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SUB UTRAQUE SPECIE: A REFORMED ARGUMENT FOR COMMUNION UNDER
BOTH KINDS
On July 16, 1562 the Council of Trent decreed, “If any one saith, that, by the precept
of God, or by necessity of salvation, all and each of the faithful of Christ ought to receive both
species of the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist: let him be anathema.”1 The origins of the
debate on partaking both elements of the Supper did not actually begin in the Reformation itself.
Instead the theological discussions were debated centuries beforehand and continue still today.
There are essentially two positions on the debate: (a) that the Supper must be taken of both
elements by all the faithful, or (b) that only one is necessary for the faithful to partake.2 In the
following, I will argue that the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper must necessarily be administered
in both elements.3 To this end, some historical background of the debate must first be surveyed
to find the origins of these doctrinal disagreements. Following the historical survey, I will
present the classic Roman Catholic argument against the necessity of communion under both
kinds. Finally, this argument will be refuted by the use of the Reformed understanding of the
Supper.
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For the rest of the paper, I divide these two positions into the Reformed and the Roman Catholic due to
the nature of the current debate that is clearly more polarized in the post-Reformation context. But to divide these
positions to Reformed and Catholic would be anachronistic to pose before the polarization, which came about more
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Continuing on I will use the term utraquism for the practice of administering both elements to both
clergy and laity. As well, in this necessity of both signs I also acknowledge the fact of extreme circumstances when
the practice might be hindered.
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Historical Survey Concerning the Use of Both Elements
To find the origins of the Eucharistic controversy concerning both elements is not an
easy task. The complete history of these debates is dense and nuanced and outside of the bounds
of this paper.4 Nonetheless this topic does need to be placed within its historical context to
ground the debate in its historical dimensions, which have led to the current modern theologies
that surround the Eucharist. Therefore in order to ground the debate in its historical context, the
first section will cover the Hussite controversy in the 15th century. Next, the Protestant reception
and response to the theological issues will be summarized. And the final section of historical
context will give an overview of the Counter-Reformation development on the issue and its
continuity with in modern Roman Catholic thought.
The Hussite Controversy
The controversies surrounding utraquism were already in motion before the 15th
century. But these debates never came to a head like they did in Bohemia at that time. There is
much that could be said about the politics of this historical account but the following will show
the heart of the controversy surrounding utraquism. More particularly, the early theologies in
favor of utraquism are of utmost importance to this discussion.
By the 13th century, the Roman Church stopped administering the sacrament of the
Supper to laity in both elements.5 Instead it was commonplace for the bread to be administered to
the laity, and reserve the cup for clergy alone. By the time of Jan Hus, controversy raged in
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Bohemia over this practice, along with disagreements about the Eucharist generally, preaching,
and clerical impurity.6 Of the Hussites, there were several major figures that brought forth reform
through writings, preaching and otherwise but for the sake of this essay, two of them are of
specific help: Jan Hus and Jakoubek of Stříbro.7 Both their differing theologies and their
continuity concerning the topic of utraquism are insightful.
The Eucharistic theology of Hus was in many ways unified with Rome and yet
separate in some ways. Throughout his entire life Hus taught and affirmed the doctrine of
transubstantiation.8 Not only did he affirm the corporeal presence of Christ in the elements, but
Hus also affirmed the doctrine of concomitance. In the partaking of the sacrament, there is a
natural concomitance of blood with the flesh and therefore when one partakes of the bread (that
is, the body) he partakes of both body and blood.9 It may seem that the natural conclusion of
affirming both transubstantiation and concomitance would lead to Hus denying the necessity of
communion under both kinds, but yet at the end of his life he affirmed all three doctrines.10 To
summarize his rationale for the affirmation of utraquism, he supported the doctrine because
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(1) both elements efficaciously aid in spiritual eating and (2) the express command of
Scripture.11
On the other hand, Hus’s corresponding friend Jakoubek was quite different in his
theology of the Eucharist. Unlike Hus, Jakoubek denied transubstantiation and affirmed
remanentism.12 In this understanding, the bread still remains in the element and is not replaced
by the body of Christ, but both exist in one place.13 Jakoubek affirmed the doctrine of
concomitance insofar as Christ body is never present without its blood.14 Yet this is distinct from
the logical deduction of transubstantiation wherein Christ’s body and blood would be present in
each element concomitantly. Although his great disagreement with Hus on the nature of the
sacrament is not minute, Jakoubek affirms the necessity of utraquism. And again, the rationale
behind Jakoubek’s affirmation of utraquism is the command of the Scriptures. In his own words,
“it must be believed that according to the Gospel precept, the faithful community of the people
should spiritually and sacramentally receive the body of Christ under the form of bread and His
blood under the form of wine.”15
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From these two figures it is clear that transubstantiation did not necessitate the antiutraquist position. Their theologies of the Eucharist are distinct from those who would follow
them in the Reformation in affirming communion of both kinds, and yet their premises find an
identical root in the institution of Christ in the Scripture. For Hus and Jakoubek, simply putChrist instituted both elements of bread and wine for the nourishment of His people and to reject
one of the elements is to reject Christ’s institution.16
Reformation Reception of Utraquism
Around a century after the times of Hus and Jakoubek, the Protestant Reformation
began in full force. The concern is focused on the reception or rejection of the utraquistic
doctrine. The uniform answer from the magisterial Reformers was an affirmation of the necessity
to practice communion under both kinds. Though these Reformers differed in their Eucharistic
theologies of presence and communion, there is an overwhelming uniformity in their insistence
to administer both the bread and cup to laity.
Luther was accused of teaching Hussite theology on the Eucharist. His published reply
pushed back against some Hussites who denied the presence of Christ in the Eucharist and also
by rejecting the idea that utraquism was heresy.17 But later in The Babylonian Captivity of the
Church, Luther does not only reject that it is a heresy to support communion under both kinds
but instead argued that it is altogether not in accordance with the command of Christ in the
gospels to only administer communion under one kind.18 The clear teaching of Luther was that
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the Lord’s Supper is necessarily administered under both kinds to both clergy and laity.19 The
same support of utraquism is found in Calvin and Zwingli as well. In his Institutes of the
Christian Religion, Calvin wrote condemningly against the practice of communion under one
kind.20 The same is true for Zwingli, who affirmed the practice of utraquism.21
Trent and Modern Roman Catholicism
The Council of Trent and Vatican II both speak to the topic of communion under both
species. While both maintain the same understanding of the Eucharist, there have been some
slight developments for the practice of utraquism. The Council of Trent acknowledged the
argument of the Reformers that the primitive church practiced communion under both kinds, but
the council stated that the Church altered this practice by its authority.22 Trent also affirmed
transubstantiation, concomitance, and condemned the necessity of utraquism.23 The council did
not altogether reject the practice of utraquism but left it to the discretion of the pope.24 And this
is where developments have happened in more recent times. The common practice of many

