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is signiricant that the idea or a transubstantiation made its presence 

f'elt in the Western Church only a raw decades later ( the delay being 

due to theinrluence or Augustine) •. 

d) Stabilization or the Greek doctrine. 

As the development or doctrine in general, in the East, 

so the eveolution or the Greek dogna on the Eucharist, 'it one may 

speak or such a thing at all), oomes to its close in John or Dam.a­

cus. Al though the Dama.scene himself' did not teach an absolute Trans­

ubstnatiation in the Roman Catholio sense, the Greek Ch11rch itself' 

found no difference. During the Y.;lddle Ages the Greek •thologians• 

ma.de no alterations, attempted no further dognatical def'1n1tion ot 

this mystery. Nicolas or Methone (ca 1200) alone sought to explain 

what is left or the natural elements attar consecration: •Merely 

the outward form or appearance, fpr the sake of the human weakness 

or those who partake." ( Kah. P• 217). Af'ter the Reformation, the 

Greek Churoh cast its vote tor the Roma.n doctrine: •Das Bekenntniss 

des Dositheus, 1629 A.D. (decret. XVII), kann nicht genug ~orte 

tinden, um im Gegensatz zu der Umrissenheit der Lutheraner und Ref-
, "'" 

ormierten die Verwand.lung einzupraegen 'p1.:trl pd.).~fl V, ,,,ut.'f-1J'lldi~vv, 

,PfNrrocliv.1,,.ut"hli'lv;t)p "r£-tl/ )I (Kah. P• 217). 

(The Greek Church differs f'rom the Roman in this (i.e. the 

doctrin.e or •• ), t~at the change in the consecration is ascribed, 

not to the power or the priest, but to the power of' the Holy Ohost1 

the sacrament is given in both forms; children are admitted, yea, 

they �~� oommnne; unleavened bread nust be used)• 
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III. 

The trend in the We stern Church atter W~ 

325-850 A.D. 

a ) Preliminary remarks. 

· 'lhile the EaBtern Church thus rapidly mved toward a 

coarse stagnation or individual thous}lt, burying its theology in• 

maze or super st i t ious idens, and its practise in superstitious cus­

toms , i nter preting Chr istian doctrine, arter its decline, to tit the 

mentalit y or i ~ orant masses; the Occidental Church, though st9eped 

-i n almost equally superstitiQUS practise s, was blessed with teachers 

who succeeded i n stemming the t i de tor awhile, long after the East 

had &iven way before it. Special credit is due to men like Hilary, 

Jer ome , Ambrose, but especially to St. Augustine, whose influence 

in we st9rn theology remained supreme tor almost a thousand ~ars.1• 

It i s t hrough hi s influence also, that the doctrine or transubstan­

tiat i on found no entrance into the leading theologicel thought un­

til the 11th century. On the contrary, St. Augustine and m•ny or 

his dieciples went to the other extreffl9 and practically gave up the 

belief in the real substantial presence. 

1. Seeberg: •Die beherrschende theol. Autoritaet des Mittelalters 
1st Augustin ••• Indessen, Augustinus Formeln beherrschen wohl die 
Theologie, aber die Theologen beherrsohen nioht die Formeln• 
(I, 2). 
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b) Hilary and Ambrose--sacra1'119ntal. 

Hilary or Poi tiers ( d. 366) g ives us an interesting eX!)la­

nat!on or the errect or the consecration in De Imitandis, c. 8: 

"~ benecUctionem verborum coelestium ( the consecration) species 

nominat ur ( the bread): ~ consecrationem cornua Christi signif'ica­

fil•" f ~uot.: K~h. P• 219). In other words, the bread 'b9fore con­

secrat ion ie cal la~ a "species,• that is a picture or type or the 

body or Christ; but after the consecration it is · .!!!!!! thA.n a. 

