entire article on the Lord's Supper:
II In the Shorter Confession of the Lord's Supper (1544). Luther coufesses the
same doctrine. In his Reply to the LouvRin TheologillDs (IS4S) the year before his
death, be says: .. In the venerable and blessed Sacrament of the Eucharist, the body
and blood of Christ are truly offered to and taken by the worthy and the unworthy••
18 Kurtz, Ch. Hist. II. Sec. III. f 7.
Original in Cor/liS Rt/on/llllqrum, XXVI. p. 190
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Of the two Catechisms of Luther, written (1529) to supply the need of religious instruction revealed by the Visitation, it is sufficient to say that they contain no other doctrine
than that already declared in the Larger Confession and in
the Visitation Articles. Luther's view here is expressed as
follows:
What. then. Is the Sacrament of the Altar? Answer: It is the true body aDd
blood of Christ our Lord, in and with bread and wine, commanded, through the
words of Christ, for us Christians to eat and drink. And as we have said CODc:enIIng Baptism. that it is not simply water, so we also say here. this Sacrament is brsd
and wine, but not mere bread and wine, as taken to the table on other occasions, bat
bread and wine comprehended In the Word of God and connected with iL"u L..ture
CtJ#"AUttI, Part V.
I I In the words, .. Comprehended in the Word and connected with it" the
Lotheran church has the first symbolical statement of a principle which she regards
as fundamental and of chief Importance in a sacrament, viz .• the WORD. In the
~e Cat. V., it is further expressed: "The Word appropriates the element to the
Sacrament; if this is not done, It remains a mere eiemenL" "Aceeti41 wrn._ .~
" - h i... d 'il stUra-.I"... Augustine.
H

[TO BE CONCLUDED.]
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