Theology, eds. Hans Boersma and Matthew Levering (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 276.
19

Following two years after The Babylonian Captivity Luther wrote Receiving Both Kinds in the
Sacrament which can be found in: Martin Luther, Luther’s Works, vol. 36, eds. Helmut T. Lehmann and Abdel Ross
Wentz, trans. Fredrick C. Ahrens (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1959), 237-267.
20

John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, ed. John T. McNeill, trans. Ford Lewis Battles
(Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2006), 1425-1428.
21

Carrie Euler, “Huldrych Zwingli and Heinrich Bullinger,” in A Companion to the Eucharist in the
Reformation, ed. Lee Palmer Wandel (Leiden: Brill: 2013), 58; W. Peter Stephens, “The Theology of Zwingli,” in
The Cambridge Companion to Reformation Theology, eds. David Bagchi and David C. Steinmetz (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2006), 89.
22

Peter Walter, “Sacraments in the Council of Trent and Sixteenth-Century Catholic Theology,” in The
Oxford Handbook of Sacramental Theology, eds. Hans Boersma and Matthew Levering, trans. David L. Augustine
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 320.
23

Council of Trent, “Doctrine Concerning the Communion Under Both Species,” Canon 1.

24

Walter, “Sacraments in the Council of Trent and Sixteenth-Century Catholic Theology,” 320. That is,
the practice of utraquism to the laity.