mere "sper.ies" or f igura: •corpus Chri sti s igni f'icatur•. This il­

lustrates the use or 'signif'icare• in the patristic literature. VTith 

i t, Hi lar y does not deny that the bread really.!! the body or Christ, 

but rather affirms it. He expr e sses his faith i n the real presenc9 

150 elsewher e, e . g in De Trinitate, VI I, c. 13: •verum nos verbuj 

carnem cibo dominico sumimua ••• Qui naturam carnis nostrae jam in­

separabi lem sibi homo natus assumsit et naturam ca.mis suae ad nat­

uram aet ernitatis sub sacramento nobis communicandae admiscuit; ita 

omne s unum sumos .• ( Quot.: Thom. I, 422, n. l or Kah. P• 21q). From 

the fact or the real and substantial presence Hilarius proves that 

our communi on with Christ is indeed more than ordinary: that it is 

an •unitas naturae,• as the context Sho"f!'B ( Thom. I, 422), just as 

Ignatius used it as a proof for theresurrection. Wow, as then, 

the real presence is a commonly accepted fact, since it serves as 

a basis for argument. In Hilarius we find no trace or dndication 

ot any idea approaching transubstantiation. 
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.A.mbrose ( bisho or Milan in 314) taught th-e real presence in 

terms so vigorous and realistic, that we are almost reminded or, 

tor instance, Chrysostom. So in De Fide Iv, ·c. 10, 5: •Nos autem 

quotiescumque sacrarnenta sumimu.s, · qua per sacrae orationis mysterium 

in carnem transtigurantur et sanguinem.• (1uot.: H1rbt, P• 57, 31). , 
Similarly also in Lib. de Myst9riia, c. ~, SO: •Quod si tantum 

valuit sermo Eliae, ut i nem de coelo deponeret, non balebit Christi 

sermo, ut snecies mutet elementorum,? De totius nundi operibus 

le isti: •~uia i pse dixit, et racta, sunti ipse mandavit, et creata 

aunt' f Ps. 148, 5). Sermo ergo Christi qui otuit ex nihilo racere 

quod non erat, non potest ea quae sung in id mutare, quod non erant? 

on enim minus est novas rebus dare quam mutare naturas?• ( Quot.: 

Mirbt, p. 57, 37). 'le have here th1:9e terms: f'igu..ra, species, 

nat urae, to denote that which, according toAmbr.ose, is changed. All 

these are but rarely used to denote susbtance, essence. lbre of'ten 

they express the idea of' f'orm, character, content. Thonasius says: 

•so bestimmt hier Ambrosius von einer 'Umvrandlung• (111ltare naturas, 

transf'isurare) redet, eine Absorbirung der irdi~chen Elemente scheint 

er doch nicht zu meinen. • (Thom. I, 423)• This is. substantiated 

by statenents in De Saeram,, e.g. in lib. IV, c. 1, 3: •we veluti 

auidam asset ·horror cruoris (blood) sed me.neret gratia red,.mptionis, - . 
idea in sim1litudinem quidem accipis sacramentum, aed vere naturae 

gratiarn virtutemque consequeris ■• (Quot.: Mirbt P• 58, 8). '!'his 

almost suggests the other extreme. Considering the quotations com­

bined, it is most natural to assume that Ambrose denied neither the 

real presence or bread and wine nor the substantial presence of bocl~ 



and blood, bu.t belie,red simply thats •Antequarn ·conaeoretur, pania 

est; ub1 autem verba Christi accesaerint, corpus eat Christi.• 

fDe Sacram. IV, C. 5, 23: Mirbt, P• 58, 1• 

c) August1ne--symbol1cal. 

It is dH'terent with Augustine. To him the sacrament as 

such is merely a •sacred sign' which bears a certain resemblance to 

the spiritual things which it typ1t1es. This det1n1t1on la brought 

out with special cJeaniess in his Epist. 98 ad Bon1tac1um, Par. 9: 

nNempe saepe ita loquimur ut, Pascha propinquante, dlcamus craatinam 

vel perendinam Domini passionem, cum ille ante tam multos annos 

passus sit, nee onmino nisi sem,l illa passio taeta sit. Nonne 

semel immolatus est Christus in se ipso, et tamen in saeramento non 

solum per omes Paschae solemitatis, sed orm1 die populis 1mmo­

latur? Nee utique mentitur, qui interrogatus eut responderit im­

molari. S1 enim sacramnta quandam similitudinem earum rerwn, 

quarum sacramenta sunt, non habere.nt, omnino sacramenta non esaent. 

Ex hac autem similitudine plerumque ~tiam iDsarum rerum nomina accip­

~- Sicut ergo secundum auendam modum sacramatum eorporis Christi 

corpus Christi est, sacramentltm ( sacred sign !) sanguinis Chr:Jsti 

sanguis Christi est, ita sacramentum tidei tides est.• <,uot.: 

Gie. II, P• 48, n.15). A eacrament, then, is merely a name given 

to a sacred institution, which contains a certain similarity to 

those things of which they are sacraments, just as the Saster cycle 

is called the nPassion or Christ,• although in taot it 1s only the 
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celebration or His passion, a memori al f• In this sense Jesus could 

• all the bread and wine hi s body and blood: "Non enim Dominus dubi­

tavit dicere 'hoc est corpus meum,' cum Rignum d~ret corporis sui• 

(Contra Ad imantum 'Manich. c. 12). t Q.uot.: G1e. I I, P• 49, n. 15). 