6

Roman Catholic Churches today is to practice utraquism, although some still do not.25 This can
be attributed to the developments of Vatican II, which specifically changed the determination of
the practice by giving authority over to the bishops to practice utraquism for both the clergy and
laity.26 This is not to say that the Roman Catholic Church has changed her teaching on the whole
Christ being present in one element. Instead, Rome has maintained the dogmas of Trent while
also recognizing,
Holy Communion has a fuller form as a sign when it takes place under both kinds. For in
this form the sign of the Eucharistic banquet is more clearly evident and clearer expression
is given to the divine will by which the new and eternal Covenant is ratified in the Blood of
the Lord, as also the connection between the Eucharistic banquet and the eschatological
banquet in the Kingdom of the Father.27
Therefore, Rome has stated that the practice of utraquism gives a more “full sign” and yet retains
the understanding that under only one species the whole Christ is present and the partakers does
not receive more grace under two than under one.28
The Roman Catholic Argument
To understand the rationale for administering communion under one kind, there has to
be the theological framework of transubstantiation and its logical conclusion- concomitance. In
the words of the Council of Trent the act of transubstantiation is as follows: “a conversion is
made of the whole substance of the bread into the substance of the body of Christ our Lord, and
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of the whole substance of the wine into the substance of his blood.”29 Though the accidents of
the elements remain the same, the nature of the elements are no longer bread and wine but body
and blood.30 But Rome is also clear that under the species, not only does the bread contain only
body, but necessarily contains the whole Christ.31 This is the doctrine of concomitance, in which
what naturally goes with the body is blood, and therefore what is contained under one specie is
contained in both.32
Following the doctrines of transubstantiation and concomitance, it logically follows
that if Christ is truly present wholly under one element, then there is no more grace to be had by
taking of both elements.33 But as previously noted, Rome has also stated that by partaking both
species the sign is “fuller.”34 Again, not more fully in grace, but fuller in the sense of
signification of the new covenant in Christ’s blood and the eschatological banquet to come.35
Therefore, the current position of Rome is that communion under both kinds is more “full,” but
not necessary. As for the rejection of both kinds in practice, the reasons range from the dangers
of spilling the sacraments to exegetical decisions of to whom Christ gave the chalice at the
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institution.36 The heart of Rome’s argument for the both kinds being unnecessary for the laity is
rooted in their understanding of transubstantiation and the doctrine of concomitance.37
Reformed Critique and Argument
Criticism of Rome’s dogmas concerning the Supper has been argued thoroughly and
in several ways. The Reformed arguments surround two things: (1) the testimony of Holy
Scripture and (2) the nature of Reformed sacramentology. The first critique is common to all
Protestants and the second is specifically a Reformed contribution.
Testimony of Holy Scripture
The main argument among Protestants concerning the necessity of both kinds in the
Eucharist is found in the institution of Christ at the Supper. Transubstantiation is to the argument
of Rome as the commands of Christ to “eat” and “drink” are to the Protestant. Along with Hus,
Jakoubek, Luther, Zwingli and Calvin, this institution of Christ was a permanent institution until
he comes again. While Rome argues that the Church has the authority to modify the practice of
the Supper without destroying its substance, the Reformed argue that the Supper should be
practiced of both kinds because of the command in the Gospels.38 Of course, the Reformed deny
transubstantiation but, hypothetically, even under the understanding of this dogma there is a
necessity for both kinds to be administered.39 It is not as if the Reformed acknowledge something
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that is contrary to what Rome has admitted in the Council of Trent, wherein they confess Christ
instituted both elements but the practice has been modified by the Church.40 Christ instituted
both bread and wine to be eaten and drank by all who are fitting to partake of the supper.
Therefore, the church ought to practice communion under both kinds.41
Reformed Sacramentology
Protestants have widely argued that communion must necessarily take place under
both kinds, but the Reformed position specifically contributes helpful categories to
understanding the communion that takes place under both kinds. While on one hand Rome may