The element s a.re "signacula ( symbols) quidem rerum divine.rum visi­

bilia" (De Cat. rud. 26, SO). ( . uot.: Seeb. I , 294). Ad Pa. III 

he calls the bread and wine: "f iguram corporis et sanguinis sui.• 

( ~uot.: Bi e. I I, P• 49, n.15). While others used similar expres­

sjons ~ithout t h leas t in~i cation of a symbo l ical i nter!)r et ation 

(er. Hile.riou , !> • ), yet , i n• t h~ ease pr Au ustirie the use or 

the se t e rms becomes suspicious when \ve consider his erroneous con­

ce ption or t he sacrament s in general. And. eppecially so when we 

nirect our attenti on to t hat peculiar view or Au~usti ne, vthich 

nr act i call y st amps hi ~ as the forerunner or Calvinism: the doctrine 

aocordin to whi ch the human nature or Christ is localized in heaven. 

We f ind it expressed in Ep. ·1e7, 12, .31: "Ubi(!ue totum prai,sentem 

esse non dubite s t anquam deum ••• et in loco coeli propter veri cor­

poris mdurn.• ( uot.: Seeb. I I , P• 2q6). So also in Tract. in Joh. 

26: n~uando caro domini erat in terra, certe non erat in coeloi et 

nunc cum sit in coelo, .non est in terra.• ( ~uot.: Thom. I, 565, 2). 

From this clear evidenne, Thome.silts draws the rtal conclu11ion: •~r 

1st a~so Symboliker im eigentlichsten Sinne.• The true eating 

or the body and drinking or the blood is, acoordin~ to Augustine, 

1. er. Ayer, P• 4501 •Augustine's general definition of a sacra~ 
ment is, that it is a sign or a sacred thing , a •sacrum sig­
num•: De Civit. Dei, lib. x.• 
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the spiritual communic,n with Christ: •in Christo manere et illum 
I 

manentem in se habere• ( In Joh. tr. 26, 181 De Civit. Dei XY.I, 25;4). 

( uot.: Seeb. II, 296). Thus Au~ stine, in his interpretation ot 

the nature or the presence or Christ in the Eucharist, 9vf~ently 

fol l ows John 61 which does not speak of' the Lord •s Supper. In 

another pl ace (De Doctr. Christ. III, 16, 24) he explains hisidea 

~r a sni ritual eating , as rollows: •&iaviter atque utiliter rec~nden­

dum in memorio. quod pro nobis caro ejus crucirixa et vulnerata sit.• 

( Quot.: Seeb. I I, 296). That this s piritual eating is, to him, the 

essence or the Eucharist, is evident from his denial or the tact th at 

even the unbeliever recelves ths true body and blood or Jesus: •Qui 

non manet i n Christo, et in quo non manet Christus, procul dubio 

nee manducate carnem ejus, nee bibit ejus sanguinem, etiamsi tan-

t a.r e rei sacramentum (·•sacrum signum tantae rei• !)• ad judicium sibi 

manducat et bibat.• ( in Joh. tract. 261 18. Quot.: Gie. II, P• 

49, n . 15). However, the very tact that Augustine speaks or an 

"eating and drinking to damnati on, " that he · speaks of' the lord •s 

~upper as or a •salubris ref'ectio• ( Sermo 1.31, l);the tact that he 

spoke or the lord •·s Supper in the very highest terms and wishes to 

detract in no way from their blessed s1~n1f1canct to the devout 

partaker,l• seems, in a way, to justify the opinion or Kahn1s, who 

says: •xugustinus war ohne Zweif'el in der Abendmahlslehre sich nicht 

"klar. Ohne fasten Standpunkt hat ~r versch1edenart1ge Auf'f'assungen 

1. De Peccat. Uerit, et rem. II, 26 ( Thom. I, 584, ,3): •Quod accip­
Iunt (catechumeni), quamvis non sit: 001•1nH Christi, sanctum ta.men 
eat, quoniam sacra.mentum eat.• 
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•~gestreitt.• But then be cannot escape the conclusion: •Im Ganzen 

m11es Augustin ruer einen Vorgaenger Calvlns erklaert werden.• { Kah. 