seem logically consistent in its doctrine of concomitance following from transubstantiation and
the unity of Christ’s person, Reformed sacramentology gives more helpful nuance to this
discussion. Specifically, the Reformed understanding of distinction and relation between sign
and thing signified successfully maintains the dignity of both.
The Roman dogmas of transubstantiation and concomitance do not maintain the
dignity of both signs but instead destroy it. Firstly, Rome harms the dignity of signs by removing
the nature of the elements. Peter Martyr Vermigli writes, “Bread signifies the body of Christ
because it feeds, strengthens, and sustains, and this we cannot attribute to accidents. It is also
signification of many grains gathered into one, representing the mystical body, and that cannot
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be attributed to accidents.”42 Martyr is saying that by transubstantiation, the element is no longer
bread and therefore cannot be a sign that signifies nourishment and unity. Secondly, Rome’s
understanding of concomitance makes “Christ less bountiful, since he gave no more in the two
parts than is contained in the one alone.”43 If Christ is wholly in one, then two parts are
essentially unneeded. In both of these ways, Rome’s sacramentology damages the signs
themselves that are intended to signify Christ’s true body and blood.
On the contrary, the Reformed position upholds true dignity for the sign and the thing
signified. The dignity of both is upheld by positing a sacramental relationship between the
elements of bread and wine to Christ himself. This union is not corporeal or local but instead
relative and moral.44 Corporeal, local unions damage the signs (and posit problems for the thing
signified), while this union relates both so that by the true nature of the sign, the thing signified is
brought before participant in a true sensory and intellectual manner, and is therefore truly
present.45 Therefore, the elements remain signs and are not changed in their nature but only have
a new relation to Christ’s body and blood.46 Also then, the Reformed understanding correctly
formulates concomitance. By distinguishing the signs from the thing signified, the concomitance
of Christ’s body and blood are rightly attributed to Christ’s human nature, which is in heaven.
Rome’s mistake in concomitance is confusing the distinction of sign and thing signified.47
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Concomitance is rightly attributed to Christ’s heavenly body (the thing signified) but not
attributed to the bread and wine (the signs). Otherwise, the signs are destroyed.
These distinctions made by the Reformed promote communion under both kinds by
the understanding of eating and drinking. Reformed speak of a duplex manducatio in the Supper,
both a sacramental and a spiritual eating.48 In sacramental eating, both signs are necessary to
promote the signification of body and blood. What one eats of in the bread is unique
sacramentally, while also what one drinks of the cup is unique sacramentally. Both promote
specific significations in different ways.49 How much is it different to eat than to drink? Or what
signification of body does wine have or of blood does bread have? But in the spiritual eating, the
substance is the same, for we do not eat spiritually of two different Christs but of one Christ.50
Therefore if one is to speak of concomitance in the Supper one can speak of it rightly in speaking
of the thing signified, which is eaten spiritually by the faithful, and not of the signs.51
Following the sacramentology of the Reformed, both kinds are necessary in the supper
for their signification. The species both uphold specific signs that are intentional in their
signification of body and blood. At the same time, under both species one eats of the same Christ
spiritually. Without the distinction between the sign and thing signified, the two signs are
collapsed into one and neither retains its proper dignity.
48
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Conclusion
Thus far it has been argued that communion should necessarily be administered under
both kinds. In arguing this, first the historical dimensions of the debate were surveyed by
showing the theologies of two particular figures in the Hussite Controversy, and then showing
their general reception or denial through the history of the church to the modern day. Following
the historical survey, the Roman Catholic argument for the necessity of the Supper under only
one kind was presented. And finally, the main arguments of Rome were refuted according to a
Reformed understanding of sacramentology. In conclusion, with the Reformers, it is necessary to
administer both bread and wine in the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. As our Lord commanded,
“Take; eat; this is my body,” and “Drink of it, all of you, for this is my blood (Mt 26:26-28).”
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