P• 221). So also Thoma.slus, aa we have seen above, although he too 

finds many expressions which he calls •.A.nklaenge an seinenr Lehrer 

Ambrosi,u.• {Thom. !, 565, n.3). But that is all they are, too. 

The bulk or Augustine's statements on this question make it imper-

4tive to classity him as a mild 9 spir1tualist• as far as his doctrine 

on the Lord's Supper ls concerned. 

d) .Ih!!_ological thoue:ht divided--peace.f'ully. 

It is noteworthy th'\t expressions denying the real pres­

ence, a~ those or Augustine were as far•~ m, know, never attacked 

or r,ontroverted. The Church .waa eni aged in c~ntroversles which made 

du'bdlo•1 s statem,nts such aA these seem insignificant, especially 

since they were spoken bv the foremost theologian of the Church, 

whose orthodoxy was never questioned and his sincerity beyond sus­

picion. For Augustine never spoke of the Holy Sacraffl9nt except in 

terms or the highest praise and piety. Furthermore, The Church was 

.used to the terminology in which Augustine moved, without, however, 

attaching to it the meaning in which Augustine used it. 

Besides, he did nst stand alone in his interpretation or 

the doctrine or Cnrist's presence in the Eucharist. There were 

others who followed him blindly. Chrysolngus, the 9 Latin Chrysos­

tom,• bishop or Ravenna (d. 450), says in his Eplst. ad Caesarium 

(directed against Eutyohes) •Antequam sancti.f'lcetur panis, ,anem 



.34 

niminamls, divina autem illum sanotitioante gratia, mediante saoer­

d'ote, liberatus est quidem appelatione panis, dignum autem h!t.bitus 

est domin:loi ~r!)Oris annellatione, etiaml'li natura panis in ipso 
. , 

permansit.•~•Here, however, the rorcef'ul expression, the emnhasis 

on a certain !'!!ll! ~lament which enters atter consecration through 

divine grace, would point to the ract that Chrysologus considers it 

as something more than a ffl9re change or •names•. Whatever he means, 

and it seems as though he retains the conception or a _sacramental 
. 

resence, one thing is certain: he does not deny the real presence 

or the bread ~nd wine. Again, and nr~ch more certainly and st.ro~gly, 

the August~ntan interpretation is roundin the writings or a Pope, 

Gglnsius I ( 49274?6). In his 'De Duabus in Christo Waturia, 1 III, 

14, 'YM read: •certe sacramenta qµae sumimus corporis et sanguinis 

Christi divine res est propter quod· et per eadem divinae etticinur 

consortes naturae, et tamen esse non desinit aubatantia vel natura 

anis et vini.2• Et carte imago et similitudo corporis et sanguinis 

Chri~ti in actione Jl'\Y'steriorum oelebrantur.• ( 1uot.: _Oie. II, 147, 

n.22 or m.rbt, P• 86, ,32). The RoJll'ln Church, in Canon 2 ot the 13th 

ession or its Tridentine Council, anathematized its own Pope, tor 

surely the denial or the doctrine o~ transubstantiation c&nnot be 

couche'd in stronger terms than these! How Oelasius, however, can 

1. Quot.: Gia. II, ..50, n.15. 

2. Thomasius, ·11 586r •Dass der Ausdruck 'Verwandlung• uebrigens 
damals schon haeuf'ig in dem spaeteren Sinn~ genom1D9D wu~e, er­
sieht man da.ra:u.s, dass Bishof' Oelasius I von Rom es f'uer noetig 
haelt, sich ausdruecklich dagegen zu erklaeren.f 



in one breath call the consecrated elements a •picture and semblMce 

or the Body or Christ,• and yet arrirm that by eatinsthemwe are 

Jll9.de 11conaortes na.turae divina.e, 11 is hard to conprehend, 'lnd here 

again it would not be im"9ossible to e.ssume that to him the terms 

'imago' and similitudo' conveyed a higher meaning than they would 

to s, "'ho are by necessity bound to guard against vague terms and 

hr ses, since among us these terms are theobject ot controversy. 

Shortly before the time ot Gelasius, his predecessor"Leo the Great 

( hli~-1~61) lett no doubt as to hie belier in the real presence, say­

i n : "Hoc enim ore sumitur quod tide creditur" Sermo 91, 3 on 

Joh. 6, 53). (~uot.: Thom. I, 585) ■ During the 6th century 119 still 

rind the "realistic and symbolical interpretation side by side. 

Cae sarius ot Arlee ( d. 543), otherwise one ot the most ardent stud­

dnts or Au ustine, teaches the real presence ot the body and blood 

i n the very strongest terms: •Quid autem mirum est, sie ea, quae 

verbo potuit creare, possit verbo oreata convertere?• (Quot.: 

Kah. P• 220). This convertere need not be taken a s rr,eaning a con­

version or change or substanc9; it is more natural to interpret 

it as a mere change from unconsecrated elements to the sacramental 

host in the scriptural sense. -- One or Caesarius• contemporaries 

and a fellow student or Augustine, Facundus or Hermiane <wo. Africa), 

asain approaches the ideas ot the master: •Stout sacramentum corpor­

is et sanguinis ejus, quod est in pan.., et poculo consecrato, corpus 

ejus et sanguinem dioimuss .rum. quod "Droptie ·corpus ejus sit panis, 

et poculum sanglis, .!!.!.! · quod in se m,ysteriurn corpori,s ejus et san­

guinis contineant. (Pro Detens. III, c. q, S). (Quot.: Gie. II, 



P• 147, n.22). Just how muoh •proprie• exoludes, and •JIY'sterium• 

inciud.es, is unclear. Very likely as much as with the spiritual 

teacher or Faoundus, Ausustine. At any rate, the idea ot a trans­

ubstantiation tin~s no place in thehigher class ot theology even 

during the 6th century, while the symbolical and realistic <sacra­

mental~ interpretations live together in appar_ent harmony. 

e) Practise and L1re or the Churchs influence or Gregor,: the Great. 

Beginnin& with the 7th century ,ve note that things are 'be­

ginni ng to change. ( The period between the 7th and 11th cent. may 

be ela ssitilld as a period or transition). A spirit or gross mater­

i alism seems to take hold or the estern Church as it did, somewhat 

earlier, or the Eastern branoh. 1Nhfle the .theologiansot the tollow­

in er!od endeavored to follow Augustine, they were otten incapable 

ot understanding him, and gradually tell victims to the general trend 
' 

which waa already paintul_ly evide!'t among the uneducated olergy and 

the masses, namely the appetite tor the sensuous, the superstitious, 

the marvellous. Long before this time, superstition had taken 

hold to the religious lives or the c!evout. Ambrose already relates 

a story-or his brother Satyrus who, being caught 'in a shipwreck, 

tied the holy bread together with his prayerbook around.his neok, 

•craving tor no other protection• (De Obitu tfatria sui Satyri, C. 

13). And Augustine tells similar miracroula stories oonoerning the 

sacred host. (ct. Glee. II, P• ·.so, n.11). Suoh tales did not in­

fluence their teaching, while they tilled the minds or the simple. 

•How nuch the sensuous tendency ot public worship was f"arther_ de-
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veloped in this period aaya Gieaseler, and how ma~ new nperstiti­

oua notions sprung trom":? i t, ia beat seen in the writings or Gregory 

the Great ( 590-604), a man who, with much real piety, had also wry 

many monkish prejudices and great credulity ••• It waa. an age which 

longed tor the marvellous. 11 ( Gie. II, P• 11~1). Gregory, next to 

Augustine, exerted the greatest influence on early Jledieval thought. 

His theology diftered from that or Augustine in its greater realis­

tic and less speculative tendency. •In his Sacramentarium, he gave 

that form to the Roman liturgy relative to the Lord Is Supper, which 

it has substant i ally retained ever sine," showing how easily it 

could be adapted to the ultra-realistic conception of' the Roman 

di ctrube it trahs~bstnatiation. But although Gregory upholds the 

real presence in the very strongest terms, it is difficult to point 

to any clear expression or the idea or a transubstantiation, whereas 

we can readily see thedoctrine or the sacrifice or the }lass looming 

up in large proportions, as tor instance in the prayer recorded in 

Libr. Sacr. Praer., v. : ~Vere dignum et justum est ••• tibi hanc !!!!!!2,­

l ationis host iam otterre, quae orrertur a plurimia et J!!!!!!!! Christi 

cornus sancti spiritus intusione nerticiturr singuli accipiunt 

Christum Dominum: et in singulis portionibus totua eat, nee ~er s1n~­

uldls minui tur, sed. i ntegrum se praebet in s1n$U11 s ••• unum Chri st.1 

corpus ei'ticimur.•1• The pries-ts tlrrouihout the Chruch effect the 

samoe one body of' Christ; we note the 9JBtreme realism, the strong 

emphasis on the power or the ~riest, the sacrificiA.l. character 

1. Quot. Kahnis, ~. 220. 
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ascribed to the act or consecration, and we can well see ho"' the 

masses were inrluenced by a liturgy or this sort. Ir we study the 

rollovrin$ passage, we vtill find how the sacriricial character or 

the Eucharist begins to take the place or its character as a sacra­

m_ent, the true bene.rit or the Lord •s Supper is round in the llass, 

the immolation, rather than in the eatin~ and drinking. Not~ also 

the strong e mphasis on the nower or the priest: Dialogi IV, 58: 

"Pro nobis iterum in hoc mysterio oblationts immolatur. Ejus 

quippe ibi cor pus sumitur, ejus caro in opuli salutem partitur, 

e jeus so.nguis non jam in manus tidel11tm, sed in ora rUelium f'und-

1 tur ••• uis enim t1del1um habere dubium possit in Jnsa 1Y!11'110lation1s 

hor ad sacerdotis vocem caelos aperiri, summis ima sociari, terrena 

coelestibus j ungi, unumque ex visibilibus atque invisibilibus fieri'?• 

( ~uot.: l .rbt, 101, 1,3). Again. it eems doubtrul whether Gregory, 
l 

with all these grossly realistic phrases, really thinks or a change 

or substance in the Eucharist; he uses the terms . sociari, jungi, . 
unmn •• !'ieri ( ex duo bus) to denote the miracle that takes place 

during the consecration. And yet, Gresory did nuch, not only to con­

ti r m tha ralss notions of' a sacrU'ice in the Mass, or priestly power, 

and or the purgator-J ( rue. II, P• 145), but also to ,promote the 

wrong conception or the doctrine of the real presence. For all these 

superstitions went hand in hand, one supporting the other. They 

are the earmar.ka or a g~owing materialistic, sensuous conception of' 

the Christian religion. We can well see the point or Seeberg•s 
. 

conclusion: "Die Theologen der Karolingischen Zeit haben zwar ala 

Augustines gern den s1nnb1ldlichen Character des Abendmahls .hervor-
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e;ehoben. Andererseits bewirkte des zunehmende rel1gioe88 Material­

ismus, der am s1nnlich \'/underbaren das Merkmal der Religfon tand, 

sowie die Steigerung des Optergedankens, dass die Vorstellung von 

einer Vervrandlung irnmer re stare Umrisae erhielt. In der Volks-

idee war e s so, und auch in der S!)rache der Theologen redete man vcn 

einem "consecrare in subRtantium corporis et aa.nguinis Christi 

(Alcuin, Ep. 41, 163.90).• ( Seeb. II, 20.21)~ -- This then 

takes us to the 9th century, which marks the real turning-point in 

the doctrine or the Lord's Supper, to the Paschasian Controversy. 

End or Chavter One. 



Chapter Two 

The Eucharist in Controversy. 

8,50~1500 A.D. 

I. 

Origin or the modern Roman doctrine or Transubstantiation-­

The Pa.schasian Controversy 

a) _Introduction. 

The 9th century brought a new phase into the history ot 

the development or doctrine: A controversy on the Lord's Supper, 

which heret.o rore had been an uncontroverted institution ot the 

Church. Dogmas, in the strict sense or the word, were produced or 

developed by the Church only upon provocation, so to speak, as the 

result or great controversies. Seaberg correctly says: •Dogmen 1m 

vollen Si nne waren doch auch f'uer da~ Mittelalter nur d~e Trinitaeta­

u11,d Zweinaturen lehre. Zu diesen Dogmen hat daa apaetere 'Mittelalter 

nur den Gehoraam gegen die Kirche, daa Sakramentsdogma, apeziell 

die Busse und daa Abendmahlsdogma getuegt.• (Seeb. II, P• 1, note 1). 

And again: •Die a~e Xirche hat kein Dogma vom Abendmahl hervorge­

braoht. ungeachieden ginsen zwei Vorsteilungen nebeneimander her, 

die man als metabolische und syniboliache zu bezeichnen ptlegt.• In 

the preceding chapters we concluded that this clasaittcation is 

almost ~ general, hence inac_curate. The moat that can be said is, 

that we can distinguish between two tendencies in opposite directions1 


